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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. POE of Texas).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 18, 2013.

I hereby appoint the Honorable TED POE to

act as Speaker pro tempore on this day.
JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

———————

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2013, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes each, but in no event shall
debate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———

THE WOMEN’S PREVENTATIVE
HEALTH AWARENESS CAMPAIGN
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. BERA) for 5 minutes.

Mr. BERA of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to talk about core Amer-
ican values—values of liberty, values of
freedom, values of individual rights.

Today, a bill is going to come before
this body that is a blatant attempt to
take away those individual rights,
those individual freedoms—freedoms
that are core to who we are. This bill
aims to take away individual decisions
from America’s mothers, America’s sis-

ters, and America’s daughters. This bill
is a travesty and a slap in the face of
those core values of individual liberty
and individual freedom, and this bill
criminalizes doctors for doing our jobs.

Now, I'm a doctor. Core to the oath
that I took was to sit with my pa-
tients, answer their questions and em-
power them to make the decisions that
best fit their faith circumstances, their
individual circumstances, their family
circumstances. That’s core to the oath
every doctor in the United States of
America has taken. That’s core to my
job. The bill that’s coming to the floor
today takes those values and slaps
them in the face. They put the govern-
ment right in the middle of my exam
room, but the government has no place
between the doctor and the patient.

What we should be debating is how
we empower our patients, how we pro-
mote women’s health, how we try to
keep women healthy and help them
plan their pregnancies, how we em-
power families. As a husband and as
the father of a daughter, Kkeeping
women healthy is extremely important
to me, and helping empower parents
and families to plan those pregnancies
is not only smart; it’s good medicine.

The legislation I am introducing
later this week, the Women’s Preventa-
tive Health Awareness Campaign Act,
will direct the Department of Health
and Human Services to educate women
about the importance of the preventa-
tive wellness exam. This is a piece of
legislation that will help address the
issue of planning families, of planning
when you want to be pregnant. It will
help address the issues of undiagnosed
heart disease. It will help us diagnose
cancer, and it will save thousands of
lives.

I would urge my colleagues in this
body on both sides of the aisle to join
us in this bill. It’s not only smart med-
icine; it will get to the core of empow-
ering patients, of empowering women
and of empowering families to make

the decisions that best fit within the
context of their lives.

That’s the oath that I took as a doc-
tor; that’s the promise that I make to
all of my patients; and that’s the oath
that we take in this body—to protect
those individual freedoms and the indi-
vidual rights of all Americans and of
all America’s women.

——
PROTECTING LIFE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Indiana (Mrs. WALORSKI) for 5 minutes.

Mrs. WALORSKI. I rise today to ad-
dress the importance of protecting life.

While I am home in Indiana, spending
time in our communities, the impor-
tance of strong values and Hoosier
common sense continues to rule the
foundations of our families.

I believe it is critical for Congress to
act today to protect human life and to
treat women and the unborn children
with the protection they deserve from
the dangers of late-term abortions. We
are talking about the next generation
of moms and grandmothers, of aunts
and sisters and of our loved ones. There
is not a price that can be put on the
value of an innocent human life. I have
been a strong supporter of life and of
defending the unborn, and I feel that
it’s our responsibility to protect the
most vulnerable who cannot protect
themselves.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
the support of H.R. 1797 for the sake of
protecting the unborn from late-term
abortions.

————
IMMIGRATION REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AMODEI). The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, later
today, the Judiciary Committee will
mark up the first immigration reform
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bill offered by the Republicans in the
113th Congress. Since election day, no
Member of Congress has done more to
highlight and praise the Republicans
for their new spirit of bipartisanship on
immigration than I. I praise our com-
mittee and subcommittee chairmen for
their new tone in the Republican-led
immigration hearings.

When the Republican Party chairman
said Republicans have to stop pushing
Latino voters away, I said, ‘“Right on,
Reince.”

When young Republicans warned the
GOP to change its tune in order to re-
main viable, I said, ‘“I think you’re
right.”

When your former candidate for Vice
President and Budget Committee
chairman came to Chicago to talk
about immigration reform, I brought
him to the barrio so that the Latino
community could see him and applaud
his commitment to immigration re-
form.

Judge CARTER, the gentleman from
Texas, and I shared the stage in San
Antonio to discuss immigration reform
deep in the heart of Texas, where we
agreed on more things than we dis-
agreed. He and I have met almost every
day since January with a small bipar-
tisan group of colleagues to fashion a
bill that both parties can embrace.

And it’s hard work for both parties.

On the other side of the aisle, it is
hard to talk about immigrants in a
new way when your party, its platform,
its candidates, its talk radio, and its
TV personalities have spoken disparag-
ingly about immigrants for years.
When you reference gangbangers and
drunk drivers and rapists every time
you talk about immigrants, it is hard
to switch gears quickly; but most Re-
publicans in this body, up until last
week, were singing from a new and
more harmonious hymnal.

Bipartisan work on immigration re-
form has been difficult on my side of
the aisle, too. I have always fought for
universal health care coverage, but dis-
cussing health care coverage for un-
documented immigrants and their fam-
ilies—even in the context of a legaliza-
tion program where they pay their full
taxes, submit fingerprints, and pay
huge fines—is a nonstarter not only for
Republicans but for Democrats, unfor-
tunately, alike. I have advocated for
LGBT rights from my days as a Chi-
cago alderman, but to work in a bipar-
tisan manner, it’s off the table.

To keep discussions going with Re-
publicans, I am told that the Diversity
Visa Program, which brings in immi-
grants from Africa and Ireland and
around the world who diversify our im-
migrant pool, is eliminated—no discus-
sion in the name of bipartisanship. Sib-
lings—brothers and sisters of U.S. citi-
zens—will no longer be able to be spon-
sored by their family members to come
to America, and the fees and fines we
charge—billions upon billions—on im-
migrants so that they can be here le-
gally, that will fund more drones,
fences, border guards, and more en-
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forcement on the border, a border that
is as secure as I've seen in American
history—but we’ll do it.
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I ask my Republican colleagues when
is it enough?

But I want to keep things moving
forward, so I hold my tongue, work
within the bipartisan process and stay
with the group. I speak well of Repub-
licans who have partnered with Demo-
crats on a serious bipartisan bill this
year.

A tough, but fair bipartisan bill is
moving towards passage, and our tough
but fair bipartisan House bill is nearly
complete. We’re putting aside partisan
bickering to solve a difficult policy
issue for the American people.

In this moment, just in time for the
Fourth of July, we get red meat poli-
tics for the barbecue and partisan fire-
works on immigration.

The Arizona S.B. 1070 law was sub-
stantially struck down by the Supreme
Court. No matter. Now your side of the
aisle wants to nationalize it.

Sheriff Joe Arpaio is slapped by the
Federal courts for systematically de-
nying the civil rights of U.S. citizens
and legal immigrants. No matter. Let’s
canonize him.

Police and local governments want
immigrants in their communities to be
able to call the police if they’re a vic-
tim of crime or witnesses to crime. Too
bad. Republicans in Washington know
better than your cops, prosecutors and
mayors at home. They will cut your
Federal funding unless you commit to
a full-frontal deportation and local im-
migration enforcement.

When 500,000 Latino citizens turn 18
every year and become potential vot-
ers, Republicans seem hell-bent on lin-
ing up and jumping off the demo-
graphic cliff.

While our country demands solutions
and leadership, Republicans are feeding
the partisan monster red meat as if
their calendars already read 2014.

As a Democrat, I could probably
stand back and watch. If you want to
hang yourself on the immigration
issue, who am I to stop you? But as an
American, I have to tell you what I
really feel. Your country needs you to
step away from the partisan red meat
and fearmongering that has defined
your party on immigration. Come back
to your senses. Do not push forward a
bill that criminalizes every immigrant
family and makes everyone think
twice before they call 911.

You are better than this. America
needs you to be.

———
OUR NATION’S WAKE-UP CALL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. McCLINTOCK) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, in
the early 1760s, the Royal Governor of
Massachusetts began issuing writs of
assistance as general warrants to
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search for contraband. They empow-
ered officials to search indiscrimi-
nately for evidence of smuggling.

These warrants were challenged in
February 1761 by James Otis, who ar-
gued forcefully that they violated the
natural rights of Englishmen and were,
in fact, ‘“‘instruments of slavery.”

A 25-year-old attorney who attended
the trial later wrote:

Every man of a crowded audience appeared
to me to go away as I did, ready to take arms
against writs of assistance. Then and there
the child independence was born.

That young lawyer was John Adams.
To him, that’s the moment the Amer-
ican Revolution began. The general
warrants were the first warning that
his king had become a tyrant.

The Founders specifically wrote the
Fourth Amendment to assure that in-
discriminate government searches
never happened again in America. In
America, in order for the government
to invade your privacy or to go
through your personal records or ef-
fects, it must first present some evi-
dence that justifies its suspicion
against you and then specify what
records or things it’s searching for.

Last week, we learned the Federal
Government is today returning to
those general warrants on a scale un-
imaginable in colonial times by seizing
the phone and Internet records of vir-
tually every American.

We’re told that this is perfectly per-
missible under past Supreme Court rul-
ings because the government is not
monitoring content, but only the
records held by a third party. But if
phone records are outside the protec-
tion of the Fourth Amendment because
they’re held by a third party, then so
too are all of our records or effects held
by third parties. That means the prop-
erty you keep in storage or with a fam-
ily member, the private medical
records held by your physician, the
backup files on your computer main-
tained on another server, all are sub-
ject to indiscriminate search. In fact,
many of the general warrants served
long ago in Boston were on warehouses
owned by third parties.

Even if we were to accept this ration-
ale, then that third party, for example,
the phone company, ought itself to be
safe from general warrants like those
that have apparently scooped up the
phone and Internet records of every
American. It’s argued with Orwellian
logic that it’s permissible to seize
these records indiscriminately since
they aren’t actually searched until a
legal warrant is issued by a secret
FISA court. But if general warrants
can produce the evidence for specific
warrants, isn’t the Fourth Amendment
prohibition against general warrants
then rendered meaningless? And all we
know of the secret FISA court and its
deliberations is that out of 34,000 war-
rants requested by the government, it
has rejected only 1ll—hardly a testa-
ment to judicial prudence or independ-
ence.

We’re told that the information will
be used only to search for terrorists.
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Does anyone actually believe that?
Just a few months ago, the Director of
National Intelligence brazenly lied to
Congress when he denied the program
existed at all. Just a few weeks ago, we
learned that this administration has
taken confidential tax information be-
longing to its political opponents and
leaked it to its political supporters. Is
there anyone so naive as to believe the
same thing won’t be done with phone
and Internet records if it suits the de-
signs of powerful officials?

A free society does not depend on a
police state that tracks the behavior of
every citizen for its security. A free so-
ciety depends instead on principles of
law that protect liberty while meting
out stern punishment to those who
abuse it. It doesn’t mean we catch
every criminal or terrorist. It means
that those we do catch are brought to
justice as a warning to others. This is
true whether we are enforcing the laws
of our Nation or the Law of Nations.

Indeed, if we had responded to the at-
tack on September 11 with the same se-
riousness as we responded to Pearl Har-
bor, terrorism would not be the threat
that it is today.

Ours is not the first civilization to be
seduced by the siren song of a benevo-
lent all-powerful government. But
without a single exception, every civ-
ilization that has succumbed to this lie
has awakened one morning to find that
the benevolence is gone and the all-
powerful government is still there.

Mr. Speaker, this is our generation’s
wake-up call, and we ignore it at ex-
treme peril to our liberty.

——

ARLETA HIGH SCHOOL, SUN VAL-
LEY HIGH SCHOOL, AND SAN
FERNANDO HIGH SCHOOL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
California (Mr. CARDENAS) for 5 min-
utes. B

Mr. CARDENAS. Mr. Speaker, it’s
with great pride today that I rise to
recognize the great achievements of
three high schools in my district, Dis-
trict 29 in California.

I want to begin by congratulating
Arleta High School for achieving a 92
percent graduation rate and setting the
gold standard for the Los Angeles Uni-
fied School District.

Opening in 2006, this school achieved
this enormous feat in just 7 years. The
Arleta Mustangs have the highest grad-
uation rate of any traditional high
school in all of LA Unified School Dis-
trict. This is a testament to all the
hard work and support this community
has invested in its children and their
future.

I would also like to recognize depart-
ing Principal Dr. Linda Calvo for her
unrelenting vision. She will be dearly
missed, and I hope that her successor
will continue the tremendous strides
made on this campus and the sur-
rounding neighborhoods.

I would also like to recognize LA
Unified School District board member

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Nury Martinez, who actually went to
one of the high schools that I'm going
to recognize in just a minute. She’s
been a strong and tireless advocate for
this community as a school board
member for the last 4 years.

I commend the teachers for their
commitment and dedication to their
students; the parents for their love,
support and involvement in their chil-
dren’s lives; and the students who have
risen to the challenge and proved it is
possible to reach your dreams.

Bragging rights are not limited to
just Arleta High School. Located less
than 4 miles away, the Sun Valley High
School Wildcats can also be proud. I'd
like to congratulate and commend the
Sun Valley High School Robotics Team
for being named the national cham-
pions of the 2013 Mini-Urban Challenge
Competition. Sponsored by the United
States Air Force Research Laboratory,
this challenge requires high school stu-
dents to design and operate a robotic
car to autonomously navigate a model
city. One June 1, the Sun Valley Ro-
botics Team competed against nine re-
gional champions in Washington, D.C.,
and became the national champions.

I want to recognize also Principal
Paul Del Rosario for his leadership and
continuous support of the team; Mr.
Hicks and Ms. Yamagata for guiding
and assisting the team through the
project and to the victory; the volun-
teers who invested their own time and
money to help the teams, as well; and
the students for their perseverance and
creativity.

The success of California’s 29th Dis-
trict high schools doesn’t end there,
and it doesn’t end just in the class-
room.
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I would also like to congratulate San
Fernando High School’s baseball team
on winning their second city champion-
ship in 3 years. On June 1, San Fer-
nando defeated Cleveland High School
2-1 in Dodger Stadium to claim their
championship for a second year in a
TOowW.

Under the leadership of Coach
Armando Gomez, the Tigers have done
a phenomenal job of playing as a team
and putting in the extra work to build
a successful program at San Fernando
High School.

All of these students are a great
source of pride to our community, and
prove that hard work, sacrifice, and
commitment pay off. They are the fu-
ture of our country and also of the San
Fernando Valley.

I think it is important for us to un-
derstand that today I stand not only to
congratulate the young people, but to
congratulate all of the adults that sur-
round them who’ve given of themselves
and gone the extra mile to make sure
we bring out the best in our children.

I also would like to take a point of
personal privilege to welcome our little
ambassador who’s here to talk to me
and other Members about children’s
hospitals. You might know him as Lil
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Vader, as he was in a commercial dur-
ing the Super Bowl game. He’s with me
today as a young ambassador, showing
leadership at his young age. I think it’s
important for us to recognize at mo-
ments like this that our young people,
our young Americans, our teenagers, or
maybe they’re little kids, but you too
can be a leader at any age. You don’t
have to wait until you’re a little older,
like us.

——————

FLAWS IDENTIFIED IN CMS
COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON) for 5
minutes.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, at a time when biparti-
sanship is rare in Washington, this past
week a bipartisan majority of Members
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives together called upon the
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid
Services (CMS) to delay further imple-
mentation of the competitive bidding
program for Durable Medical Equip-
ment, Prosthetics, Orthotics and Sup-
plies.

A growing number of flaws have been
identified in the bidding program,
which is being used to procure these
goods and services for those facing life-
changing disease and disability. We do
not oppose competitive bidding. In
fact, we want to ensure that true com-
petition takes place and Medicare
plays by the rules they set for the pro-
gram.

Today, I stand beside 226 of my col-
leagues here in the people’s House and
urge the administrator of CMS to do
the right thing and use her authority
under current law to delay implemen-
tation in order to fix these abuses be-
fore moving forward in 100 areas na-
tionwide on July 1.

Mr. Speaker, Administrator
Tavenner has to know the clock is
ticking, and if unchecked, the failure
of this program will be on her watch.

———

TRIBUTE TO HONORABLE
RUDOLPH “RUDY” CLAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to a man
and a friend of mine who spent most of
his adult life being actively engaged in
the processes of social advocacy and
public policy decisionmaking, and who
ultimately became the mayor of Gary,
Indiana, and a national progressive po-
litical leader.

Rudy Clay was born in Alabama, and
after the death of his mother was
brought to Gary, Indiana, where he was
raised by his two aunts, Ms. Lucy Hun-
ter and Ms. Daisy Washington, who
started him attending church, which he
did for the rest of his life. He graduated
from the Gary Roosevelt High School
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and attended the University of Indiana
at Bloomington, married his wife, Ms.
Christine Swan, was drafted into the
Army, served his time, was honorably
discharged, went into the insurance
business, worked for Prudential and
State Farm insurance companies, and
ultimately opened his own company,
the Rudolph Clay Insurance Agency, of
which he was greatly proud.

Rudy, like many people of his era, be-
came actively involved in the civil
rights movement of the sixties and sev-
enties, which led him to electoral poli-
tics. He was elected to practically ev-
erything that one could be elected to in
Lake County, Indiana, from precinct
committeeman to mayor of Gary. In
1971, Rudy was elected to become the
first African American State senator in
the State of Indiana. In the Senate, he
was the deciding vote that made it pos-
sible for an African American to be
elected a Lake County commissioner.
He was the first African American to
be elected county recorder in the State
of Indiana. He was county chairman of
the Lake County Democratic Party. He
served as a Lake County commissioner.
He was the chairman of the Gary pre-
cinct committeemen’s organization,
and mayor of his beloved city. And he
played a key role in the Obama victory
in Indiana in 2008.

Rudy was a great family man, loved
by his neighbors and friends, loved by
the members of his church and all of
those with whom he came into contact.
He was loved by his associates in his
lodge. The average person in Gary, In-
diana, and any place around it knew
Rudy Clay, and loved him for his great
work.

I convey condolences to his wife, Mrs.
Christine Clay; his son, Rudy, Jr.; his
brothers and sisters and other members
of his family. When one sums up his
presence on Earth, they can simply say
of Rudy: a job well done, a life well
lived.

We salute you, Mayor Rudolph
“Rudy’’ Clay. I thank you for being my
friend. May your soul rest in peace.

—————

VOCA: CRIMINALS PAY THE RENT
IN THE COURTHOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. POE) for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, every
day throughout the TUnited States,
criminals commit crimes against good
people. Some of those cases make the
news. The news usually spends a lot of
time talking about the defendant.
There is a trial, justice occurs, and the
world moves on.

But many times, unfortunately, in
our culture, there is a victim in that
crime. And the victim after the trial is
just ignored in some cases. Some of
those victims are sexual assault vic-
tims. Back in the day when I spent 30
years at the courthouse in Houston as
a prosecutor and a judge, I saw a lot of
them. In fact, I keep up with some of
them today. The crime affects them a
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lot of ways. Some of them lose their
jobs. Some of them are hurt physically
and emotionally, and they don’t have
any money.

And this is not a new concept. Years
ago under the Reagan administration,
Congress recognized this problem, this
issue about the fact that many victims,
after the crime and after the trial, they
just disappear into lives of quiet des-
peration, and culture and community
doesn’t keep up with those people. So
during the Reagan administration,
Congress decided here’s what we're
going to do: We’re going to make
criminals who are convicted in Federal
court pay into a fund, and that fund is
used to help crime victims. What a
great concept—make criminals pay the
rent on the courthouse. Make them lit-
erally pay for their crime by putting
money into a fund that goes to crime
victims. And that’s the Victims of
Crime Act that passed—VOCA as it is
called.

And the Federal judges, God bless
them, they are nailing those criminals.
They are taking a lot of their money
away from them and putting in about
$2 billion a year into that fund. Today,
we have a situation where the fund is
over $11 billion, money criminals paid
to help crime victims.

But here’s the problem: that money
isn’t going to crime victims. Crime vic-
tims only get about $700 million a year
out of that fund of $11 billion, with $2
billion coming in every year. And then
the government gets an 8 percent cut,
that makes it even less. And there’s a
cap, and government sets the cap on
that money. Remember, this is not tax-
payer money. It doesn’t belong to any-
body except to the victims of crime.
That money is used and offset for other
purposes. It goes to other programs in
commerce, science and justice—prob-
ably good programs.

And now with sequestration, we hear
that that fund may be completely cut
off this year for crime victims because
of some squirrelly math somebody’s
using saying sequestration should
apply to the crime victims® fund.
That’s nonsense.

Meanwhile, throughout the country,
victims organizations, shelters, groups
like CASA, who represent kids in the
courtroom when their parents are not
doing the right thing by their kids, and
many programs are barely keeping the
lights on because they don’t get
enough money from VOCA even though
money is available and it’s just sitting
there, or being offset for other pro-
grams.
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So what needs to happen is this: one,
raise the cap every year. Two billion
dollars is coming in every year. We
ought to at least allow the victims to
have a billion of that, maybe $2 billion
of it because it keeps coming in.

And more importantly, what we
ought to do is take that money and put
it in a lockbox concept. It’s a very sim-
ple concept; that the criminals pay
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into the fund, and the funds should go
only to crime victims and crime vic-
tims’ programs. It shouldn’t go to
other programs in the Federal Govern-
ment, even if they’re good programs,
because it was designed by Congress,
approved by the administration, to go
to those silent, quiet victims who are
still, today, hurting because of crimes
that are being committed against
them. And it just seems nonsense to
me.

We have the money available. It’s not
taxpayer money. We can help victims
of crime get their lives back together,
and it’s not happening because some-
body else wants crime victims’ money.
So let’s put this in a lockbox.

Mr. CosTA from California and I have
sponsored legislation to say, look, it’s
not the government’s money. It’s vic-
tims’ money, and it ought to all be
spent to help victims and victims’ pro-
grams throughout the country, groups
that are doing a great job to help res-
cue crime victims because of crimes
that have occurred against them in the
past.

That is justice. And, Mr. Speaker,
justice is what we do in this country.

And that’s just the way it is.

———
IMPROVING THE FARRM BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
the House is in the process this week of
dealing with the most important bill
that almost no one has paid any atten-
tion to. I'm talking about the FARRM
Bill. It goes far beyond dealing with
needs of rural and small town America.

It’s going to involve, with all likeli-
hood, given the way the past farm bills
have exceeded their budget estimates,
it’s very likely to be over $1 trillion.

The FARRM Bill is actually getting
better, slowly but surely, but it has a
long way to go to get the most value
out of this bill for America’s farmers
and ranchers, for the people who eat
and for protection of the environment.

Mr. Speaker, this week I will be of-
fering some amendments that I hope
will be made in order that will try and
coax more value out of this process.
The first and foremost, based on legis-
lation I've introduced, the Balancing
Food, Farm, and Environment Act,
would strengthen the environmental
quality incentives program to have
stricter payments, so we’re not putting
too much money into any one project,
and would disallow spending for large
factory farms, but provide additional
support for farmers who want to transi-
tion to production techniques that use
fewer pesticides or antibiotics and
stretch those conservation dollars fur-
ther.

I also have an amendment that would
reform the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram to direct more money to con-
servation enhancement and continuous
conservation reserve subprograms to
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target the most environmentally sen-
sitive areas and reenroll higher pri-
ority lands, providing more stability
for farmers, better results for the tax-
payers, and more flexibility at the
State level.

Third, and perhaps most important,
an amendment I'm cosponsoring, along
with Mr. CHAFFETZ, would apply rea-
sonable limits for means testing crop
insurance. The crop insurance program
needs greater scrutiny by Congress. It
is an area where the Federal Govern-
ment provides huge subsidies to insur-
ance companies to sell and service the
policies. It pays most of the indem-
nities when there are losses and gen-
erous subsidies to make the premiums
cheaper for farmers.

Today, in The New York Times, there
was an article that talks about the
fraud and waste in the program that,
really, we haven’t zeroed in. There are
clear areas of abuse that need more at-
tention.

My friend Mr. MCGOVERN had an
amendment that said before you slash
nutrition, at least have the rate of
fraud and abuse down to the same level
as food stamps. I think that’s a good
proposal.

The amendment that I have intro-
duced with Mr. CHAFFETZ, it would put
a limit of $750,000, beyond which we
would no longer subsidize the crop in-
surance for the large agribusinesses.
It’s not that they couldn’t have crop
insurance; it’s just the taxpayer will
not be on the hook.

It’s important for us to start paying
attention to the crop insurance pro-
gram. As we, theoretically, get rid of
direct payments, although we still are
going to have direct payments for cot-
ton, and I have an amendment on that
as well, it’s important to look at the
overall structure of this program. We
don’t want to be in a situation where,
actually, we’re going to end up paying
more for crop insurance than the cost
of traditional commodity programs
proposed by the House and the Senate,
and that there are not incentives to be
able to use it efficiently and to root
out fraud and abuse.

I would strongly urge my colleagues
to look at amendments like I have pro-
posed, and others. Look at how the
FARRM Bill, the most important envi-
ronmental nutrition and economic de-
velopment for small towns and rural
America, can be done better.

It’s past time to have a farm bill that
is environmentally sound, that is cost
effective and targets areas that need
the help the most. This ought to be an
area where we can follow through on
the desire to get more value out of tax
dollars while we help more people.

I look forward to the debate this
week. I hope it is robust, and I do hope
that we’ll be able to debate the wide
range of these issues that would make
this FARRM Bill much better.

———

CUTS TO THE SNAP PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
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Minnesota (Ms. McCoLLUM) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, this
week, the House debates a FARRM Bill
that eliminates SNAP benefits for
38,000 Minnesotans and nearly 2 million
Americans.

Last week, I hosted a listening ses-
sion with Congressman ELLISON on how
this would impact our State. We heard
from faith leaders, service providers,
State and county officials, SNAP re-
cipients, young and old.

Evelyn, a senior, told us she was ter-
rified she’d lose her SNAP eligibility
under the House bill, and I quote from
her: “Without the help from SNAP, I
wouldn’t be able to buy the healthy
foods, fresh fruits and vegetables I need
to keep my diabetes in check. Without
SNAP,” she said, ‘I don’t know what I
would do.”

For millions of seniors like Evelyn,
SNAP is a lifeline. It ensures that they
don’t have to choose between medicine
or buying food. And for America’s chil-
dren, they should be able to attend
school and be able to solidly con-
centrate on their studies because they
had something to eat.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
immoral cut and to remember the
words of Patricia Lull, director of St.
Paul Council of Churches: ‘“No more
hungry neighbors.”

—————

THE IMPENDING STUDENT LOAN
INTEREST RATE HIKE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. REED) for 5 minutes.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to talk about an issue I deeply care
about, and that issue is the afford-
ability and ability of students across
America to get a college degree.

Mr. Speaker, as we face this impend-
ing student interest loan cliff on July
1, I want to share with you and with
the American public a personal story.

I’'m the youngest of 12. I have eight
older sisters, three older brothers, and
my mother and father made a commit-
ment to each other that each and every
one of us would get some sort of college
degree or advanced degree.

My father passed when I was 2, and
there were six of us left in our house-
hold that my mother had to raise on
her own. I went to college, went to law
school, and I watched in her eyes the
fulfillment of that promise that she
and my dad made to each and every
one of us.
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Now, not all of my siblings went to
law school. One got a vocational degree
cutting hair, who now works in Ari-
zona. I have the law degree, and there’s
a whole mix in between.

As we deal with the issue of student
loan interest, we need to make sure
that we stand for the students and that
we stand for the next generation, be-
cause a college degree and a higher
educational pursuit will arm those
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young men and women for generations
and empower them to control their
own destiny in their own hands.

So I come today on my side of the
aisle and say to my colleagues, thank
you for joining us in passing a bill in
the House that would avert the inter-
est rate spike that will be coming up
on July 1. I ask my colleagues to join
me and to demand that the Senate
take action.

As you see, Mr. Speaker, the Senate
has failed to pass a piece of legislation
in the Senate to avert this fiscal cliff
to our students across America. To me,
Mr. Speaker, that’s just not right.
That’s just not fair. We need to do bet-
ter. And what we need to do is to pass
a reform out of this body and out of
this Congress that takes the student
out of this political theater that has
become the student loan interest spike
every year that we have to deal with.

The proposal in the House, to me,
makes sense. It’s a commonsense, mar-
ket-based approach that will lower in-
terest rates on 70 percent of the loans
that students receive in going to col-
lege and advanced degrees.

I ask the Senate and I ask my col-
leagues to continue to join us to put
pressure on the Senate to say enough is
enough. We care about students. Let’s
address this issue so that they don’t
see that interest rate spike that is
coming over the horizon and say to the
White House, Sign this legislation once
and for all that removes the students
from the political debate that this
issue has become.

———

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD
PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WILSON) for 5 minutes.

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
as the House begins consideration of
H.R. 1797, I rise in solidarity with the
women of the world. I rise in outrage
at yet another attempt to control our
bodies and make choices for us instead
of allowing women to make their own
choice with their doctors and their
families.

First of all, it’s the woman’s body,
not yours. She alone bears the burden,
the pain and joy that it brings. Please
stop trying to regulate our reproduc-
tive organs. They belong to us.

To the men who feel so inclined to
tell women what to do, I ask: Have you
ever had a menstrual period? Have you
ever felt unbearable pain in every bone
of your body during childbirth? Will
you be there for a mother when she
needs prenatal care, formula, and dia-
pers? Will you support Head Start pro-
grams? Will you focus on creating good
public schools? Will you reform foster
care and stop greasing the prison pipe-
line with unwanted children?

There are grandmothers living in
trailer parks and public housing single-
handedly raising millions of grand-
children. Where are you when Grandma
is trying to feed Jerome, Shaquita,
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Pedro, Heather, and John? The only
time I see you is on the floor of the
House trying to take away Grandma’s
Social Security and attacking her
Medicare and food stamps. Grandma
doesn’t have a car, so she has no ID so
she can vote you out of office.

For some reason, you care about a
baby right until the minute it is born
into the world, and then you disappear
and desert the children you claim to
protect and love. Shame on you. Stop
the cradle-to-grave neglect and abuse.
Stop the shenanigans and bring to the
floor bills that will create jobs, jobs,
jobs for the American people. And mind
your own business and regulate your
own body.

———

ALL-OF-THE-ABOVE ENERGY
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) for 56 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, it is
great to come down on the floor to just
take a few minutes to talk about en-
ergy policy in this country. Repub-
licans on this side and many of my
friends across the aisle, we do believe
and speak about an all-of-the-above en-
ergy strategy. That means ‘‘all of the
above.”

First, and the Speaker would not be
surprised that I would come down and
talk about nuclear power and how that,
in the whole line of the processing of
the fuel to the electricity production,
they are good-paying jobs. There are
challenges we have to overcome, which
is the high level of nuclear waste, the
spent nuclear fuel, and the location for
that, because that is a cost burden on
the industry until we get that solved as
we promised.

Another major important energy pro-
duction for us is coal. I come from
southern Illinois. There are a lot of
coal mines there, and electricity is
generated by coal. It is low-cost fuel,
and it provides great jobs for our coal
miners, and it also creates high-paying
jobs in rural America for the power
plants in remote locations.

The Governor of the State of Illinois
just signed what they’re claiming to be
the most intense and precise fracking
bill in the Nation, which will allow us
to 1look for, locate, and recover,
through the fracking process, we be-
lieve, crude oil to the extent of which
we haven’t seen since World War II,
which also will ease our reliance on im-
ported crude oil.

Also part of this debate is the re-
newal portfolio debate, and some of
that would be wind and solar. But don’t
forget the agriculture input through
the RFS, which would be biodiesel,
whether that is by soybeans or by re-
formulated cooking oil or beef tallow,
or the ethanol debate, whether that is
a cellulosic, the future generation of
ethanol production, or the corn-based
ethanol production as it is.

It’s a great time in the energy debate
in this country because we’re now at a
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point where we are demanding less and
producing more, which would allow us
then to at least stabilize and hopefully
lower our prices while we then con-
tinue to become, now, an energy ex-
porter.

We’re in a hearing today in the En-
ergy and Power Subcommittee to talk
about exporting coal and exporting
liquified natural gas. That will be rev-
enue and jobs to this great country.
For many of us, we haven’t seen times
like this in a long time, and it’s up to
us in the public policy arena to make
sure that we don’t mess it up by in-
creasing regulatory demands and other
hurdles which will inhibit the entre-
preneurs and the risk-takers from tak-
ing advantage of this great oppor-
tunity.

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 47
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

————
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

———
PRAYER

Reverend Brad Hales, Reformation
Lutheran Church, Culpeper, Virginia,
offered the following prayer:

Lord God, maker of Heaven and
Earth, I thank You and praise You for
the blessing of this day. I thank You
for our country. I thank You for the
laws and government which You insti-
tuted for order and honor, and I thank
you for our active military and vet-
erans who have sacrificed over and over
to make us free.

Father, as a Nation, as individuals,
and as a government, we must repent
and always come back to You for
truth, wisdom, forgiveness, and hope.
Let us follow Your words from the
Prophet Joel: ‘“‘Return to the Lord
Your God, for He is gracious and mer-
ciful, slow to anger, and abounding in
steadfast love.”

I pray all these things in the power-
ful and the authority-filled name of
Jesus Christ of Nazareth.

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 Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI)

June 18, 2013

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

Ms. BONAMICI led the Pledge of Al-
legiance 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.

—————

WELCOMING REVEREND BRADLEY
HALES

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CAN-
TOR), the distinguished majority lead-
er, is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to welcome Pastor Bradley Hales
of the Reformation Lutheran Church of
Culpeper, Virginia, to the House floor.

For the past 19 years, Pastor Hales
has been focusing on the renewal and
revitalization of churches for greater
growth and involvement in their com-
munities. As the leader of his church in
Culpeper, he has overseen the expan-
sion of a congregation that was once
only several dozen members strong to
over 240 today.

With a great passion and caring for
our senior citizens, Pastor Hales was
very influential in starting The Place,
a gathering center within the church
for seniors who wish to meet others
and stay involved with their commu-
nity.

Pastor Hales’ civic engagement and
enthusiasm for improving the lives of
others is not limited to the house of
worship. Pastor Hales also serves as a
member of the Culpeper Human Serv-
ices Board and teaches Civil War his-
tory at the Culpeper Christian School.

His energy and compassion have a
positive effect on so many, the
Culpeper Times named him Citizen of
the Year in 2012.

Pastor Hales, I'd like to thank you
for being with us here today and offer-
ing this morning’s prayer. Your leader-
ship and willingness to help others is
an inspiration to us all.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). The Chair will entertain 15 fur-
ther requests for 1-minute speeches on
each side of the aisle.

———

REGULATIONS ON THE FREE
MARKET FOR SUGAR

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

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to speak about sugar. As
conservatives, we have a duty to speak
out against programs that use regula-
tions to stifle the free market, protect
special interests, and have outlived
their purpose. There are few programs
that better fit this than the current
system of price supports, import re-
strictions, and production quotas that
make up our sugar program.
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Under this system, the government
sets price supports, ensuring that pro-
ducers have a guaranteed income, no
matter what world prices are. Sugar
imports are also kept to a minimum,
preventing real competition.

But this is not the end of the med-
dling. Sugar producers have strict sales
quotas. Any excess sugar gets bought
by the government and then is sold to
ethanol producers, usually at a loss to
the taxpayer.

This means many things. It means
consumers pay billions in higher sugar
costs, thousands of jobs are lost in the
food industry, and government con-
tinues to pick winners and losers in the
marketplace.

This week, we will have a chance to
vote on an amendment to the FARRM
Bill that makes substantial reforms to
the program and is estimated by the
CBO to save taxpayers $73 million. I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment and free our sugar from
government’s heavy hand.

——————

VOTE “NO” ON THE PAIN-CAPABLE
UNBORN CHILD PROTECTION ACT

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 1797
because we have been here before. Not
less than a year ago, this body took up
a very similar measure, and it failed. I
hope my colleagues will join me in re-
jecting this attempt.

We cannot ban abortions after 20
weeks, first, because it’s unconstitu-
tional, and, second, because we cannot
know the individual situation of every
woman.

What if a woman gets cancer during
her pregnancy?

What if she gets pre-eclampsia, which
could cause seizures and Kkidney dam-
age?

What if a woman’s fetus is diagnosed
with a severe fetal abnormality, mak-
ing it unable to survive pregnancy or
delivery?

Women and their families are often
faced with impossibly difficult deci-
sions, but they are their decisions to
make, not ours.

Please vote ‘“‘no’’ on this thoughtless
bill.

————

THOMASVILLE, NORTH CARO-
LINA—A 2013 ALL-AMERICA CITY

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

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the city of Thomasville,
North Carolina, for being named a 2013
“All-America City.”

Thomasville, built on a foundation of
furniture manufacturing and textiles,
was hit hard over the last 25 years by
job losses and plant closings. Instead of
folding during trying economic times,
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the city took the challenge head-on
and rallied together, as a community,
to rebuild and bounce back.

The leadership of the entire commu-
nity, including Mayor Joe Bennett and
Chamber of Commerce President Doug
Croft, were instrumental in advancing
new projects that made Thomasville
stand out as an All-America City.

Initiatives such as Envision 2020, a
20-year development plan for the city;
Children At Play, a program to rede-
velop the city’s parks to reduce crime;
and Project Divine Interruption, which
helps homeless students in the city, are
just a few examples of the city’s re-
solve to succeed.

Through the fortitude of its citizens,
Thomasville stands as a shining exam-
ple of what can happen when an entire
community collaborates for the better-
ment of its citizens.

I’'m proud to represent Thomasville,
North Carolina, and I congratulate
them on truly practicing the values
that make America great.

———

THE SEQUESTER AND NATURAL
DISASTERS

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

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, because
of climate change, we’re facing strong-
er and more destructive storms and
natural disasters than at any other
time in American history. And at the
same time, the sequester is slashing
funding for the agencies that are crit-
ical to helping our communities pro-
tect, adapt, and rebuild.

NOAA will lose $271 million in fund-
ing this year, and that includes $50 mil-
lion for the geostationary weather sat-
ellite program. That’s the program
that provides continuous monitoring
for severe weather.

So less than a year after Hurricane
Sandy, a month after the devastating
tornadoes in Oklahoma, we’re cutting
the agency responsible for forecasting
and monitoring severe weather.

But it’s not just severe weather dis-
asters on our shores that threaten
American communities. My congres-
sional district has seen debris from the
2011 Japanese tsunami wash up on our
shores, and our regional economy is in-
extricably linked to the health of our
oceans, which are jeopardized by cli-
mate change.

Our planet is warming. We’re begin-
ning to feel major impacts, and it will
only get worse unless we act to protect
our climate.
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CELEBRATING THE WORK OF
TENNESSEE’S FOURTH DISTRICT

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

Mr. DESJARLAIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to celebrate and promote the
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work that is being done in Tennessee’s
Fourth District by Bridgestone North
America, Motlow State Community
College, members of the local manufac-
turing community, and local and State
governments.

Our economy is hindered by a skills
gap that hurts both the businesses that
need well-trained workers and those
workers looking to better themselves
and their families.

Seeing this problem b5 years ago,
Motlow Community College’s presi-
dent, Mary Lou Apple, set out to erase
this skills gap. A mechatronics pro-
gram was brought to Rutherford Coun-
ty which combined mechanical, elec-
trical, and computerized curricula to
allow local high school students the op-
portunity to gain high-demand skills in
manufacturing, health care, and the fi-
nancial industries.

I recently toured the Bridgestone
North America facility to see how
these students are graduating from
high school not only with college cred-
it and technical credentials, but, most
importantly, real world experience.

I look forward to the great work this
program and its students will continue
to accomplish in the future, and cer-
tainly we need more like them.

————
STUDENT LOAN RATES

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, unless
Congress takes action, student loan
rates will double on July 1. This is un-
acceptable. Access to affordable edu-
cation is one of the most important
issues to young people today, yet many
graduates find themselves tens of thou-
sands of dollars in debt as they leave
school and try to enter the workforce.
In New York State, 60 percent of col-
lege students graduate with some debt,
averaging $27,000.

Mr. Speaker, I was pleased to sign
the discharge petition by Representa-
tive JOE COURTNEY, H.R. 1595, the Stu-
dent Loan Relief Act, along with over
180 of my colleagues. This legislation
would freeze the interest rate at its
current 3.4 percent for the next 2 years.

It’s time for Republican leadership to
acknowledge the urgency of this legis-
lation and bring it to the floor. All
Americans deserve a fair shot at a good
and affordable education.

———

STUDENT LOAN RATE HIKES

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
my colleague from New York bringing
up the issue of student loan rates. As
he very well knows, the House has
passed a bill to do this, and our prob-
lem is with the Senate and the Presi-
dent.

“Don’t double my rate.” Every day,
students are tweeting those exact
words to their Representatives. Like



H3698

these students, House Republicans see
that July 1 is coming, and with it the
automatic doubling of some Federal
student loan interest rates.

House Republicans don’t believe that
that rate should double or that politi-
cians should be in charge of setting
them. Weeks ago, Republicans and a
few Democrats in the House passed the
Smarter Solutions for Students Act,
which will not only keep student loan
interest rates from doubling on July 1
but will also remove politics from the
equation, as well.

But the House can’t do it alone. The
Senate must act, and the President
must lead. Right now, both are failing.
In fact, it appears President Obama has
completely backed down from defend-
ing his original proposal which, like
our House bill, offered a permanent so-
lution to the problem. The President is
letting the opportunity to build on
common ground slip by. Concerned stu-
dents should ask him why.

———

20-WEEK ABORTION BAN

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

Ms. BONAMICI. Today, I rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1797, legislation that
would throw doctors in jail for pro-
viding constitutionally protected
health care. Many of my colleagues
talk about less government. Well,
here’s a place where I agree. This bill
takes away the ability of women to
make their own health care decisions
and attempts to replace the informed
judgment of doctors with the opinions
of politicians.

Often, there are unexpected com-
plications. Danielle Deaver’s amniotic
fluid ruptured at 22 weeks, leaving the
pregnancy without adequate fluid to
continue to develop. Jennifer Peterson
was pregnant when she was diagnosed
with invasive breast cancer. Danielle,
Jennifer, and women like them should
be able to face these difficult situa-
tions by consulting with their doctors.
They should not have to worry about
whether they’re violating an unconsti-
tutional law.

When abortion is made illegal, it
does not go away; it becomes unsafe.
Let’s not play politics with women’s
health care. Let’s focus on prevention
and making sure that women have ac-
cess to safe and legal abortions. I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’” on this un-
constitutional bill.

——————
HONORING AND CONGRATULATING
U.S. MARINE CORPORAL

ZACKERY WALLICK OF DUNDEE,
OHIO

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

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor and congratulate Zackery
Wallick of Dundee, Ohio, who is the re-
cipient of the Navy and Marine Corps
Commendation Medal with the V, the
fifth-highest award for his service.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Zackery received this medal for put-
ting himself in great danger in order to
protect a fellow wounded marine in Af-
ghanistan in August of 2010. He was
serving as a first team leader of a regi-
mental combat team when a grenade
was thrown at him and a fellow marine
by Taliban forces. Without hesitation,
Zackery threw himself on the marine
closest to the explosion, shielding him
from the blast.

Thankfully, neither of the marines
were injured. Zackery’s display of her-
oism deserves the utmost respect, and
I’'m proud to honor him today. Zackery
has been honorably discharged from
the Marine Corps and is now consid-
ering attending college. He hopes to
pursue a career in law enforcement as
a parole officer.

———
PEPFAR 10-YEAR ANNIVERSARY

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

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker,
this morning, I had the honor of join-
ing Secretary Kerry and hundreds of
advocates to mark the 10th anniver-
sary of our global aids program known
as PEPFAR. Ten years ago, when the
AIDS pandemic was ravaging many Af-
rican countries, Democrats, Repub-
licans, and Independents put aside our
differences and came together to create
the largest, most effective foreign aid
program to date.

I’'m very humbled to have played a
small role in the creation of PEPFAR
and proud about the leadership of the
Congressional Black Caucus and our
chair at that time, Congresswoman
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON—even before
the world knew about this initiative.
And I’'m so proud of the role my staff
played over the years, including the
late, beloved Michael Riggs, whose
memory and leadership Secretary
Kerry recognized this morning.

To quote from a 2002 letter to Presi-
dent Bush, the Congressional Black
Caucus called for ‘‘an expanded United
States initiative” to ‘‘respond to the
greatest plague in recorded history.”
The next month, in his State of the
Union speech, President Bush boldly
embraced our call to action.

Now, a decade later, PEPFAR’S suc-
cess isn’t just measured in terms of
dollars spent but in lives saved and
communities transformed.

————

THE PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN
CHILD PROTECTION ACT

(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, today we are going to move
one step closer to banning late-term
abortions by supporting H.R. 1797,
called the Pain-Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act.

Late-term abortion isn’t rare. I was
dismayed and disheartened to hear of
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the horrors from the Kermit Gosnell
trial. Worse, this past month, in my
home State of Texas, former employees
of the abortionist Douglas Karpen al-
leged he Kkilled babies born alive.

These acts are inexcusable, immoral
and unjustifiable. It’s time we got rid
of this gruesome and barbaric proce-
dure to prevent future cases like
Gosnell’s and Karpen’s once and for all.
The procedure is not only unethical
but unessential. There’s extensive evi-
dence that unborn babies aborted in
this manner are alive until the end of
the procedure and fully experience the
pain associated with the procedure.

We’ve got to do the right thing. We
must ban late-term abortion. I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 1797 and pro-
tect the value of life, women and un-
born babies.

——————

SMALL BUSINESS WEEK

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

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to honor the many mom-
and-pop shops and small businesses
across the country as we celebrate Na-
tional Small Business Week. I know
firsthand the difference that small
businesses make in our communities.
Almost 70 years ago, my grandmother
purchased a little neighborhood store
and proclaimed to my grandfather,
“We’re in the grocery business now.”’

Like most small business families,
we took pride in what we did. We
shared in the trials and triumphs of
small business ownership. It was chal-
lenging, but it was rewarding. Our gro-
cery store was our family taking a shot
at the American Dream and sharing
that success with others.

According to the U.S. Small Business
Administration, more than half of
Americans either own or work for a
small business, and they create about
two out of every three new jobs in the
United States each year. Small busi-
nesses are the backbone of our commu-
nities—opening new storefronts, train-
ing American workers, and manufac-
turing and selling goods in our neigh-
borhoods. This may be National Small
Business Week, but our Nation
wouldn’t be what it is today without
every day being a small business day.

——
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HONORING THE HARDING FAMILY
FOR THEIR MISSIONARY WORK

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

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with great honor to pay respect
to Bill Harding and his family, who
have served for the last 60 years as mis-
sionaries in Ethiopia. In our increas-
ingly self-serving society, their sac-
rifice on behalf of others is truly re-
markable.
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Bill Harding left Charlotte in 1954
with his pregnant wife and three boys
under the age of 3 and moved to Ethi-
opia, where he trained pastors and
worked with local churches. He loved
the people of Ethiopia sacrificially,
even enduring house arrest during the
Communist revolution.

Since that time, one son, Bill IV, has
managed 500 projects, bringing clean
water to over 300 villages. Son David
runs a separate nonprofit, also pro-
viding clean water to thirsty villagers.
Son Joe works with American churches
to provide desperately mneeded re-
sources to a major youth development
program in Ethiopia. Bill’s grandson
and granddaughter 1live in Africa,
working for nonprofits and continuing
the legacy.

Mr. Speaker, their ministry has im-
pacted millions of people as they have
honored the Lord with their lives.
Thanks, Bill and your wonderful fam-
ily, for all that you’ve done. God bless
you.

COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION
REFORM

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

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of comprehensive
immigration reform.

In the Bible, it couldn’t be more
clear:

When the Son of Man returns in all his
glory, escorted by the angels, then He will
take His seat on the thrown of glory. All the
nations will be assembled before Him, and He
will separate the people one from another,
like sheep from goats. On the right hand, He
will place the sheep; on the left, the goats.
And to those on His right, he will say: Come
accept the inheritance that is yours, that
has been prepared for you since the founda-
tion of the world, for when I was hungry, you
gave me food; when I was thirsty, you gave
me drink; when I was a stranger, you made
me welcome.

My fellow Members of this House,
comprehensive immigration reform is
not just the right thing to do; it is the
righteous thing to do.

————

LEGACY OF SALLY RIDE

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 30
years ago today, on June 18, 1983, Dr.
Sally Ride became the first American
woman in space aboard the space shut-
tle Challenger, the first of her two
flights as a mission specialist.

This former astronaut, physicist, ed-
ucator, and space advocate left behind
a legacy of accomplishments when she
died last year at the age of 61. Her leg-
acy continues to inspire and motivate
young women with an interest in
science, technology, math, and engi-
neering, while the company she found-
ed advances those interests.

We acknowledge Dr. Ride’s advocacy
for young women in the fields of
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science, technology, engineering, and
math, a precursor for the STEM pro-
grams we Kknow are so important
today.

As a strong proponent of STEM edu-
cation and allied programs, I will con-
tinue to applaud Dr. Ride’s effort to en-
courage interest in space, science, and
the technical fields by blazing a path
for other women to follow.

———

REJECT PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN
CHILD PROTECTION ACT

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

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
America faces so many challenges
today: How do we create more jobs?
How do we boost economic growth?
How do we support middle class fami-
lies and small businesses, build things
in America again, improve our schools,
and invest in our infrastructure?

So is Congress considering any of
these important matters today? No. In
fact, here in the middle of June, the
Republican-controlled Congress has not
scheduled any legislation on any of
those important matters. Instead, their
priority today is H.R. 1797, where the
all-male House Judiciary Committee
and the House Republican leadership
intends to interject themselves into
the private medical decisions of women
and their doctors. They discount the
health of the woman. They run counter
to what medical professionals, includ-
ing the American College of Obstetri-
cians and Gynecologists, say is appro-
priate.

So I urge my colleagues to reject
H.R. 1797. Do not obliterate our con-
stitutional right to privacy. Do not
take such personal decisions out of the
hands of women and their doctors. Re-
ject this extreme bill.

———

NATIONAL SMALL BUSINESS
WEEK

(Mr. COLLINS of New York asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. COLLINS of New York. Mr.
Speaker, this week marks National
Small Business Week.

America’s small businesses are the
engines of job creation. According to
the Small Business Administration,
small businesses employ almost half of
all private sector employees. And de-
pending on the year, small businesses
can account for 80 percent of all new
jobs created.

As a small business owner myself, I
understand firsthand the challenges
and hurdles business owners face on a
day-to-day basis. As a Member of Con-
gress, one of my top goals is to con-
tinue to push hard for commonsense
policies that create the right kind of
economic environment for small busi-
nesses to grow and hire more people—
the exact policies the GOP-led House
continues to advocate and advance.
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This week, I am asking all small
business owners in my district to com-
plete an online survey about the econ-
omy and other issues impacting the
small business sector by visiting my
Web site, chriscollins.house.gov.

I want to salute small business own-
ers as we take time this week to ac-
knowledge your hard work and con-
tributions.

———

ATTACK ON WOMEN’S
REPRODUCTIVE RIGHTS

(Ms. TITUS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. TITUS. I rise today in opposition
to H.R. 1797. This bill is not only a di-
rect challenge to the Supreme Court
ruling in Roe v. Wade, but it’s a dan-
gerous new attack on women’s repro-
ductive rights.

The proposed ban in this bill does not
include an exception for the physical or
emotional health of a woman; it fails
to provide sufficient protections for
victims of rape and incest; and it has a
very narrow exception in cases when a
woman’s life is in danger.

H.R. 1797 would significantly reduce
the safe, legal options that women
have and would prevent doctors from
providing the most medically appro-
priate care for their patients.

Republicans have repeatedly dem-
onstrated a lack—a lack—of under-
standing about basic women’s health
care, and this bill is just one more ex-
ample of their continuing attack on
women’s rights. It is a step backward
for women’s health and a distraction
from the critical work we should be
doing to pass legislation regarding im-
migration reform, strengthening our
economy, and creating jobs.

I urge you to vote ‘‘no’ on this un-
constitutional legislation.

———

OPPOSITION TO THE PAIN-CAPA-
BLE UNBORN CHILD PROTECTION
ACT

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

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, my, my, my; talk about pain.
There’s lots of pain in our country—
mothers and fathers are out of work,
losing homes, bills piling up—but here
we go again: another day in Congress
being squandered as we fight once more
about women having access to the med-
ical care we need, free from the long,
invasive arm of government. And
again, there’s a cruel unconstitutional
twist. Under the newly minted H.R.
1797, a woman in desperate need of a
physician must instead call the police.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
know that there’s a better way to pro-
tect life. Allow women to have access
to the health care that we require to
live full lives, and let’s work together
in a bipartisan manner to get people
back to work in this country.
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HONORING LARRY HELM

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

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
very proudly today to honor one of our
Nation’s heroes, a man named Larry
Helm, who served honorably as a com-
bat veteran in Vietnam, who now
serves as commander of the Molokai
Veterans Caring for Veterans Center,
and who is very fondly known, to those
of us who know him, as ‘“Uncle Larry.”

He is the epitome of a servant leader,
who has been active all across the
State of Hawaii fighting for his family,
his friends, his neighbors, his commu-
nity, for veterans and all those who’ve
served in the armed services, taking
him all the way to the U.S. Senate, tes-
tifying and fighting for benefits.

No matter the challenge, whether in
combat in Vietnam, as a community
leader, or now as he battles cancer,
Uncle Larry has always stood for what
is right. He has dedicated three decades
of his life to opening a vet center to
those veterans on Molokai to make
sure that valuable resources are avail-
able to these veterans and their fami-
lies who very often have access to
none.

Uncle Larry, we love you, we honor
you, and we stand with you in your
righteous battles; and we will work to
make your vision a reality.

———
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PEPFAR’s 10TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is hard
to believe that only 10 years ago, an
HIV diagnosis was a death sentence for
those living all over the world, but es-
pecially in Africa. It was downright
disgraceful that even though lifesaving
therapy existed, millions of people
were dying of AIDS because treatment
was unaffordable. There are few votes I
have taken in the course of my career
that have made as significant a posi-
tive impact on this world than the
votes I have cast in favor of PEPFAR.

As of September 2012, the United
States is supporting lifesaving
antiretroviral treatment for more than
5.1 million people. More than 11 million
pregnant women received HIV testing
and counseling last year; and as a re-
sult of adequate treatment, this month
the one-millionth baby will be born
HIV-free, thanks to PEPFAR.

The fact an AIDS-free generation is
on the horizon is a true testament to
the willingness of President Bush,
President Obama, and Congress to take
on this immense challenge and do the
hard work necessary to turn the tide
against HIV/AIDS. We must continue
to do that, Mr. Speaker.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILDREN
PROTECTION ACT

(Ms. EDWARDS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 1797, which
the House will consider later today. It
is another in a long, long line of as-
saults on women’s health; and it is bla-
tantly unconstitutional.

Reproductive health, including abor-
tion care, is a private medical decision
between a woman and her health care
provider—period. A woman’s right to
choose is a fundamental freedom, and
there is no place for dark-suited politi-
cians to impose their personal beliefs
on a woman’s private medical deci-
sions.

H.R. 1797 doesn’t even include an ade-
quate life exception that takes a wom-
an’s health into account. It is patently
unconstitutional and is completely in-
consistent with the Supreme Court’s
decision in Roe v. Wade.

Mr. Speaker, once again it is clear
that my Republican colleagues are un-
able or unwilling to put forth ideas to
create jobs, strengthen the economy,
or invest in America’s future. Instead,
here we go with another ideological
battle. American women have one uni-
fied message for Republicans: stay out
of our doctors’ offices, stay out of our
health care, and leave us alone.

——————

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD
PROTECTION ACT

(Ms. CLARKE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in opposition to H.R. 1797. This act
is both dangerous and unconstitutional
and violates the rights of women who
are in need of an abortion. It is bla-
tantly unconstitutional and in clear
violation of more than 40 years of Su-
preme Court precedent that protect
women’s access to abortion prior to vi-
ability, that is, prior to 24 not 20
weeks. This precedent was first estab-
lished in Roe v. Wade and affirmed in
Planned Parenthood v. Casey.

Make no mistake, pregnancy due to
violent and unfortunate circumstances
such as rape and incest happens to
thousands of women every year, not to
mention medical complications that
imperil the life of the mother. Women
impacted by rape and incest must not
be further victimized by this misguided
legislation.

We must not allow our Nation’s right
to choose to be infringed upon by a mi-
nority of people in this Nation. We can-
not let them bully the rest of the coun-
try into accepting their world view.
That is why I will continue to support
a woman’s right to choose and stand in
opposition to H.R. 1797, and I stand up
for women’s right to self-determina-
tion.

June 18, 2013

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2013.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
June 18, 2013 at 9:48 a.m.:

That the Senate passed S. 330.

Appointment:

Health Information Technology Policy
Committee.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

———

INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT
RECOVERY IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 2013

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1896) to amend part D of title IV
of the Social Security Act to ensure
that the United States can comply
fully with the obligations of the Hague
Convention of 23 November 2007 on the
International Recovery of Child Sup-
port and Other Forms of Family Main-
tenance, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 1896

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘International Child Support Recovery
Improvement Act of 2013”".

(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise ex-
pressly provided in this Act, wherever in this
Act an amendment is expressed in terms of
an amendment to a section or other provi-
sion, the amendment shall be considered to
be made to a section or other provision of
the Social Security Act.

SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO ENSURE ACCESS TO
CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES FOR
INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT
CASES.

(a) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF HHS
TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH MULTILATERAL
CHILD SUPPORT CONVENTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652)
is amended—

(A) by redesignating the second subsection
(1) (as added by section 7306 of the Deficit Re-
duction Act of 2005) as subsection (m); and
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(B) by adding at the end the following:

“(n) The Secretary shall use the authori-
ties otherwise provided by law to ensure the
compliance of the United States with any
multilateral child support convention to
which the United States is a party.”’.

2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
453(k)(3) (42 U.S.C. 6563(k)(3)) is amended by
striking ‘‘452(1)”’ and inserting ‘‘452(m)”’.

(b) ACCESS TO THE FEDERAL PARENT LOCA-
TOR SERVICE.—Section 453(c) (42 U.S.C. 653(c))
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘and” at the end of para-
graph (3);

(2) by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(b) an entity designated as a Central Au-
thority for child support enforcement in a
foreign reciprocating country or a foreign
treaty country for purposes specified in sec-
tion 459A(c)(2).”.

(c) STATE OPTION TO REQUIRE INDIVIDUALS
IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES TO APPLY THROUGH
THEIR COUNTRY’S APPROPRIATE CENTRAL AU-
THORITY.—Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)(A)(ii), by inserting be-
fore the semicolon ‘‘(except that, if the indi-
vidual applying for the services resides in a
foreign reciprocating country or foreign
treaty country, the State may opt to require
the individual to request the services
through the Central Authority for child sup-
port enforcement in the foreign recipro-
cating country or the foreign treaty country,
and if the individual resides in a foreign
country that is not a foreign reciprocating
country or a foreign treaty country, a State
may accept or reject the application)’’; and

(2) in paragraph (32)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting *‘, a
foreign treaty country,” after ‘‘a foreign re-
ciprocating country’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or
foreign obligee”” and inserting ‘¢, foreign
treaty country, or foreign individual®’.

(d) AMENDMENTS TO INTERNATIONAL SUP-
PORT ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS.—Section
459A (42 U.S.C. 659a) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) REFERENCES.—In this part:

(1) FOREIGN RECIPROCATING COUNTRY.—The
term ‘foreign reciprocating country’ means a
foreign country (or political subdivision
thereof) with respect to which the Secretary
has made a declaration pursuant to sub-
section (a).

‘(2) FOREIGN TREATY COUNTRY.—The term
‘foreign treaty country’ means a foreign
country for which the 2007 Family Mainte-
nance Convention is in force.

“(3) 2007 FAMILY MAINTENANCE CONVEN-
TION.—The term ‘2007 Family Maintenance
Convention’ means the Hague Convention of
23 November 2007 on the International Re-
covery of Child Support and Other Forms of
Family Maintenance.”’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘foreign countries that are the
subject of a declaration under this section”
and inserting ‘‘foreign reciprocating coun-
tries or foreign treaty countries’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘and for-
eign treaty countries’ after ‘‘foreign recipro-
cating countries’’; and

(3) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘the sub-
ject of a declaration pursuant to subsection
(a)” and inserting ‘‘foreign reciprocating
countries or foreign treaty countries’.

(e) COLLECTION OF PAST-DUE SUPPORT FROM
FEDERAL TAX REFUNDS.—Section 464(a)(2)(A)
(42 U.S.C. 664(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking
“under section 454(4)(A)(ii)”’ and inserting
“under paragraph (4)(A)(ii) or (32) of section
454,
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(f) STATE LAW REQUIREMENT CONCERNING
THE UNIFORM INTERSTATE FAMILY SUPPORT
ACT (UIFSA).—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(f) (42 U.S.C.
666(f)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘on and after January 1,
1998,’;

(B) by striking ‘‘and as in effect on August
22, 1996,”’; and

(C) by striking ‘‘adopted as of such date”
and inserting ‘‘adopted as of September 30,
2008’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 28,
UNITED STATES CODE.—Section 1738B of title
28, United States Code, is amended—

(A) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘indi-
vidual contestant’ and inserting ‘‘individual
contestant or the parties have consented in a
record or open court that the tribunal of the
State may continue to exercise jurisdiction
to modify its order,’’;

(B) in subsection (e)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘in-
dividual contestant’” and inserting ‘‘indi-
vidual contestant and the parties have not
consented in a record or open court that the
tribunal of the other State may continue to
exercise jurisdiction to modify its order’;
and

(C) in subsection (b)—

(i) by striking ‘‘‘child’ means’ and insert-
ing ‘““(1) The term ‘child’ means’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘ ‘child’s State’ means’ and
inserting ‘‘(2) The term ‘child’s State’
means’’;

(iii) by striking ‘‘‘child’s home State’
means’’ and inserting ‘‘(3) The term ‘child’s
home State’ means’’;

(iv) by striking ‘‘‘child support’ means’’
and inserting ‘‘(4) The term ‘child support’
means’’;

(v) by striking ¢ ‘child support order’’’ and
inserting ‘(5) The term ‘child support
order’”’;

(vi) by striking ‘‘‘contestant’ means’ and
inserting ‘‘(6) The term ‘contestant’ means’’;

(vii) by striking ‘‘‘court’ means’ and in-
serting ‘‘(7) The term ‘court’ means’’;

(viii) by striking ‘‘‘modification’ means’’
and inserting ‘‘(8) The term ‘modification’
means’’; and

(ix) by striking ‘ ‘State’ means’” and in-
serting ‘“(9) The term ‘State’ means’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE; GRACE PERIOD FOR
STATE LAW CHANGES.—

(A) PARAGRAPH (1).—(i) The amendments
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect with
respect to a State no later than the effective
date of laws enacted by the legislature of the
State implementing such paragraph, but in
no event later than the first day of the first
calendar quarter beginning after the close of
the first regular session of the State legisla-
ture that begins after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(ii) For purposes of clause (i), in the case of
a State that has a 2-year legislative session,
each year of the session shall be deemed to
be a separate regular session of the State
legislature.

(B) PARAGRAPH (2).—(i) The amendments
made by subparagraphs (A) and (B) of para-
graph (2) shall take effect on the date on
which the Hague Convention of 23 November
2007 on the International Recovery of Child
Support and Other Forms of Family Mainte-
nance enters into force for the United
States.

(ii) The amendments made by subpara-
graph (C) of paragraph (2) shall take effect
on the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 3. DATA EXCHANGE STANDARDIZATION FOR

IMPROVED INTEROPERABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652),
as amended by section 2(a)(1) of this Act, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘““(0) DATA EXCHANGE STANDARDS FOR IM-
PROVED INTEROPERABILITY.—
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‘(1) DESIGNATION.—The Secretary shall, in
consultation with an interagency work
group established by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and considering State gov-
ernment perspectives, by rule, designate
data exchange standards to govern, under
this part—

““(A) necessary categories of information
that State agencies operating programs
under State plans approved under this part
are required under applicable law to elec-
tronically exchange with another State
agency; and

‘(B) Federal reporting and data exchange
required under applicable law.

‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The data exchange
standards required by paragraph (1) shall, to
the extent practicable—

‘“(A) incorporate a widely accepted, non-
proprietary, searchable, computer-readable
format, such as the eXtensible Markup Lan-
guage;

‘“(B) contain interoperable standards devel-
oped and maintained by intergovernmental
partnerships, such as the National Informa-
tion Exchange Model;

“(C) incorporate interoperable standards
developed and maintained by Federal enti-
ties with authority over contracting and fi-
nancial assistance;

‘(D) be consistent with and implement ap-
plicable accounting principles;

‘“(E) be implemented in a manner that is
cost-effective and improves program effi-
ciency and effectiveness; and

‘“(F) be capable of being continually up-
graded as necessary.

‘“(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed to require
a change to existing data exchange standards
found to be effective and efficient.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall issue a pro-
posed rule within 24 months after the date of
the enactment of this section. The rule shall
identify federally-required data exchanges,
include specification and timing of ex-
changes to be standardized, and address the
factors used in determining whether and
when to standardize data exchanges. It
should also specify State implementation op-
tions and describe future milestones.

SEC. 4. EFFICIENT USE OF THE NATIONAL DIREC-
TORY OF NEW HIRES DATABASE FOR
FEDERALLY SPONSORED RESEARCH
ASSESSING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
FEDERAL POLICIES AND PROGRAMS
IN ACHIEVING POSITIVE LABOR
MARKET OUTCOMES.

Section 453 (42 U.S.C. 653) is amended—

(1) in subsection (i)(2)(A), by striking ‘24
and inserting ‘‘48’’; and

(2) in subsection (j), by striking paragraph
(5) and inserting the following:

‘“(6) RESEARCH.—

‘“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B) of this paragraph, the Secretary may pro-
vide access to data in each component of the
Federal Parent Locator Service maintained
under this section and to information re-
ported by employers pursuant to section
453A(b), for—

‘(i) research undertaken by a State or Fed-
eral agency (including through grant or con-
tract) for purposes found by the Secretary to
be likely to contribute to achieving the pur-
poses of part A or this part; or

‘(ii) an evaluation or statistical analysis
undertaken to assess the effectiveness of a
Federal program in achieving positive labor
market outcomes (including through grant
or contract), by—

“(I) the Department of Health and Human
Services;

‘“(IT) the Social Security Administration;

““(IIT) the Department of Labor;

‘“(IV) the Department of Education;

(V) the Department of Housing and Urban
Development;
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‘(VI) the Department of Justice;

‘“(VII) the Department of Veterans Affairs;

¢(VIII) the Bureau of the Census;

“(IX) the Department of Agriculture; or

‘(X) the National Science Foundation.

‘(B) PERSONAL IDENTIFIERS.—Data or infor-
mation provided under this paragraph may
include a personal identifier only if, in addi-
tion to meeting the requirements of sub-
sections (1) and (m)—

‘(i) the State or Federal agency con-
ducting the research described in subpara-
graph (A)(i), or the Federal department or
agency undertaking the evaluation or statis-
tical analysis described in subparagraph
(A)(ii), as applicable, enters into an agree-
ment with the Secretary regarding the secu-
rity and use of the data or information;

‘‘(ii) the agreement includes such restric-
tions or conditions with respect to the use,
safeguarding, disclosure, or redisclosure of
the data or information (including by con-
tractors or grantees) as the Secretary deems
appropriate;

‘‘(iii) the data or information is used exclu-
sively for the purposes defined in the agree-
ment; and

“(iv) the Secretary determines that the
provision of data or information under this
paragraph is the minimum amount needed to
conduct the research, evaluation, or statis-
tical analysis, as applicable, and will not
interfere with the effective operation of the
program under this part.

¢(C) PENALTIES FOR UNAUTHORIZED DISCLO-
SURE OF DATA.—Any individual who willfully
discloses a personal identifier (such as a
name or social security number) provided
under this paragraph, in any manner to an
entity not entitled to receive the data or in-
formation, shall be fined under title 18,
United States Code, imprisoned not more
than b years, or both.”.

SEC. 5. BUDGETARY EFFECTS.

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the
purpose of complying with the Statutory
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion” for this Act, submitted for printing in
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of
the Senate Budget Committee, provided that
such statement has been submitted prior to
the vote on passage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. REICHERT) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Washington.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the
subject of the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today with my
colleague from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT) to
urge support of H.R. 1896, the Inter-
national Child Support Recovery Im-
provement Act of 2013.

This bill provides the implementing
legislation for The Hague Convention
on International Recovery of Child
Support and other forms of family
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maintenance, ensuring that law en-
forcement authorities will be able to
enforce child support orders even when
a child or parent lives overseas.

Mr. Speaker, as a former sheriff in
King County, which is in Seattle,
Washington—for those in the Chamber
who may not know, I worked there for
33 years—I had the opportunity of put-
ting together a unit that was devoted
to finding parents who weren’t taking
on their financial responsibility for
their children and providing those fi-
nancial needs.

What we learned was not only is it
important for the parents to be a part
of their child’s life when they leave fi-
nancially—to give them the health
care benefits they need, the education
that they might need, any other finan-
cial needs that the child might need—
but it also provides a social benefit, a
real benefit of involvement by that
parent. Once that parent gets finan-
cially involved, that parent is inti-
mately involved with that child’s life.

Usually it is the father—sad to say
just a couple of days after Father’s
Day. Ninety-five to 98 percent of the
parents who leave and don’t continue
to support their child financially, it is
usually the father.

When that father and that parent
gets involved financially, they all of a
sudden realize they’ve missed out on
that child’s life. They’ve missed soccer
games, baseball games. They’ve missed
their theatrical performances, their
participation in every school support,
and the rest of their lives.

This also reduces crime in my experi-
ence—again, going back as the sheriff—
if these Kkids have both parents in-
volved. It keeps them involved with the
family and not in other activities that
we would really prefer them not to be
involved in.

Currently, States have the option to
recognize child support orders from
other countries—and many of them do.
However, States have found that other
countries are less cooperative in recog-
nizing our orders.

The Hague Convention seeks to ad-
dress this issue by establishing a stand-
ardized process so more countries co-
operate in collecting child support. Ne-
gotiation of this treaty began in 2003,
and it was signed eventually in 2007.
The Senate acted on this in 2010. They
gave their consent. The treaty provides
many protections for our children, but
States cannot take advantage of the
benefits until Congress moves forward.

Enforcement of child support orders
should not end at the water’s edge.
Children, regardless of where they or
their parents live, should receive finan-
cial support from their parents.
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The United States cannot ratify The
Hague Convention until all States
make the necessary changes, so the
time to act is now.

This bill also includes a continuation
of our subcommittee’s bipartisan ef-
forts to standardize and improve the
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exchange of data within human serv-
ices programs. While the child support
system already relies heavily on data
exchanges, it is important for those ex-
change efforts to be consistent with
the provisions we’ve recently enacted
in the child welfare, TANF, and unem-
ployment programs. The goal is simple:
improve government efficiency, pro-
vide benefits to those who are eligible,
and drive out waste, fraud, and abuse.

Finally, this bill expands researcher
access to a database maintained by the
Office of Child Support Enforcement.
The National Directory of New Hires
collects employment outcome informa-
tion for individuals working in most
jobs in the United States. Expanding
access to earnings data in the Direc-
tory will improve our ability to deter-
mine whether Federal education, train-
ing, and social service programs help
people find and keep their jobs.

According to the administration,
most Federal agencies do not currently
have reliable access to data that can
show the impact of their programs on
participants’ employment or their
earnings. In an era of tighter resources,
it is crucial that we have reliable data
to conduct rigorous evaluations to
make sure that Federal programs are
getting results.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert
into the RECORD letters of support for
this legislation from MDRC and the
National Child Support Enforcement
Association.

In addition, key parts of this legisla-
tion are supported by respected organi-
zations like the Conference of State
Court Administrators, the Conference
of Chief Justices, the Department of
Health and Human Services, the De-
partment of Labor, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and from the re-
search community, Abt Associates,
Mathematica Policy Research, RAND,
Social Policy Research, and the Urban
Institute.

I want to thank the subcommittee’s
ranking member, Mr. DOGGETT, who
joins me on the floor today, and other
members of the subcommittee for their
support as original cosponsors.

I invite all Members to join us in sup-
porting this important bipartisan legis-
lation. It will move us a step closer to
ratifying The Hague Convention on the
International Recovery of Child Sup-
port and will ensure that more children
living in the U.S. receive the financial
support they deserve.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this bill, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT
ENDANGERMENT ASSOCIATION,
May 3, 2013.

Hon. DAVID REICHERT, Chairman,

Hon. LLOYD DOGGETT, Ranking Member,

Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources, Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN REICHERT AND RANKING
MEMBER DOGGETT: The National Child Sup-
port Enforcement Association (NCSEA) sup-
ports the bipartisan International Child Sup-
port Recovery Improvement Act of 2013 (H.R.
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1896) and urges the Committee to consider it
as soon as possible.

NCSEA members helped craft the language
in the 2007 Hague Convention Treaty on the
International Recovery of Child Support and
Other Forms of Family Maintenance. The
provisions in Section 2 of the bill provide the
language necessary to implement it. The
Treaty contains procedures for processing
international child support cases that are
uniform, simple, efficient, accessible, and
cost-free to U.S. citizens seeking support in
other countries. It is founded on the agree-
ment of countries ratifying the Convention
to recognize and enforce each other’s support
orders.

This bill will assist state and county child
support staff who encounter challenging and
time-consuming international cases. Pres-
ently, there are no agreed upon standards of
proof, forms or methods of communication.
As more parents cross international borders
leaving children behind, international child
support enforcement is more important than
ever. Ratification of the Convention by the
United States will mean that more children
will receive financial support from their par-
ents residing in countries that are also sig-
natories to the Convention.

NCSEA has long sought congressional ac-
tion on this issue, and welcomed last year’s
bipartisan action by the full House which
adopted a nearly identical bill. This measure
will help to ensure our nation’s children re-
ceive the financial support to which they are
entitled.

Thank you again for your leadership on
this bill.

Sincerely,
COLLEEN DELANEY EUBANKS,
Executive Director.

MDRC,

New York, NY, June 11, 2013.
Hon. DAVID REICHERT,
Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. LLOYD DOGGETT,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMEN REICHERT AND DOG-
GETT, I am writing to congratulate you on
advancing H.R. 1896, The International Child
Support Recovery Improvement Act of 2013,
to the House floor.

Last year, I was invited to testify before
the Subcommittee on Human Resources re-
garding this bill. During my testimony, I
pointed out that the bill includes an impor-
tant technical provision that enables re-
searchers to more easily access the National
Directory of New Hires (NDNH) database,
which contains earnings and employment
data collected by states from employers. Re-
moving this barrier in the law will result in
more accurate, cost-effective assessments of
the employment effects of federal programs.

Independent research firms like MDRC are
contracted by the government to evaluate
the extent to which federal programs work;
in many cases, a key measure of effective-
ness is the programs’ long-term impact on
participants’ employment and earnings. The
NDNH database, maintained by the federal
Office of Child Support Enforcement, houses
employment and earnings data reported by
the states for child support enforcement pur-
poses. However, research contractors are
generally unable to access this essential
database. Instead they are forced to get the
very same data directly from the states, at
great cost to the federal government and at
considerable burden in duplicative reporting
for the states.

In this time of severe budget constraints,
Congress must have credible, nonpartisan in-
formation to understand whether federally
supported programs actually help people find
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work and increase their earnings. The tech-
nical provision in this bill would ensure the
availability of data necessary for researchers
to examine the effectiveness of these pro-
grams.

This provision expands researchers’ access
to NDNH data and also maintains strong pri-
vacy protections. Since personally identifi-
able information is contained in the NDNH
database, the provision requires research
firms to continue to uphold strict rules gov-
erning the data’s confidentiality and pro-
vides severe penalties for unauthorized dis-
closure of this data.

Thank you for recognizing the importance
of giving researchers greater access to NDNH
data. Attached is my testimony from last
year for further reference.

Sincerely,
GORDON L. BERLIN.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGE,T
Washington, DC, May 24, 2013.
Discharge Statement.

Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,

Speaker, Office of the Speaker, U.S. Capitol,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing to re-
quest that the Committee on the Budget be
discharged from the consideration of H.R.
1896, the International Child Support Recov-
ery Improvement Act of 2013. The bill was re-
ferred respectively to the Committee on
Ways and Means, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on
the Budget.

The bill contains provisions that fall with-
in the exclusive jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. In order to expedite
the passage of this Act, the Committee re-
quests that it be discharged from consider-
ation of the bill, but continue to receive re-
ferrals in the future pertaining to legislation
that falls within its purview. The Committee
on the Budget does not intend to mark up
this bill.

Sincerely,
PAUL RYAN,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, June 17, 2013.

Hon. BOB GOODLATTE,

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Ray-
burn House Office Building, Washington,
DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLATTE, Thank you for
your letter regarding H.R. 1896, the ‘‘Inter-
national Child Support Recovery Improve-
ment Act of 2013, which the Committee on
Ways and Means anticipates may soon re-
ceive congsideration by the full House.

As introduced, H.R. 1896 contained two pro-
visions (sections 2 and 4) that formed the
basis of an additional referral of the bill to
your committee. I am most appreciative of
your decision to discharge the Committee on
the Judiciary from further consideration of
H.R. 1896 so that it may proceed to the House
floor. I acknowledge that although you are
waiving formal consideration of the bill, the
Committee on the Judiciary is by no way
waiving its jurisdiction over the subject
matter contained in those provisions of the
bill, including sections 2 and 4 of the bill,
which fall within your Rule X jurisdiction.
In addition, if a conference is necessary on
this legislation, I will support any request
that your committee be represented therein.

Finally, I will be pleased to include this
letter and your letter dated June 10, 2013 in
the Congressional Record during floor con-
sideration of H.R. 1896.

Sincerely,
DAVE CAMP,
Chairman.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, June 10, 2013.

Hon. DAVE CAMP,

Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CAMP, I write regarding
H.R. 1896, the ‘‘International Child Support
Recovery Improvement Act of 2013,” on
which the Committee on the Judiciary re-
ceived a referral. I understand that the bill
may soon proceed to consideration by the
full House. As a result of your having con-
sulted with the Judiciary Committee con-
cerning provisions of the bill that fall within
our Rule X jurisdiction, I agree to discharge
the Committee on the Judiciary from further
consideration of the bill so that the bill may
proceed expeditiously to the House Floor.

The Judiciary Committee takes this action
with our mutual understanding that, by fore-
going consideration of H.R. 1896 at this time,
we do not waive any jurisdiction over the
subject matter contained in this or similar
legislation, and that our committee will be
appropriately consulted and involved as the
bill or similar legislation moves forward so
that we may address any remaining issues
that fall within our Rule X jurisdiction. Our
committee also reserves the right to seek ap-
pointment of an appropriate number of con-
ferees to any House-Senate conference in-
volving this or similar legislation, and re-
quests your support for any such request.

Finally, I would appreciate your response
to this letter confirming this understanding
with respect to H.R. 1896, and would ask that
a copy of our exchange of letters on this
matter be included in the Congressional
Record during floor consideration thereof.

Sincerely,
BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman.

CBO ON THE INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT
RECOVERY IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2013 (H.R. 1896)

The Congressional Budget Office has re-
viewed H.R. 1896, the International Child
Support Recovery Improvement Act of 2013.
According to a preliminary estimate of the
introduced legislation with amendment, the
bill has insignificant direct savings each
year and slightly significant savings (ap-
proximately $500,000) over 10 years.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I am pleased to join the gentleman
from Washington (Mr. REICHERT) in
support of the International Child Sup-
port Recovery Improvement Act.

We tried to do this just about a year
ago. In the last Congress, I coauthored
very similar legislation that was bipar-
tisan here on the floor. Though we
acted here, the Senate was slow to act,
and we are hopeful that now, with the
leadership of Chairman REICHERT and,
again, with broad bipartisan support,
we can get this measure passed not
only here in the House but see prompt
action in the Senate.

International borders should never be
barriers to children receiving the fi-
nancial support that their parents are
obligated to provide nor should a par-
ent be able to shirk his responsibility
to his child by just leaving America,
but the complexity and difficulty in
enforcing child support obligations
when a child and the noncustodial par-
ent live in one country and when the
other parent lives in another some-
times lets a parent off the hook.
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The bill before us today would reduce
many of the challenges in collecting
child support across international bor-
ders by fully implementing The Hague
Convention on the International Re-
covery of Child Support. The Senate
adopted that Hague Convention as a
treaty in 2010, and this legislation will
bring us into full compliance and will
encourage the State child support
agencies to have uniform methods for
processing international child support
orders.

Here in the United States, many of
our State child support agencies al-
ready recognize and enforce foreign
child support obligations. Whether or
not the United States has a reciprocal
agreement, this just ensures that all 50
States do. Many foreign nations are
not enforcing a TU.S. child support
order in the absence of a treaty or
other agreement. While our Nation
does have reciprocal child support
agreements with some countries, it
does not have arrangements with many
of those around the globe, hence the
need for this single treaty that estab-
lishes a uniform, efficient, and acces-
sible procedure for processing inter-
national child support cases.

Some desperate families are today
asking for help through the Federal Of-
fice of Child Support Enforcement, and
that office is not able to provide the
help. We have an estimated 160,000
international child support cases that
currently involve children or parents
here in the United States, and with the
very nature of our global economy—
with more goods and services and peo-
ple moving across national bound-
aries—this number is likely to only
gTOW.

As with other effective child support
measures, it’s taxpayers who benefit by
not being saddled with the costs of sup-
porting children when a parent should
be doing that. The Congressional Budg-
et Office concludes that this bill would
result in some modest debt savings to
the child support program.

In addition to improving the inter-
national collection of child support,
the legislation includes a provision
that is new, under Mr. REICHERT s lead-
ership, concerning data standardiza-
tion within the child support enforce-
ment system. We’ve worked diligently
to incorporate the same requirement
into other human resources programs
to improve the ability to share data—
a step that will make them more effi-
cient, less susceptible to fraud, and
better able to reach those who really
need assistance.

Finally, this measure would also
allow certain researchers access to
wage information in a child support
database, known as the National Direc-
tory of New Hires, in order to deter-
mine the effectiveness of employment-
related programs.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is truly bipar-
tisan, and it doesn’t cost taxpayers
money. In fact, it will save taxpayers
money. Most importantly, it will help
more children get the financial help
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that they deserve. The House passed
nearly identical legislation last year at
about this time. After we pass the bill
today, I urge my Senate colleagues to
act promptly to ensure that leaving
the country doesn’t mean leaving your
child support obligation behind.

I thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington for his leadership, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, in clos-
ing, I think it’s very clear that this is
a very bipartisan piece of legislation
which is really focused on strength-
ening the family, protecting children,
and, for parents who have left their
homes, reengaging them with their
families, getting them involved in
their children’s activities and pro-
viding for them financially.

One statistic that I recall when I
first became sheriff in 1997 is that we
began this program at the State level.
Since 72 percent of juvenile males were
without fathers, 72 percent of those
committed homicide. It’s just a stark
figure, a stark statistic, that really
highlights the need for parents to be
involved in their children’s lives.

So, Mr. Speaker, once again, I whole-
heartedly, of course, endorse this legis-
lation, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
REICHERT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1896.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

O 1250

ADDITION OF VACCINES AGAINST
SEASONAL INFLUENZA TO LIST
OF TAXABLE VACCINES

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 475) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to include vaccines
against seasonal influenza within the
definition of taxable vaccines.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 475

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ADDITION OF VACCINES AGAINST
SEASONAL INFLUENZA TO LIST OF
TAXABLE VACCINES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (N) of
section 4132(a)(1) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 is amended by inserting ‘‘or any
other vaccine against seasonal influenza’ be-
fore the period.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) SALES, ETC.—The amendment made by
this section shall apply to sales and uses on
or after the later of—
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(A) the first day of the first month which
begins more than 4 weeks after the date of
the enactment of this Act, or

(B) the date on which the Secretary of
Health and Human Services lists any vaccine
against seasonal influenza (other than any
vaccine against seasonal influenza listed by
the Secretary prior to the date of the enact-
ment of this Act) for purposes of compensa-
tion for any vaccine-related injury or death
through the Vaccine Injury Compensation
Trust Fund.

(2) DELIVERIES.—For purposes of para-
graph (1) and section 4131 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, in the case of sales on
or before the effective date described in such
paragraph for which delivery is made after
such date, the delivery date shall be consid-
ered the sale date.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GERLACH) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GERLACH. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members have 5 legisla-
tive days in which to revise and extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous material on the subject of the
bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise to urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bipartisan legislation that my
colleague from Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL) and I believe will help make the
upcoming flu season less miserable for
millions of Americans and avoid expen-
sive hospital stays for those suffering
with the flu.

Last December, in the midst of a flu
season in which the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention reported more
than 12,000 people hospitalized with flu
complications and 149 deaths among
children under the age of 18, the Food
and Drug Administration approved a
new vaccine developed to fight the
four-strain flu virus. But despite this
development, it is imperative that we
pass this legislation if we want to guar-
antee the most up-to-date four-strain
flu vaccine is available to patients who
need it.

That’s because under the current
law, the Vaccine Injury Compensation
Program—a no-fault system for com-
pensating injuries or death caused by
vaccines—covers flu vaccines that only
protect against three viral strains.

This bill would add vaccines that pro-
tect against four viral strains to the
program and ensure that the most up-
to-date and effective flu vaccines are
available in time for the start of the
flu season this fall. Without the liabil-
ity protections of the compensation
program, civil litigation from the use
of this vaccine could explode and
disincentivize vaccine producers from
making this new medicine available.

The Vaccine Injury Compensation
Program was created in 1986 because at
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the time fears of frivolous lawsuits
that could wipe out businesses and
bankrupt health care providers were
causing vaccine manufacturers to leave
the market, thereby leaving the gen-
eral public without access to the best
medicines available. So getting this
new vaccine on the program list is es-
sential.

One other note: it’s important to un-
derstand that this bill is not, as some
media have inaccurately reported, a
“flu tax.” This legislation does not cre-
ate any new taxes. The bill before us
does not raise tax rates. And there’s
absolutely no evidence that flu shots
will cost one penny more if this bipar-
tisan bill becomes law.

In fact, the nonpartisan Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation analyzed the legis-
lation and concluded there would be no
new taxes or windfall to the Federal
Government. That’s because under the
current law, 75 cents goes into the Vac-
cine Injury Compensation Program
every time someone gets a flu shot or
any number of other vaccines used to
protect the public against all kinds of
diseases.

The truth is that every one of the es-
timated 135 million Americans who re-
ceived a flu shot during this past flu
season paid 75 cents into the fund, and
that 75 cents charged today would also
apply to this new vaccine. If you think
75 cents is an exorbitant amount to
pay, consider that in my home State of
Pennsylvania the average cost of a hos-
pital stay ranges from $649 per day to
$1,921 per day, according to the Kaiser
Family Foundation. Without this legis-
lation, taxpayers would be picking up
the tab for flu-related hospitalizations
for seniors and others enrolled in Med-
icaid and Medicare.

The only way the Federal Govern-
ment will collect more money next flu
season is if a greater number of people
voluntarily get flu shots. And most
medical professionals will tell you get-
ting a flu shot improves public health
and lowers the risk of racking up ex-
pensive medical bills, especially for
children and seniors.

Vanderbilt University Medical Cen-
ter, in collaboration with the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention,
found that flu vaccine reduced the risk
of flu-related hospitalization by 71.4
percent among adults of all ages and by
76.8 percent in study participants 50
years of age or older during the 2011-
2012 flu season.

In closing, I would ask my colleagues
to support this legislation so that our
doctors and hospitals can offer the pub-
lic the very best and latest protection
against constantly evolving strains of
the flu virus this fall.

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 475, a bill to
update the excise tax on vaccines
against seasonal influenza.

Year after year, the flu poses a
threat to millions of Americans, caus-
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ing between 24,000 and 49,000 deaths and
226,000 hospitalizations each year. In
fact, my home State of Massachusetts
had over 28,000 confirmed cases of flu
this past season. The flu is particularly
life-threatening for our Nation’s most
vulnerable, the elderly and children.
During the most recent flu season,
there were 150 pediatric deaths across
the Nation, and it is estimated that 90
percent of those children were not vac-
cinated.

America must prepare for the next
flu season. Public health and medical
professionals, hospitals and vaccine
manufacturers are moving quickly to
prepare for the upcoming season by
manufacturing new vaccines and edu-
cating the public about the importance
of preventing the flu. One critical step
in this preparation is to make certain
that the newest and most effective flu
vaccine will be available to the public.

To do that, I introduced this legisla-
tion that we’'re acting upon today with
my friend, Congressman GERLACH, to
update our law to ensure access to new
flu vaccines.

The National Vaccine Injury Com-
pensation Program was established in
1986 to ensure an adequate supply of
vaccines, stabilize vaccine costs, and
establish and maintain an accessible
and efficient forum for individuals
found to be injured by certain vaccines
to be compensated. These awards are
funded by a 75 cent per dose excise tax
on vaccines that are widely used and
recommended by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention for rou-
tine administration to children.

The program requires congressional
action from time to time because un-
less the excise tax is assessed on a par-
ticular vaccine, it is not covered by the
program, and therefore, those injured
can’t be compensated under the pro-
gram.

Currently, the excise tax on seasonal
influenza vaccine applies only to three-
strain vaccines and excludes any non-
three-strain vaccines. But for the flu
season, three new advanced influenza
vaccines will be available. These vac-
cines will provide broader protection
against the flu because they can com-
bat more strains of the virus. There-
fore, we must amend the excise tax law
to include the advanced flu vaccine.

To ensure access to the new vaccine,
our bill would apply the excise tax to
all vaccines against seasonal influenza
just as it has in the past.

It is very important to note this will
not increase the tax or change the Vac-
cine Injury Compensation Program.
Let me repeat. It is very important to
note that this will not increase the tax
or change the Vaccine Injury Com-
pensation Program.

It’s also important to note that this
legislation does not affect in any way
the FDA approval process. Vaccines for
children, adolescents, and adults are
approved and recommended through a
rigorous, multiyear process. Vaccines
must be approved by the FDA and then
must also be evaluated and formally
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recommended by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention before
they are administered by health care
providers or covered by health insur-
ance programs.

Before concluding, I'd like to note
that this legislation has broad support,
including AARP, Every Child by Two,
Families Fighting Flu, Immunization
Action Coalition, Infectious Diseases
Society of America, and MassBio.

Our legislation brings the excise tax
into alignment with the most recent
developments in medicine. The quick
enactment of H.R. 475 is critical to
making the newest seasonal flu vac-
cines available for the 2013-2014 season.

I urge the House to pass this legisla-
tion as quickly as possible, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, in clos-
ing, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

H.R. 475 is a great bipartisan, bi-
cameral bill that will help protect our
Nation’s children and seniors from flu.

I want to thank my friend from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. NEAL) for his coopera-
tion and work on this legislation. I also
would like to thank Dave Olander and
the Ways and Means staff, Anne
Dutton, my chief of staff, and espe-
cially Lori Prater, my Ways and Means
counsel for their great work on this
legislation. I also thank Senator HATCH
and Senator BAUCUS on the Senate side
for their work in moving this legisla-
tion in that Chamber.
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With the 2013 flu season on the hori-
zon, I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 475 to ensure that the public has
access to the newest four-strain flu
vaccine.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr.
GERLACH, and thanks to our very capa-
ble staffers for having assembled parts
of the argument here, and point out
that in the Senate, this was done by
unanimous consent. That’s an impor-
tant consideration.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
GERLACH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 475.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

CONCERNING THE PARTICIPATION
OF TAIWAN 1IN THE INTER-
NATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION OR-
GANIZATION

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1151) to direct the Secretary of
State to develop a strategy to obtain
observer status for Taiwan at the tri-
ennial International Civil Aviation Or-
ganization Assembly, and for other
purposes.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 1151

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CONCERNING THE PARTICIPATION
OF TAIWAN IN THE INTERNATIONAL
CIVIL AVIATION ORGANIZATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Safe, secure, and economical inter-
national air navigation and transport is im-
portant to every citizen of the world, and
safe skies are ensured through uniform avia-
tion standards, harmonization of security
protocols, and expeditious dissemination of
information regarding new regulations and
other relevant matters.

(2) Direct and unobstructed participation
in international civil aviation forums and
programs is beneficial for all nations and
their civil aviation authorities. Civil avia-
tion is vital to all due to the international
transit and commerce it makes possible, but
must also be closely regulated due to the
possible use of aircraft as weapons of mass
destruction or to transport biological, chem-
ical, and nuclear weapons or other dangerous
materials.

(3) The Convention on International Civil
Aviation, signed in Chicago, Illinois, on De-
cember 7, 1944, and entered into force April 4,
1947, established the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO), stating ‘‘The
aims and objectives of the Organization are
to develop the principles and techniques of
international air navigation and to foster
the planning and development of inter-
national air transport so as to . . . meet the
needs of the peoples of the world for safe,
regular, efficient and economical air trans-
port.”.

(4) The terrorist attacks of September 11,
2001, demonstrated that the global civil avia-
tion network is subject to wvulnerabilities
that can be exploited in one country to harm
another. The ability of civil aviation au-
thorities to coordinate, preempt and act
swiftly and in unison is an essential element
of crisis prevention and response.

(5) Following the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, the ICAO convened a high-
level Ministerial Conference on Aviation Se-
curity that endorsed a global strategy for
strengthening aviation security worldwide
and issued a public declaration that ‘‘a uni-
form approach in a global system is essential
to ensure aviation security throughout the
world and that deficiencies in any part of the
system constitute a threat to the entire
global system,” and that there should be a
commitment to ‘‘foster international co-
operation in the field of aviation security
and harmonize the implementation of secu-
rity measures”.

(6) The Taipei Flight Information Region,
under the jurisdiction of Taiwan, covers
180,000 square nautical miles of airspace and
provides air traffic control services to over
1.2 million flights annually, with the Taiwan
Taoyuan International Airport recognized as
the 10th and 19th largest airport by inter-
national cargo volume and number of inter-
national passengers, respectively in 2011.

(7) Despite the established international
consensus regarding a uniform approach to
aviation security that fosters international
cooperation, exclusion from the ICAO since
1971 has impeded the efforts of the Govern-
ment of Taiwan to maintain civil aviation
practices that comport with evolving inter-
national standards, due to its inability to
contact the ICAO for up-to-date information
on aviation standards and norms, secure
amendments to the organization’s regula-
tions in a timely manner, obtain sufficient
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and timely information needed to prepare for
the implementation of new systems and pro-
cedures set forth by the ICAO, receive tech-
nical assistance in implementing new regula-
tions, and participate in technical and aca-
demic seminars hosted by the ICAO.

(8) On October 8, 2010, the Department of
State praised the 37th ICAO Assembly on its
adoption of a Declaration on Aviation Secu-
rity, but noted that ‘‘because every airport
offers a potential entry point into this global
system, every nation faces the threat from
gaps in aviation security throughout the
world—and all nations must share the re-
sponsibility for securing that system’’.

(9) On October 2, 2012, Taiwan became the
37th participant to join the United States
Visa Waiver program, which is expected to
stimulate tourism and commerce that will
rely increasingly on international commer-
cial aviation.

(10) The Government of Taiwan’s exclusion
from the ICAO constitutes a serious gap in
global standards that should be addressed at
the earliest opportunity in advance of the
38th ICAO Assembly in September 2013.

(11) The Federal Aviation Administration
and its counterpart agencies in Taiwan have
enjoyed close collaboration on a wide range
of issues related to innovation and tech-
nology, civil engineering, safety and secu-
rity, and navigation.

(12) The ICAO has allowed a wide range of
observers to participate in the activities of
the organization.

(13) The United States, in the 1994 Taiwan
Policy Review, declared its intention to sup-
port Taiwan’s participation in appropriate
international organizations and has consist-
ently reiterated that support.

(14) Senate Concurrent Resolution 17,
agreed to on September 11, 2012, affirmed the
sense of Congress that—

(A) meaningful participation by the Gov-
ernment of Taiwan as an observer in the
meetings and activities of the ICAO will con-
tribute both to the fulfillment of the ICAO’s
overarching mission and to the success of a
global strategy to address aviation security
threats based on effective international co-
operation; and

(B) the United States Government should
take a leading role in garnering inter-
national support for the granting of observer
status to Taiwan in the ICAO.

(15) Following the enactment of Public
Law 108-235, a law authorizing the Secretary
of State to initiate and implement a plan to
endorse and obtain observer status for Tai-
wan at the annual summit of the World
Health Assembly and subsequent advocacy
by the United States, Taiwan was granted
observer status to the World Health Assem-
bly for four consecutive years since 2009.
Both prior to and in its capacity as an ob-
server, Taiwan has contributed significantly
to the international community’s collective
efforts in pandemic control, monitoring,
early warning, and other related matters.

(16) ICAO rules and existing practices allow
for the meaningful participation of non-con-
tracting countries as well as other bodies in
its meetings and activities through granting
of observer status.

(b) TAIWAN’S PARTICIPATION AT ICAO.—The
Secretary of State shall—

(1) develop a strategy to obtain observer
status for Taiwan at the triennial ICAO As-
sembly—next held in September 2013 in Mon-
treal, Canada—and other related meetings,
activities, and mechanisms thereafter; and

(2) instruct the United States Mission to
the ICAO to officially request observer sta-
tus for Taiwan at the triennial ICAO Assem-
bly and other related meetings, activities,
and mechanisms thereafter and to actively
urge ICAO member states to support such
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observer status and participation for Tai-
wan.

(¢) REPORT CONCERNING OBSERVER STATUS
FOR TAIWAN AT THE ICAO ASSEMBLY.—Not
later than 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of State
shall submit to Congress a report, in unclas-
sified form, describing the United States
strategy to endorse and obtain observer sta-
tus for Taiwan at the triennial ICAO Assem-
bly and at subsequent ICAO Assemblies and
at other related meetings, activities, and
mechanisms thereafter. The report shall in-
clude the following:

(1) A description of the efforts the Sec-
retary of State has made to encourage ICAO
member states to promote Taiwan’s bid to
obtain observer status.

(2) The steps the Secretary of State will
take to endorse and obtain observer status
for Taiwan in ICAO and at other related
meetings, activities, and mechanisms there-
after.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen-
tleman from American Samoa (Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on this legislation.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of bipartisan legislation that I au-
thored to help secure observer status
for Taiwan at the International Civil
Aviation Organization. This legislation
requires the Secretary of State to de-
velop and execute a strategy to ensure
that Taiwan has a seat at the table for
ICAO’s upcoming September plenary
meeting.

It has been over 40 years since Tai-
wan was last a member of ICAO. In-
deed, a lot has changed in those 40
years. As it stands now, all commu-
nications between Taiwan and the U.S.
on aviation safety must be channeled
through the American Institute in Tai-
wan, which is our Nation’s de facto em-
bassy in Taiwan. The fact that Taiwan
can’t speak directly to the Federal
Aviation Administration without this
added layer of bureaucracy makes no
sense. After all, we are talking about
air safety information that is other-
wise readily available to all of ICAO’s
members.

Taiwan’s entry into the U.S. Visa
Waiver Program last year has dramati-
cally increased both the frequency of
flights between our airports and the
real number of travelers coming here
to the United States. For my home
State of California, the increase in
visitors from Taiwan has resulted in a
significant boost for the local econ-
omy, especially for the travel industry,
the leisure industry, for restaurants,
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for example, and shops. I’'m proud to
have worked on Taiwan’s entry into
the Visa Waiver Program because I
know that, as a result of this agree-
ment, Taiwanese Americans in South-
ern California have a much easier time
staying connected to their families.

Mr. Speaker, as the number of visi-
tors from Taiwan has grown exponen-
tially, there is an urgent need to en-
sure that Taiwan has real-time access
to air safety information. Strength-
ening air safety benefits American citi-
zens as much as it does the Taiwanese.
Every year, tens of thousands of Amer-
icans fly through Taiwan’s air space,
which must be as safe as it can be, and
this bill will certainly help.

Just as Taiwan was allowed to join
the World Health Organization as a re-
sult of the SARS outbreak, so, too,
should Taiwan be afforded the oppor-
tunity to observe the proceedings of
the ICAO. We all share the responsi-
bility to ensure that international air
travel is safe. Taiwan’s unique political
status has thus far hindered its inclu-
sion in ICAO. With this piece of legisla-
tion, we’re sending a clear message
that air safety is a priority and not a
geopolitical issue.

Earlier this year, my good friend
Eliot Engel of New York and I traveled
to Taiwan to see firsthand the im-
mense progress that the people of Tai-
wan have made over such a short pe-
riod of time. Taiwan is indeed a beacon
of freedom in the Asia-Pacific region.
We share many values with Taiwan, in-
cluding an unwavering commitment to
democracy, to human rights, to free
markets, and to the rule of law. Help-
ing Taiwan gain entry as an observer
into the ICAO is the right thing to do,
and I urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of this legislation.

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

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of H.R. 1151. 1
would certainly like to thank person-
ally the chief sponsor of this proposed
bill, the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE),
for his leadership on this issue, and
also our senior ranking member, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL),
for his support as well. And I am happy
to say that I'm a proud cosponsor of
this bill as well.

This legislation directs the Secretary
of State to develop a strategy to gain
observer status for Taiwan at the tri-
ennial assembly of the International
Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).
Taiwan has made significant progress
in its economic and political develop-
ment. Today, Taiwan is a leading trade
partner of the United States and stands
as a beacon of democracy throughout
Asia. However, Taiwan has been shut
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out of participating in international
organizations like ICAO.

Founded in 1947, ICAO’s main goal is
to ensure safe and efficient air trans-
portation around the globe. Taiwan de-
serves to be brought into the ICAO as
an observer. It has jurisdiction over an
airspace of approximately 180,000
square nautical miles and provides air
traffic control services to more than 1.2
million flights a year. In my recent
visit to Taiwan as well, it was inter-
esting to learn that there are approxi-
mately 600 weekly flights in existence
between China and Taiwan alone. Tai-
wan’s international airport is the
world’s 19th largest in terms of pas-
senger volume, and the number of trav-
elers between Taiwan and the United
States is likely to increase with Tai-
wan’s entry into the Visa Waiver Pro-
gram last year, as mentioned earlier by
my distinguished chairman, Mr. ROYCE.

Taiwan’s exclusion from ICAO has
impeded Taiwan’s efforts to maintain
civil aviation practices that keep up
with rapidly evolving international
standards. It is unable to even contact
ICAO for up-to-date information on
aviation standards and norms. Nor can
it receive ICAO’s technical assistance
in implementing new regulations or
participate in ICAO technical and aca-
demic seminars.

Taiwan has made every effort to
comply with ICAO’s standards, but
their continued exclusion not only
hurts Taiwan, but it puts the rest of us
in the entire world at risk, especially
when you’re talking about safety and
hazardous conditions when it deals
with air travel. With such a heavy vol-
ume of flights, Taiwan’s exclusion has
prevented ICAO from developing a
truly global strategy to address secu-
rity threats based on effective inter-
national cooperation.

ICAO’s own rules and practices allow
for the meaningful participation of
noncontracting countries as well as
other organizations in its meetings and
activities through the granting of ob-
server status.

The United States, in a review of Tai-
wan policy conducted in 1994, declared
its intention to support Taiwan’s par-
ticipation in appropriate international
organizations and has consistently re-
iterated that support.

Mr. Speaker, with this bill today,
Congress is calling on the United
States Government to take a leading
role at ICAO to assist Taiwan in gain-
ing observer status, and we look for-
ward to working with our administra-
tion officials to track the development
of these efforts.

Again, I thank the gentleman from
California for his leadership on this
bill, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

0 1310

Mr. ROYCE. I thank the gentleman
from American Samoa, and I'd like to
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN),
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chairman emeritus of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee and chairman of the
Subcommittee on the Middle East and
North Africa. She is also a cosponsor of
this measure.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman of our committee
for introducing this excellent piece of
legislation and for his leadership in our
committee.

I am very pleased to speak in favor of
this legislation which assists Taiwan,
one of our most valued allies, in ob-
taining observer status at the ICAO, or
the International Civil Aviation Orga-
nization.

Taiwan is a major hub for inter-
national air travel; and, particularly,
it serves as the link between Northeast
and Southeast Asia and to Europe and
the United States. And now that Tai-
wan has joined the Visa Waiver Pro-
gram, travel between our two nations
will undoubtedly increase.

Almost 1.3 million flights pass over
the region each year; but due to the ill
advised appeasement of China at the
United Nations, Taiwan must receive
its international aviation safety and
security information secondhand.

Taiwan’s exclusion from inter-
national organizations like ICAO is a
short-sighted and dangerous practice.
It ends up hurting the international
community as much as it does the Tai-
wanese people themselves.

Preventing a significant player in
aviation like Taiwan from partici-
pating in ICAO threatens the entire
international community which de-
pends on the application of universal
aviation standards.

Unfortunately, attempts to placate
China at the feeble United Nations are
nothing new and are a reminder that
that organization lacks seriousness.
China’s threat that foreign inter-
ference will hurt negotiations with
Taiwan to allow its participation in
ICAO should be ignored by the U.N.

The U.N. must do what is right for
the entire international community,
and I urge the organization to put
aside its petty politics and work on be-
half of the safety of all of the world’s
citizens.

Mr. Speaker, the Taiwan Relations
Act continues to be the cornerstone of
U.S. foreign policy with our democratic
ally, Taiwan; and we must always keep
it as the guiding beacon. The next
meeting of ICAO is this September, and
I expect to see our State Department
have a strategy that they will imple-
ment to make sure that Taiwan will be
at the table this fall.

The friendship between the people of
the United States and Taiwan has ce-
mented into one of our most cherished
partnerships, and I look forward to the
United States Government dem-
onstrating its continued commitment
to the people of Taiwan with the pas-
sage of this most excellent bill.

I thank the chairman for the time,
and I thank him for his leadership on
Taiwan through the years.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I want to associate myself and cer-
tainly commend the gentlelady from
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Florida for her most eloquent state-
ment and historical outline of what has
happened in terms of our special rela-
tionship with the people and the lead-
ers of Taiwan. And she could not have
said it better.

You know the old saying, If you’re
not at the table, you’re going to be on
the menu. I think Taiwan has been on
the menu for too long. They need to be
at the table and especially playing
such a strong and important economic
role as a democracy in Asia and as a
beacon of light to all the people of Asia
as to what it means to live under
democratic conditions.

With that, Mr. Speaker, again I
thank my good friend, the chairman,
for his leadership in bringing this bill.
I have no further speakers, so I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, it has been
over 40 years since Taiwan last had a
seat at the International Civil Aviation
Organization. The volume of air traffic
in and out of Taiwan’s airports back
then cannot be compared with that in-
credible volume of traffic, millions of
planes a year, that come in and out of
modern-day Taiwan.

Under the Visa Waiver Program, air-
lines have added even more flights in
order to take advantage of greater de-
mand for tourists and business travel
from Taiwan into the United States.
This number is only going to grow as
more and more Taiwanese take advan-
tage of the Visa Waiver Program.

It is time that we readmit Taiwan
into ICAO so that everyone who boards
a plane can have the utmost confidence
about the safety of their trip. Aviation
technology has progressed by leaps and
bounds, and the idea that Taiwan can-
not directly communicate with the
United States or any other nation en-
gaging in issues regarding air safety is
not in anyone’s interest. That’s not in
the interest of any nation.

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
porting H.R. 1151. Taiwan is one of
America’s closest friends in the world.
We share so much in common, includ-
ing a steadfast dedication to democ-
racy and the rule of law and human
rights; and it is time that we fixed this
problem.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of H.R. 1151, a resolution in
support of one of our nation’s closest friends
in the Asia-Pacific Region, Taiwan.

This resolution directs the State Department
to develop a strategy to obtain observer status
for Taiwan at the upcoming International Civil
Aviation Organization Assembly.

The United States, in the 1994 Taiwan Pol-
icy Review, declared its intention to support
Taiwan’s participation in appropriate inter-
national organizations and has consistently re-
iterated that support.

In 2004, this Chamber voted, with my sup-
port, legislation in support of Taiwan’s efforts
to gain observer status to the World Health
Organization. Those efforts finally succeeded
in 2009 when Taiwan was included in the
International Health Regulations (IHR).
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For decades, Taiwan has been a key secu-
rity, economic, and political partner for the
American people.

Taiwan has been one of America’s biggest
trading partners for many years—the 11th
largest in 2012—purchasing nearly $25 billion
worth of American goods that year.

Taiwan is also a global leader in information
technology, telecommunications, and other
knowledge-based industries.

Most significantly, Taiwan is becoming a
beacon of democracy for the Chinese people
after their successful, open elections in 2008
and 2012.

It is important for this Chamber to continue
its support of the Taiwanese people and en-
hance Taiwan’s standing in international bod-
ies.

| ask my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to join me and vote in support of Amer-
ica’s partner in peace and prosperity, Taiwan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1151.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1947, FEDERAL AGRI-
CULTURE REFORM AND RISK
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2013; AND
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1797, PAIN-CAPABLE UN-
BORN CHILD PROTECTION ACT

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 266 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 266

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1947) to pro-
vide for the reform and continuation of agri-
cultural and other programs of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture through fiscal year 2018,
and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Agriculture. After general debate, the
Committee of the Whole shall rise without
motion. No further consideration of the bill
shall be in order except pursuant to a subse-
quent order of the House.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 1797) to amend title 18, United
States Code, to protect pain-capable unborn
children in the District of Columbia, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
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consideration of the bill are waived. In lieu
of the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on
the Judiciary now printed in the bill, an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
congisting of the text of Rules Committee
Print 113-15 shall be considered as adopted.
The bill, as amended, shall be considered as
read. All points of order against provisions
in the bill, as amended, are waived. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill, as amended, and on any amend-
ment thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; and (2) one motion
to recommit with or without instructions.

0 1320

POINT OF ORDER

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I raise
a point of order against H. Res. 266 be-
cause the resolution violates section
426(a) of the Congressional Budget Act.
The resolution contains a waiver of all
points of order against consideration of
the bill, H.R. 1797, which includes a
waiver of section 425 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, which causes a vio-
lation of section 426(a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maryland makes a
point of order that the resolution vio-
lates section 426(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974.

The gentlewoman has met the
threshold burden under the rule and
the gentlewoman from Maryland and a
Member opposed each will control 10
minutes of debate on the question of
consideration. Following debate, the
Chair will put the question of consider-
ation as the statutory means of dis-
posing of the point of order.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Maryland.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, when
the majority began this Congress, it
began with the idea, in their language,
that they would adhere to fiscal re-
sponsibility and to constitutionality—
in fact, we read the Constitution on the
floor of this body—and that they had
learned the lessons from the election
slaughtering in 2012, and that is to stop
the assault on women’s health care.
But, oh, no. Here we are today with a
bill, H.R. 1797, that violates the Con-
gressional Budget Act, that violates
the Constitution, and that violates the
doctor-patient relationship that a
woman has with her doctor, and we
haven’t focused on jobs.

So, when you look at H.R. 1797, the
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act, it would impose a ban across the
country on abortion after 20 weeks.
Aside from ignoring medical realities
and placing the lives of mothers with
serious medical conditions at risk
through governmental interference
with the doctor-patient relationship,
the underlying bill also includes re-
porting requirements that, according
to the Congressional Budget Act, which
it would violate, would add costs to
local law enforcement.

With a total of 26 States introducing
64 similar abortion-ban measures in the
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last 3 years, this bill is yet another as-
sault on women’s reproductive rights
and is blatantly unconstitutional.

Abortion care in this country is a
private, medical decision that’s made
between a woman and her health care
provider. Those are the only people
who should be in the room. And yet
here in this legislation they’ve created
just a narrow exception that doesn’t
even take into account the risk to a
woman’s health and would subject phy-
sicians to criminal penalties for caring
for their patients.

H.R. 1797 contains unreasonable, un-
justified penalties for doctors, includ-
ing 5 years in jail, and would have a
negative impact on abortion care and
reproductive health care all across the
country. By jeopardizing and criminal-
izing abortion care, we limit the op-
tions women have to receive com-
prehensive reproductive health -care.
And these limitations could lead
women to access abortion care that is
both unsafe and dangerous to their
health.

I'd like to yield 15 seconds to the
other side if they would care to address
the question of whether this closed rule
means that there will not be a single
amendment or alternative offered to
this bill, which has a profound effect on
women’s health and reproductive
rights. I yield 15 seconds to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina if she
cares to answer that question.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, this is a dil-
atory tactic and has nothing to do with
our bill.

Ms. EDWARDS. Well, reclaiming my
time, under the rule, it’s the case that
the bill I believe that we’ll vote on
today for final passage has not followed
regular order, and it has been rewritten
after its adoption in the Judiciary
Committee. The American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the
Nation’s leading medical experts on
women’s health, strongly opposes a 20-
week ban citing the threats these laws
pose to women’s health.

With that, I would like to yield 1
minute to my colleague from Cali-
fornia (Mr. PETERS).

Mr. PETERS of California. Mr.
Speaker, today we’re discussing a bill
that’s divisive, will never become law,
and is an affront to women’s health.

As a longtime advocate for a wom-
an’s right to choose and the idea that
women and their doctors should be
making personal health decisions, not
politicians, I stand in strong opposi-
tion.

This 20-week abortion ban is a harm-
ful measure that jeopardizes a woman’s
health and her ability to have a family
in the future by denying her access to
an abortion even if she experiences se-
vere, dangerous health complications
as a result of a pregnancy.

In a potentially life-threatening situ-
ation, a woman and her doctor deserve
to have every medical option available
to them. This bill is clearly unconsti-
tutional and an attempt to substitute
politicians’ judgment for that of doc-
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tors and their patients as they make
their difficult, personal medical deci-
sions.

Instead of bringing bills to the floor
that address the major issues facing
our country right now, the Speaker and
majority leader have brought another
bill to a vote that is much more about
political posturing than helping Amer-
ica’s economy or students.

I ask the leadership of the House,
how many jobs does this bill create?
Does this bill help balance our budget?
How many student loans will be kept
at a low rate by passing this bill?

Ms. EDWARDS. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
claim time in opposition to the point of
order and in favor of consideration of
the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the question
before the House is: Should the House
now consider H. Res. 2667 While the res-
olution waives all points of order
against consideration of the bill, the
Committee on Rules is not aware of
any violation of the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act. This is a dilatory
tactic.

In order to allow the House to con-
tinue its scheduled business for the
day, I urge Members to vote ‘‘yes’ on
the question of consideration of the
resolution, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, it’s
very clear to me that the underlying
bill, in fact, does violate the Congres-
sional Budget Act. It imposes an un-
funded mandate on local police depart-
ments for the work that they do.

Now, it’s this crowd on the other side
of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, who is op-
posed to unfunded mandates. Neverthe-
less, it’s also true that, in fact, the de-
cision to receive an abortion in this
country, particularly late in a preg-
nancy, is an intensely personal deci-
sion, and yet it’s the suits on the other
side of the aisle who’ve decided that
it’s their decision to interfere with a
woman’s right to make those choices
between herself and her doctor. It’s a
decision that none of us wants to face
and one that legislators, particularly
Members of Congress, should not inter-
fere with.

The bill also cites the Constitution
as its authority in order to qualify
under the rules of the House. And yet it
is blatantly—blatantly—unconstitu-
tional, completely inconsistent with
the Supreme Court’s decision in Roe v.
Wade.

And so I'd like to yield 15 seconds,
again, to the gentlewoman from the
other side to ask her whether, under
the definitions in this bill, what does it
mean to not have protection of the life
of the mother include psychological or
emotional condition?

Well, the gentlewoman can’t answer
that, and so I suppose I could ask her,
as well, if the Speaker would allow, I
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yield, again, 15 seconds to the gentle-
woman, if this bill cites the Constitu-
tion as its authority in order to qualify
under the rules of the House, and yet
it’s blatantly unconstitutional, do
House rules allow it to be considered,
allow H.R. 1797 even to be considered
on the floor of this House if it’s uncon-
stitutional?

I yield 15 seconds to the gentle-
woman.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I will repeat
what I said before. This is a dilatory
tactic, and we should be moving on to
the resolution.
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Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I know that the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina and the
other side would prefer to yield and
move on with a bill that violates the
Budget Control Act, violates the Con-
stitution, and violates the relationship
between a doctor and a patient; and yet
the decision to receive an abortion is a
woman’s, and a woman’s alone.

In addition, H.R. 1797 infringes on the
right of the District of Columbia to
make decisions about the way in which
it cares for its residents. I mean, the
majority is all over the place—inter-
fering with the District of Columbia,
interfering with women’s rights to
make the decision by themselves, and
actually stepping on the toes of local
law enforcement to impose costs on
them to enforce an unconstitutional
bill. Thank goodness it won’t become
law.

The sponsor of this bill is certainly
entitled to his beliefs—and it was a
“his,” because on the Judiciary Com-
mittee that considered this, there’s not
a single Republican woman who had
the chance to consider this on the Ju-
diciary Committee. And yet the role of
the government should not be to limit
access to health care or to limit the
freedom and liberties of the public. We
should recognize that this decision is
one best left to a woman, in consulta-
tion with her doctor, her family, and
her faith.

Women across this country don’t rely
on Congress and politicians to advise
them on mammograms, cervical cancer
screenings, or maternal health needs;
and abortion is no different. As with
these other procedures, we should
make comprehensive health care avail-
able to all women and allow them, with
the consult of their health provider and
loved ones, to decide when, how, and
why they take care of their health.

Americans, including women, sent a
clear message last November at the
polls. They’re tired of Congress med-
dling in their business and taking ex-
treme and divisive legislation targeted
at assaulting women'’s health.

And so with that, I'd actually yield
another 15 seconds to the gentlewoman
from North Carolina if she would care
to respond: Whether today, given that
40 percent of women are primary bread-
winners in their household, but women
continue to face workplace challenges,
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pay inequity, and other barriers to
fully contribute to our economy, would
you agree that this bill does not ad-
dress those economic challenges for
women, or create jobs, and is an exer-
cise in political theater at best?

With that, I yield 10 seconds to the
gentlewoman to respond.

Ms. FOXX. I thank the gentlewoman
for asking the question.

What I think most Americans would
wonder, Mr. Speaker, is where is the
due process for the millions of babies
who are murdered every year in this
country by these unconscionable tac-
tics of abortion.

Ms. EDWARDS. Reclaiming my time,
I'd like to yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois (Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Yes, I would just
like to ask a question:

Are there any Republican women on
the House Judiciary Committee, which
reported this legislation? And do you
think it’s fair or proper for a body of
men to solely determine one of the
most important and private decisions a
woman can make in regard to her own
health and body?

Ms. EDWARDS. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. FOXX. I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Maryland has 1% min-
utes remaining.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I guess
I just have a few questions that I will
put out there on the table.

The American people want us to
work to address the Nation’s most ur-
gent priorities, like creating jobs and
strengthening the economy. I wonder if
the Speaker at all can inform us what
jobs this particular bill creates.

Under the new reporting require-
ments in this bill for rape and incest
victims, would they have to report
even if their life is in danger from the
perpetrator? Curious question. Does
this bill disqualify more than half of
all rape victims, since 54 percent of
these rape victims do not report rape
due to intimidation and embarrass-
ment? Under the definitions in this
bill, what does it mean not to have pro-
tection of the life of the mother in-
cluded in psychological and emotional
conditions? Does the bill disqualify,
again, rape victims? Is it the case that
the bill redefines what qualifies as in-
cest by only applying it to a minor? So
an adult, who has been victimized by a
relative since childhood and who gets
pregnant, is not allowed to have an
abortion or a pregnancy with that rel-
ative? We have a lot of questions.

Mr. Speaker, I have to tell you,
women across America are tired of hav-
ing their rights assaulted. They’re
tired of having their health care deci-
sions taken from them. We need to
vote down H.R. 1797.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, in order to
allow the House to continue its sched-
uled business for the day, I urge Mem-
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bers to vote ‘‘yes” on the question of
consideration of the resolution, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

The question is, Will the House now
consider the resolution?

The question of consideration was de-
cided in the affirmative.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlelady
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, House Reso-
lution 266 provides for a closed rule
providing for consideration of H.R.
1797, the Pain-Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act, and general debate for
H.R. 1947, the Federal Agriculture Re-
form and Risk Management Act.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us today
provides for general debate of H.R. 1947,
the Federal Agriculture Reform and
Risk Management Act, also known as
the FARRM Bill. This legislation pro-
vides for a 5-year authorization of Fed-
eral agriculture and nutrition policy.

H.R. 1947 makes necessary reforms
and updates to the Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program, previously
known as food stamps, as well as Fed-
eral agriculture policy. It is important
to make commonsense changes to
these programs to ensure their viabil-
ity and that they remain targeted to
those most in need of assistance. This
year’s version of the farm bill has gone
through regular order, including nu-
merous hearings at the Agriculture
Committee, a full committee markup
and amendment process.

Additionally, the Rules Committee
has received hundreds of amendments
from Members seeking to further im-
prove the bill during floor consider-
ation. House Republicans remain com-
mitted to an open, transparent process;
and I am pleased to say we’re con-
tinuing that commitment with the
consideration and process for the
FARRM Bill.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlelady for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes and yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, for 40 years I've been
marching for this women’s choice bill,
but we seem never to finish with it. It’s
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something that people like to drag up
and bring out.

In that regard, I want to ask the
women of America to think of two
things. First, I want you to remember
the panel that Chairman ISSA put to-
gether last year to discuss contracep-
tion and whether or not women should
have access to it. If you recall, that
panel was made up entirely of men.
There was a young woman, a graduate
of law school, who wanted to speak
that day; but she was found to be un-
worthy, unable to speak. Indeed, her
virtue, her character, everything else
about her was assailed because she had
tried to do what many of us know we
can do here, and that is speak.

Think about another thing now.
Think about the Judiciary Committee;
22—now 23—all white guys turning
down every amendment to try to pre-
serve women’s health, to try to pre-
serve women’s psyche, and do anything
in the world to do this—and to try to
discuss that this bill, as my colleague
vainly tried to do, that this is uncon-
stitutional. Everybody knows it. Ev-
erybody knows the Senate’s not going
to take this up. This is purely window
dressing.

And as I do here often, I want to re-
mind everybody that it costs $24 mil-
lion a week to run the House of Rep-
resentatives. We’ve spent over $54 bil-
lion almost already now just trying to
repeal the health care bill.
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When in the world are we going to
get to work? 2% weeks from now, the
interest rate on college loans will dou-
ble. Are we doing anything about that?
Not a thing on Earth. Do we care about
the people who are out of work? Do we
care about the people who are facing
loss of their food stamps? No. We care
more about war on women. Women of
America, keep those two panels before
your mind forever. Those are the decid-
ers—the men on ISSA’s panel, the men
on the Judiciary Committee.

Now, in State Houses all over this
country, and in Governors’ mansions
and Halls of Congress, the majority’s
antichoice agenda is driven by men in
blue suits and red ties who seem to be-
lieve that once they get elected to
something, they have a right to play
doctor. I would like to think about
what they have done over the last
years to remind my fellow American
women.

Already, because of the majority’s ef-
forts, women in eight States are re-
quired to undergo an ultrasound before
they can exercise their constitu-
tionally protected right to a safe and
legal abortion—an ultrasound that is
not medically necessary, an ultrasound
that is medically contradicted, and an
ultrasound for which they are required
themselves to pay. As we speak, the
legislators in the State of Wisconsin
have passed a similar measure through
the State House and are awaiting the
enactment into law.

Most telling is right now more States
have a waiting period for abortions
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than a waiting period to buy a gun. Let
me say that again. More States have a
waiting period for abortions—a con-
stitutionally protected procedure—
than have a waiting period to buy a
gun.

Now, here in Congress, the majority
conducted a hearing at the Oversight
and Government Reform Committee
last year that I have already spoken of.
There were five men and zero women.
As you know, they talked about Sandra
Fluke and all the vituperation and ha-
tred that was poured down on her be-
cause she wanted to speak.

But just last week—I think this past
week—the majority took it a whole lot
further. For the first time, during the
committee, after it was all passed and
gone, before it goes to the Rules Com-
mittee, the sponsor of this bill made
one of those comments like Todd Akin
had made. And I think if you scratch
an awful lot of guys on that com-
mittee, they all feel the same way be-
cause it keeps coming up over and
over. You can’t get pregnant, they say,
if you’re raped. They believe that in
the bottom of their heart, and some of
them were doctors. But during the
committee amendments to include the
exceptions for the health of the mother
and victims of rape and incest, they
were rejected along party lines.

Mr. FRANKS has been taken off the
bill, and for the first time, in my recol-
lection, unanimous consent has to be
given here to ask a woman—they have
found a Republican woman who would
take this bill—off a completely other
committee and allow her to manage
the bill. If that is not a first, I don’t
know what is. And if that is not PR, I
don’t know what is. And if that is not
simply trying to fool you, I don’t know
what else that is.

As Mr. FRANKS’ remark and the ex-
treme nature of his bill became clear,
they realized they were about to anger
the American women even more than
they had last fall, and you know how
that turned out at the election. Instead
of abandoning the legislation and re-
specting a woman’s right to choose,
they decided to try to make changes to
the underlying bill, after it had already
passed through committee, and assign
a woman outside the committee to
manage a bill on the floor.

Such a cowardly move is an insult to
the intelligence of women in America.
You are supposed to believe this was
all done well and properly. No amount
of window dressing is going to change
the fact that you are severely trying to
restrict a woman’s right to choose with
today’s bill. I don’t think anybody
makes any bones about that.

The majority has argued the legisla-
tion is in response to new science, even
though if there has ever been a House
of Representatives that cared not a
whit for science, I can’t imagine they
would come even close to this one.
When a fetus feels pain is the new idea.
As my colleague, Mr. NADLER, has pre-
viously made clear, their so-called
“new findings’’ are nothing more than
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the marginal views that fly in the face
of established science. In fact, one of
the experts upon which the majority
relies has testified that science for and
against fetal pain is most uncertain.

The fact of the matter is that today’s
legislation is unconstitutional and con-
tains a narrow and adequate exception
for the life of a woman and a victim of
rape and incest. No man on any of
those committees, no man on any of
those panels, is ever going to have to
face that problem himself of rape and
incest. How strange it is that they
know the precise answer for people who
are victimized by it.

Many serious health conditions actu-
ally materialize or worsen after the 20-
week mark in a pregnancy and can se-
riously compromise the health of the
mother. A physician has to be able to
provide the best care for their patients;
and in cases where a woman’s health is
exacerbated by pregnancy, politicians
have no right in intruding in the doc-
tor-patient relationship and criminal-
izing those trying to protect their pa-
tients’ lives and safety.

Furthermore, the majority’s require-
ment that a victim of rape or incest re-
port the crime to authorities before re-
ceiving an abortion effectively pre-
vents many victims from exercising
the right to choose. More than half of
all rape victims, as we know, don’t re-
port, and that is a sad thing.

The requirement in today’s bill en-
sures that a woman who has been a vic-
tim of rape or incest faces massive bar-
riers to exercising her right to safe and
legal reproductive health care. Mr.
Speaker, from requiring women to un-
dergo mandatory ultrasounds to apply-
ing police reporting requirements for
victims of rape, the majority has made
it very clear that they don’t trust
women. In fact, it came up at the Judi-
ciary Committee that one of the rea-
sons they needed to report it to police
is because women would lie. I think
they make an exception in that case
for their sisters, their daughters, their
mothers, perhaps. It is just the rest of
us who can’t be trusted.

Try as he might, no man will ever
understand the choice that faces a
young woman who is told that she suf-
fers from severe valvular heart disease
and that, if she carries a child to term,
her life and the life of that child are at
risk, or the choice of a woman who is
violently raped and would be reminded
of the crime against her every moment
of every day if she is forced to carry
the pregnancy to term.

I urge my colleagues to respect the
established science on this issue and
the constitutional right of every Amer-
ican woman. Reject today’s rule and
the underlying legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I suspect
that my colleague from New York
knows this, but I will make sure it gets
into the RECORD.

In the 2007 case of Gonzales Vv
Carhart, the Supreme Court made clear
that there is a ‘‘legitimate interest of
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the government in protecting the life
of the fetus that may become a child.”
The Supreme Court has also made clear
that ‘‘the government may use its
voice and its regulatory authority to
show its profound respect for the life
within the woman,” and that Congress
may show such respect for the unborn
through ‘‘specific regulation because it

implicates additional ethical and
moral concerns that justify a special
prohibition.”

Mr. Speaker, I am really troubled by
the fact that so many of my colleagues
simply refuse to acknowledge that
we’'re dealing with human life in this
situation, in the situation of abortion.
My heart goes out to any woman who
is facing a situation where they’re con-
sidering abortion. I think every mem-
ber of our conference feels that way—
men and women. Nobody takes the
issue of abortion lightly. Unfortu-
nately, not enough attention is being
paid to the unborn child.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield,
now, 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Louisiana, Dr.—Con-
gressman—FLEMING.

Mr. FLEMING. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlelady from North
Carolina for all of the great work she
has done on this.

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, to support
the rule and the underlying bill, the
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act, that is so vital.

My background: I'm a physician who
has delivered hundreds of babies during
my career. In addition to that, I'm a
husband of 35 years, a father of four—
two boys, two girls—a grandfather of
two boys, and soon, in 6 weeks, grand-
father of a little girl, a little grand-
daughter, and I’'m so proud.
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Let me tell you for a moment about
what I witnessed.

At about the time of the 20 weeks,
midterm, the 4-D ultrasound now gives
such an amazing view into the window
of that womb. What did I see? I could
see that that little girl looks just like
her big brother. Number two, in an-
other frame, she is sucking her thumb.
Then in another frame, she is holding
up two fingers as though to say, Be pa-
tient. I'll be out soon.

We have such wonderful technology,
such technology that, today, we can
actually do surgery on a fetus at 20
weeks in order to fix a heart ailment or
some other condition that may kill the
baby in the womb or soon thereafter.
What have we learned from this tech-
nology? We have learned that they feel
pain. We have to provide anesthesia.

Mr. Speaker, our friends on the other
side of the aisle, when it comes to ani-
mals, are all about the Humane Soci-
ety and about the humane treatment of
animals, and I have a high regard for
that. When it comes to the issue of tor-
ture or even of discomfort for prisoners
of war, they are all about supporting
that.

But what happens in a midterm or
later pregnancy when there is an abor-
tion? What happens is just absolute
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torture. You realize that, in Wash-
ington, D.C., today, a woman can go for
an abortion while she is in labor at
term. And how would you do the abor-
tion? How is it done? How did Dr.
Gosnell do it? You stick a trocar into
the skull, suck the brain out, literally
dismember the baby limb from limb.
What torture and what pain.

Is that really the kind of people we
are, Mr. Speaker? I think not.

We understand that at least at 20
weeks, maybe sooner, the baby feels
pain. So I would just submit to you
today, Mr. Speaker, that this bill is not
just about abortion—this is about pain;
it’s about torture to that young life.
We can’t say that this is like an ampu-
tation of a limb. That baby inside the
womb has a distinct DNA that you will
never see again either in history or in
the future. It is a different human
being. It’s living there inside of its
mother. So I am in support of this bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. I rise in strong oppo-
sition to this rule and to the blatantly
unconstitutional underlying legisla-
tion, which threatens the health and
basic rights of women all over Amer-
ica.

Right now, we should be working to
create jobs and grow the economy. In-
stead, here we are again with the ma-
jority’s trying to insert their extreme
and divisive ideological preferences
into law. Yet again, they are trying to
impose their traditional view of a wom-
an’s role on everyone else—force
women back into these traditional
roles with limited opportunities.

This legislation, which attempts to
ban virtually all abortions after 20
weeks, is a clear violation of the law of
the land, and it has already been
struck down in its sponsor’s home
State of Arizona, but they don’t give
much regard for the law of the land.
Witness the number of times that they
have voted to repeal the Affordable
Care Act—37 times. This bill is anti-
choice, anti-Constitution, anti-science,
and it is, yes, anti-woman.

There is no exception in this bill for
women whose health is threatened by
carrying the fetus to term. Yes, why
should we worry about women’s health
or whether they live or whether they
die? Instead, this bill puts the Federal
Government squarely  between a
woman and her doctor. It threatens
doctors with 5 years in jail if they per-
form a legal, constitutional and some-
times medically necessary procedure.

I ask my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle:

Does the bill disqualify more than
half of all rape victims since 54 percent
of these victims do not report a rape
due to intimidation or embarrassment?

Or under the new reporting require-
ments in this bill for rape and incest
victims, would they have to report
even if their lives are in danger from
the perpetrators?
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And yes, is it the case that this bill
redefines what qualifies as ‘‘incest’ by
only applying it to a minor? Therefore,
an adult who has been victimized by a
relative since childhood and who gets
pregnant is not allowed to have an
abortion from pregnancy with that rel-
ative?

Simply put, this proposed ban is anti-
thetical to our laws and is an affront to
women’s health, and I urge my col-
leagues to oppose it.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
BRIDENSTINE).
Mr. BRIDENSTINE. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today in strong support of the
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act.

In a report commissioned by the De-
partment of Justice, Dr. Anand, a fetal
pain expert, wrote:

It is my opinion that the human fetus pos-
sesses the ability to experience pain from 20
weeks of gestation, and the pain perceived by
a fetus is possibly more intense than that
perceived by term newborns or older chil-
dren.

The reality of Dr. Anand’s statement
is seen in the fact that surgeons rou-
tinely administer anesthesia to unborn
children before performing neonatal
surgery. The truth is that at 20 weeks
these unborn children feel every bit of
pain inflicted on them in the name of
“‘choice” and in the name of ‘‘conven-
ience.”

Mr. Speaker, what we do with this
knowledge says a lot about us. If we
turn a blind eye to the agony and suf-
fering of our most vulnerable, can we
say that we are still a Nation that pur-
sues life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness? If we willingly embrace cru-
elty in the name of ‘‘choice,” then can
we say with integrity that we continue
to secure the blessings of liberty not
only for ourselves but for our pos-
terity?

The good news is that, for those who
have been affected by the pain of abor-
tion, there is one who chose, who made
a real choice, to endure pain on behalf
of all of us, and by His stripes we are
healed.

Mr. Speaker, as Members of Con-
gress, let us remember that even
though we may not be able to hear
their cries we are not absolved from
the guilt of ignoring their pain.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE of California. First, let me
thank the gentlelady for yielding, but
more importantly, I just want to thank
Congresswoman SLAUGHTER, our rank-
ing member on the Rules Committee,
for fighting for women’s health and for
the rights of women, really, all of her
life.

Thank you so much.

I rise in strong opposition to this
rule and the underlying bill. Once
again, the Republicans have decided to
make women’s health a battleground
as part of their, yes, ongoing war on
women.
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The bill on the floor this week is
nothing more than a direct challenge
to Roe v. Wade and a vehicle for yet
another ideological attack against
women’s reproductive rights. In fact,
this is the 10th time that the Repub-
licans have forced a vote on this topic
since taking control of the House in
2011. The bill is a direct threat to the
privacy rights and health of every
woman living in this country and espe-
cially to women of color, who already
face an increased stigma and other bar-
riers to reproductive health due to the
terrible Hyde amendment. Now, I re-
member the days of back alley abor-
tions. Many women died and were per-
manently injured before Roe v. Wade.
With this bill, Republicans have de-
cided to try to take us back there—to
threaten physicians, for instance, with
criminal prosecution.

Can you imagine a criminal prosecu-
tion for attempting to provide the
medically accurate information and
care that is best for their patients?
Why in the world should Members of
Congress or any legislator interfere
with women’s personal health choices?

These private decisions should al-
ways be between a woman, her family,
her doctor, or whomever else she
chooses to help in making these very
difficult decisions. We should not be
making it—not you nor I. We should
let women make their own decisions.
Congress has no business in the per-
sonal lives of women—no business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 10 seconds.

Ms. LEE of California. We need to
vote ‘“‘no’ on this rule and this bill. We
need to get back to the real business—
like creating jobs—that we should be
doing, like creating economic opportu-
nities we should be doing. We should be
trying to figure out how to reduce pov-
erty. We should be trying to figure out
how to ensure our young people have
the best quality public education.
There are many issues this Congress
needs to take on. Why don’t you stay
out of the personal lives of women. It
has no place on this floor.
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Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, contrary to
what our colleagues on the other side
of the aisle are accusing us of, we're
talking about the beginning of the 6th
month of pregnancy. Nothing in this
bill has any impact on abortion during
the first 20 weeks.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I now yield 2
minutes to my distinguished colleague
from Montana (Mr. DAINES).

Mr. DAINES. Mr. Speaker, as a per-
son of conscience, I believe we are
called to protect the most vulnerable
in our society.

The Pain-Capable Unborn Child Pro-
tection Act is an important measure to
do exactly that: protect unborn chil-
dren who can feel pain. And as parents
of four children, two boys and two
girls, Cindy and I instinctively do all



June 18, 2013

we can as parents to protect our chil-
dren from pain.

During the Gosnell trial, we all
learned of the gruesome methods of
ending the life of just-born children,
some of whom were a little over 20
weeks old. If Gosnell aborted these
children moments before they were re-
moved from the womb in the method
similar to the dismemberment which
occurs in several clinics throughout
our country and science tells us causes
pain to the baby, would the loss of life
have been any less tragic, any less ap-
palling? We cannot stand idly by and
allow such painful terminations of
human life to continue.

I urge passage of this bill, and I look
forward to casting my vote in support
of the rule.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I'm
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from Hawaii (Ms. HANABUSA).

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker, 1
rise in strong opposition to this rule.

I stand here on behalf of the women
in Hawaii and across the Nation to con-
tinue to protect the fundamental right
of women to have access to safe and
legal abortion care. I strongly oppose
the underlying bill, H.R. 1797, and en-
courage my colleagues to do the same.

The bill is like a leap backwards for
women in our Nation. The very premise
of this bill is contrary to credible sci-
entific evidence and does not have the
widespread support of our leading ex-
perts.

H.R. 1797 goes against a decades-old
Supreme Court ruling, Roe v. Wade,
that gave women a fundamental right
to choose, a protection provided in the
United States Constitution. And re-
member, States were given the ability
to regulate those laws. These proposed
Federal restrictions are unconstitu-
tional, inappropriate, and unnecessary.

Abortion is one of the safest medical
procedures available in this country,
due in large part to the expertise and
skill of our Nation’s trained medical
professionals who offer high quality
care to women.

This bill would threaten our doctors
with b-year prison terms for doing
their jobs, even those that are caring
for women who are facing serious
health concerns with their pregnancies.
It is critically important that our laws
protect and support the woman’s
health, not deny access to care.

Abortion care is a private medical
decision between a woman and her
health care provider. It is not the re-
sponsibility of Congress to infringe
upon that right. That is why the Amer-
ican Congress of OB-GYNs, American
Nurses Association, and 46 other orga-
nizations, in addition to 15 religious
groups, stand in strong opposition to
this bill.

For these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to stand strongly in opposition
to this harmful and misleading bill and
soundly vote ‘‘no’ on the rule.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, there’s a
lot of talk about rights here today and
very little talk about the right to life
for the babies that are being aborted.
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Madam Speaker, I now yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. BENISHEK).

Mr. BENISHEK. Madam Speaker, I
would like to thank the gentlewoman
from North Carolina for allowing me to
be here as well.

I rise today in support of the rule for
H.R. 1797, the Pain-Capable Unborn
Child Protection Act, and to urge my
colleagues to support this important
and long overdue piece of legislation.

This bill will help to protect those in
our society who are least able to defend
themselves—the unborn. The Pain-Ca-
pable Unborn Child Protection Act will
prohibit late-term abortions after the
20th week of a pregnancy for the simple
reason that by 20 weeks of develop-
ment, unborn children are able to feel
and react to pain. This time period is
based on extensive scientific research,
and the majority of the American peo-
ple are in favor of banning late-term
abortions when they know that the un-
born child is able to feel pain.

As a doctor, I was horrified to hear
the stories of gross misconduct and
negligence that came to light in the
trial of the Philadelphia abortionist
Kermit Gosnell. The callous disregard
for innocent human life that was dis-
played in the Gosnell clinic extended
beyond unborn children to adult pa-
tients, and I believe that there is bipar-
tisan agreement that this was terrible.
The Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protec-
tion Act will help to prevent some of
the worst abuses that were perpetrated
by Kermit Gosnell and protect patients
nationwide.

As the overwhelming majority of my
constituents in northern Michigan be-
lieve, life inside the womb is just as
precious as life outside the womb, and
it must be protected.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and the underlying legislation.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, 1
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the

gentlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms.
MOORE).
Ms. MOORE. I thank the ranking

member.

Madam Speaker, I rise today to voice
my strong opposition to H.R. 1797,
which would callously and cavalierly
limit access to abortion for women
across the country.

Boy, I tell you, the House GOP has
truly pushed the limits this time by of-
fering this unconstitutional bill.

Madam Speaker, this week, the
much-maligned Miss USA contestant,
Miss Utah, alluding to the power dy-
namics between men and women in the

workplace, was lampooned for a
flubbed answer when she said, and I
quote:

I think especially the men are seen as the
leaders of this, and so we need to try to fig-
ure out how to create education better so
that we can solve this problem.

However inarticulate, I think Miss
Utah was on to something.

When you consider the subject at
hand, women’s right to a medically
safe abortion, we once again see men
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taking leadership roles and invading
the privacy and medical decisions of
women so that now we have before us a
bill that is borne of ignorance and dis-
regard for medical science in every
way, shape, and form. There is no con-
cern for the biology, physiology, soci-
ology of the woman.

Perhaps, if we could create education
better of the importance of women’s
lives, we would not be here with this
bill before us. This bill is an abomina-
tion, plain and simple, at its founda-
tion, its heart, its utter disrespect for
the dignity and health of women. It
also has other harmful effects.

Now, I am sympathetic for those
women, as well, who face an abortion
at 20 weeks. Often these women are fac-
ing complications that endanger their
health or they have found out about a
severe fetal anomaly. Others are vic-
tims of rape or incest. These are the
most difficult decisions in their lives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan). The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 1 minute.

Ms. MOORE. Medical providers have
told us of harrowing tales of women
who have developed life-threatening
pre-eclampsia with impaired Kkidney
functions, seizures, dangerously high
blood pressure that threatens their
health. They also tell us of the women
who receive an aggressive cancer diag-
nosis right in the middle of their preg-
nancy and have to make the difficult
choice between their pregnancy and
their own life.

In situations like these, women need
to be able to consult their families and
their doctors and no one else. Perhaps
their own priest or rabbi or imam, but
most certainly not their politician de-
nying the care they need. It is haz-
ardous, cruel, and simply the wrong
thing to do.

I thank the gentlelady for yielding
time.
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Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, this bill
is not borne of ignorance but of ex-
tremely deep-felt concern for unborn
children who suffer pain as they are
being murdered.

Madam Speaker, I fear for the con-
science of our Nation because the ter-
mination of unborn children for any
reason is tolerated in some parts of our
country throughout pregnancy, even
though scientific conclusions show in-
fants feel pain by at least 20 weeks’
gestation. That means literally that a
baby at the halfway point of a preg-
nancy will experience pain during the
violence of a dismemberment abortion,
the most common second-trimester
abortion wherein a steel tool severs
limbs from the infant and its skull is
crushed.

Madam Speaker, it’s even difficult
for me to describe this procedure with-
out getting emotional. These proce-
dures are horrific, and in terms of pain,
like torture to their infant subjects. As
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a country, we should leave this prac-
tice behind. That’s why I’'m a cospon-
sor of the underlying legislation to pro-
hibit elective abortions in the United
States past 20 weeks. Since 1973, ap-
proximately 52 million—52 million,
Madam Speaker—children’s lives have
been tragically aborted in the United
States. It is unconscionable that in
America, where we fight for life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness, we
tolerate the systemic extermination of
an entire generation of the most vul-
nerable among us.

H.R. 1797 rejects that hypocrisy and
provides commonsense protections for
unborn children who feel pain, just as
you and I do. My colleague and friend
from Arizona, Representative TRENT
FRANKS, is a champion for the unborn,
and I commend him for authoring this
legislation, which prohibits an abor-
tion of an unborn child that has sur-
passed 20 weeks after fertilization.

In light of the recent conviction of
Philadelphia-based, late-term abor-
tionist Kermit Gosnell, who was found
guilty of first-degree murder in the
case of three babies born alive in his
clinic and then killed through a proce-
dure he called ‘‘snipping,” which in-
volved Gosnell inserting a pair of scis-
sors into the baby’s neck and cutting
its spinal cord, a procedure that was
reportedly routine in his clinic, we can-
not stand idly by.

Madam Speaker, some would have us
think that Gosnell is an anomaly or an
outlier. However, after his conviction,
more individuals have stepped forward
to expose similar practices in other
States. Americans should be asking
how different are these snipping proce-
dures from abortions performed
throughout clinics in the country. Un-
fortunately, there is little difference
between these procedures. The practice
of murdering viable, unborn children
who can feel pain must end. I urge my
colleagues to join me in speaking for
those who cannot speak for themselves
and vote in favor of this rule and the
underlying bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SCHNEI-
DER).

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today in strong opposition to the
rule and the underlying bill, H.R. 1797.
When debating the issue before us, it is
important to understand that this is
not strictly a matter of conscience but
an issue with very real and potentially
life-altering implications for women
and families across the Nation.

It is my fundamental belief that the
right to choose is and must remain a
personal health decision that a woman
makes in consultation with her doctor,
without government intervention. Ad-
ditionally, we should also be promoting
policies that strive to reduce the num-
ber of unwanted pregnancies through
improved access to family planning
and contraception, as well as effective
sex education.
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Sadly, rather than coming together
to address our fiscal challenges and
help stimulate job creation, the major-
ity continues to doggedly pursue a rad-
ical ideological agenda. This legisla-
tion, like other attempts to restrict
women’s access to comprehensive
health care, is unacceptable and could
seriously endanger the health and safe-
ty of women across the country. As
such, I firmly oppose the underlying
bill and urge all of my colleagues to do
the same.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I now
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Madam
Speaker, I thank my good friend and
colleague for yielding.

Madam Speaker, pain, we all dread
it. We avoid it. We even fear it. And we
all go to extraordinary lengths to miti-
gate its severity and its duration.

Madam Speaker, today, there are
Kermit Gosnells all over America in-
flicting not only violence, cruelty, and
death on very young children, but ex-
cruciating pain as well.

Many Americans, including some
who self-identified as pro-choice—were
shocked and dismayed by the Gosnell
expose’ and trial. Perhaps the decades-
long culture of denial and deceptive
marketing has made it difficult to see
and understand a disturbing reality.
Even after 40 years of abortion on de-
mand and over 55 million dead babies
and millions of wounded moms, many—
until  Gosnell—somehow  construed
abortion as victimless and painless.
That has changed.

The brutality of severing the spines
of defenseless babies—euphemistically
called ‘‘snipping” by Gosnell—has fi-
nally peeled away the benign facade of
a billion-dollar abortion industry.

I note parenthetically, and it may
come as a shock to many, but accord-
ing to the Americans United for Life
Legal Defense Fund, the U.S. is among
only four nations in the world that al-
lows for abortions for any reason after
viability, and one of only nine nations
that allows abortions after 14 weeks.
We’re in some pretty bad company,
Madam Speaker, because that includes
China and North Korea. We are far out-
side the global mainstream.

I would note, Madam Speaker, that
like Gosnell, abortionists all over
America decapitate, they dismember,
and they chemically poison babies to
death each and every day. That’s what
they do. Americans are connecting the
dots and asking whether what Gosnell
did is really different than what other
abortionists do. I would note to my col-
leagues that a D&E abortion, a com-
mon method after 14 weeks, is a grue-
some, pain-filled act that literally rips
and tears to pieces the body parts of a
child.

The Pain-Capable Unborn Child Pro-
tection Act is a modest but necessary
attempt to at least protect babies who
are 20 weeks old—and pain capable—
from having to suffer and die from
abortion.
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I would note to my colleagues that a
majority of Americans are with us try-
ing to protect lives. According to a re-
cent Gallup poll, 64 percent of Ameri-
cans believe that abortion should not
be permitted in the second 3 months of
pregnancy; 80 percent say abortion
should not be permitted in the last 3
months of pregnancy. The polling com-
pany found that 63 percent of women
believe that abortion should not be per-
mitted after the point where substan-
tial medical evidence says that the un-
born child can feel pain. The women
get it, and they have so polled when
asked if they are against this kind of
pain for babies.

The Pain-Capable Unborn Child Pro-
tection Act recognizes the medical evi-
dence that unborn children feel pain.
We are not living in the Dark Ages.
One leading expert in the field of fetal
pain, Dr. Anand, at the University of
Tennessee stated in his expert report,
commissioned by the U.S. Department
of Justice:

It is my opinion that the human fetus pos-
sesses the ability to experience pain from 20
weeks of gestation, if not earlier, and the
pain perceived by a fetus is possibly more in-
tense than that perceived by term newborns
or older children.

Surgeons today entering the womb to
perform corrective procedures, Madam
Speaker, on unborn children, have seen
those babies flinch, jerk, and recoil
from sharp objects and incisions.
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Surgeons routinely administer anes-
thesia to unborn children in the womb.
We now know that the child ought to
be treated as a patient, and there are
many anomalies, many sicknesses that
can be treated while the child is still in
utero. When those interventions are
done, anesthesia is given.

Dr. Colleen Malloy, assistant pro-
fessor, Division of Neonatology at the
Northwestern University, in her testi-
mony before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee in May of 2012 said:

When we speak of infants at 20 weeks post-
fertilization we no longer have to rely on in-
ferences or ultrasound imagery, because such
premature patients are kicking, moving and
reacting and developing right before our eyes
in the neonatal intensive care unit.

In other words, there are children the
same age who, in utero, can be killed
by abortion who have been born and
are now being given lifesaving assist-
ance.

She went on to say:

In today’s medical arena, we resuscitate
patients at this age and are able to witness
their ex-utero growth.

She says:

I could never imagine subjecting my tiny
patients to horrific procedures such as those
that involve limb detachment or cardiac in-
jection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I am pleased to
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Mrs. DAVIS).

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam
Speaker, I join my many colleagues
today who have spoken out against
this outrageous bill.
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I also want to object to the way that
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle have brought up H.R. 1797 for con-
sideration.

When a bill that affects the lives and
the health of women all across our
country is coming up for this consider-
ation, we deserve to have an open proc-
ess. But, instead, the majority is tak-
ing a rather undemocratic approach,
blocking all amendments to this harm-
ful bill.

Beyond the fact that the bill is un-
constitutional, it endangers the lives of
women across our country. It places a
ban on abortions with the narrowest of
rape and incest exceptions, and it
forces a woman who has been raped to
report the attack to law enforcement
before seeking an abortion.

So I have to ask these questions: Do
the sponsors of this legislation under-
stand the trauma that a rape survivor
endures?

And do they understand what a cruel
message that is to send to a woman in
her time of greatest need?

Madam Speaker, those of us who are
here in the Congress, I believe we all
came here to solve the problems of the
day. As we address our national prior-
ities, is this issue high on their list?

Is this the issue that gives people
confidence that Congress understands
the challenges that people throughout
America face today?

I know what those challenges are, 1
think. I've listened to my constituents.
They worry about putting food on the
table, a roof over their heads, and send-
ing their kids to college.

So here we are, with a very narrow
agenda, with an issue that is being
used to strike at the heart of women’s
health issues.

I urge my colleagues, please reject
this rule and the underlying bill.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, even
Kermit Gosnell’s own defense attorney,
having gone through all the evidence
at trial, said:

I've come out of this case realizing that 24
weeks is a bad determiner. It should be more
like 16, 17 weeks. That would be a far better
thing, and I think the law should be changed
to that. I think pro-choice would have still
the right to choose, but they’ve got to
choose quicker.

We are talking here, Madam Speaker,
about the beginning of the 6th month
of pregnancy. Nothing in this bill has
any impact on abortion during the first
20 weeks.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
may I inquire if my colleague has other
requests for time.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, we will
use the balance of our time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Well, that sort of
leaves me uninformed. But I want to
introduce the previous question before
I do my closing. And I'm hoping you
are prepared to close. Is that correct?

Ms. FOXX. No, Madam Speaker. I'm
not just yet ready to close, but if my
colleague is ready to close—
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. No, I'll reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Is the gentlewoman from
New York ready to close? I thought
that was the question she was asking.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. That was the
question I had asked you. I am pre-
pared to. Mr. CONNOLLY is my last
speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would
the gentlelady from New York like to
recognize the gentleman?

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Not until I find
out if we’re prepared to close.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Speaker, as advances in med-
ical science result in improved treat-
ments and personalized medicine, the
development of unborn children is fur-
ther understood. Doctors can perform
lifesaving surgeries on babies still in
the womb at earlier points in the preg-
nancy than ever before.

When a baby is born prematurely,
medical innovation is increasing the
likelihood of that baby’s survival. Ba-
bies born as early as 20 weeks post-fer-
tilization are being cared for in neo-
natal units across the country.

By 8 weeks after fertilization, the un-
born child reacts to touch. By 20 weeks
post-fertilization, the unborn child re-
acts to stimuli that would be recog-
nized as painful if applied to an adult
human. The baby responds the same
way you and I respond to pain, by re-
coiling from it.

As Dr. Anand, at the University of
Tennessee, who is considered the lead-
ing expert in the field of fetal pain,
stated in a report accepted by a Fed-
eral judge as expert testimony:

It is my opinion that the human fetus pos-
sesses the ability to experience pain from 20
weeks of gestation, if not earlier, and the
pain perceived by a fetus is possibly more in-
tense than that perceived by term newborns
or older children.

Surgeons entering the womb to per-
form corrective procedures on unborn
children have seen those babies flinch,
jerk, and recoil from sharp objects and
injections. Recognizing this discom-
fort, surgeons routinely administer an-
esthesia to unborn children in the
womb before performing surgeries.

According to Planned Parenthood,
the largest abortion provider in Amer-
ica, babies aborted at 14 weeks or later
are often subjected to a painful dis-
memberment abortion, which involves
inserting a long steel tool into the
woman and grabbing, usually an arm
or a leg, tearing it from the baby’s
body and pulling it out of the mother.
The procedure is repeated as the baby
is torn, limb from limb, until his or her
entire body has been removed and the
head is finally crushed and removed.
The dismemberment abortion is the
most common method of abortion in
the second trimester.

Another abortion procedure involves
injecting digoxin and/or potassium
chloride into the baby’s heart, which
induces cardiac arrest, and the baby’s
killed.
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Madam Speaker, it’s important that
the American people understand ex-
actly what happens when they hear the
word ‘‘abortion.” It is a heart-wrench-
ing, painful procedure that tears a
baby limb from limb before crushing
his or her head, or it is a poisonous
chemical injection.

A March 2013 poll conducted by a
polling company found that 64 percent
of the public supports a law like the
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act, prohibiting an abortion after 20
weeks when an unborn baby can feel
pain, unless the life of the mother is in
danger.

Supporters included 47 percent of
those who identified themselves as pro-
choice in the poll. The poll also found
that 63 percent of women believe that
abortion should not be permitted after
the point where substantial medical
evidence says that the unborn child
can feel pain.
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Madam Speaker, Congress cannot sit
idly by while this grotesque and brutal
procedure which rips the tiny baby
apart limb by limb in the womb is per-
formed in our country. That is why it
is necessary for Congress to pass H.R.
1797 and protect the lives of these un-
born children from this excruciating
pain.

Madam Speaker, I would like to sub-
mit for the RECORD a summary of the
evidence of the unborn pain research.

Madam Speaker, I now reserve the
balance of my time.

FETAL PAIN: THE EVIDENCE
[From www.doctorsonfetalpain.org, Mar. 14,
2011]

The eleven points below summarize the
substantial medical and scientific evidence
that unborn children can feel pain by 20
weeks after fertilization.

1: Pain receptors (nociceptors) are present
throughout the unborn child’s entire body
by no later than 20 weeks after fertiliza-
tion and nerves link these receptors to the
brain’s thalamus and subcortical plate by
no later than 20 weeks after fertilization.

DOCUMENTATION

a. Pain receptors (nociceptors) are present
throughout the unborn child’s entire body by
no later than 20 weeks.

1. Myers, 2004, p.241, para.2, ‘“‘The first es-
sential requirement for pain is the presence
of sensory receptors, which first develop in
the perioral area at approximately 7 weeks
gestation and are diffusely located through-
out the body by 14 weeks.9”’

Myers LB, Bulich LA, Hess, P, Miller NM.
Fetal endoscopic surgery: indications and
anaesthetic management. Best Practice &
Research Clinical Anaesthesiology. 18:2 (2004)
231-258.

9%Smith S. Commission of Inquiry into
Fetal Sentience. London: CARE, 1996.

2. Derbyshire, 2010, p.7, para.2, ‘“For the
foetus, an existence of ‘pain’ rests upon the
existence of a stimulus that poses a threat to
tissue, being detected by a nervous system
capable of preferentially responding to stim-
uli that pose a threat to tissue. The entire
experience is completely bounded by the lim-
its of the sensory system and the relation-
ship between that system and the stimulus.
If pain is conceived of in this manner then it
becomes possible to talk of foetal pain any-
time between 10 and 17 weeks GA [gesta-
tional age] when nociceptors develop and
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mature, and there is evidence of behavioural
responses to touch.”

Note: Derbyshire’s other published works indi-
cate that he believes pain requires subjective
human experience, not possible until after birth;
nonetheless, he acknowledges this finding.

Derbyshire SW, Foetal pain? Best Practice
& Research Clinical Obstetrics and Gynaecology
24:5 (2010) 647-655.

3. Anand, 1987, p.2, para.2, ‘‘Cutaneous sen-
sory receptors appear in the perioral area of
the human fetus in the 7th week of gesta-
tion; they spread to the rest of the face, the
palms of the hands, and the soles of the feet
by the 11th week, to the trunk and proximal
parts of the arms and legs by the 15th week,
and to all cutaneous and mucous surfaces by
the 20th week.2526”

Anand KJS, Hickey PR. Pain and its ef-
fects in the human neonate and fetus. New
England Journal of Medicine. 317:21 (1987) 1321-
1329.

25Humphrey T. Some correlations between
the appearance of human fetal reflexes and
the development of the nervous system.
Progress in Brain Research. 4 (1964) 93-135.

26Valnaan HB, Pearson JP. What the fetus
feels. British Medical Journal. 280 (1980) 233—
234.

4. Vanhatalo, 2000, p.146, col.2, para.2,
“First nociceptors appear around the mouth
as early as the seventh gestational week; by
the 20th week these are present all over the
body.”

Vanhatalo S, van Nieuwenhuizen O. Fetal
Pain? Brain & Development. 22 (2000) 145-150.

5. Brusseau, 2008, p.14, para.3, ‘‘The first es-
sential requirement for nociception is the
presence of sensory receptors, which develop
first in the perioral area at around 7 weeks
gestation. From here, they develop in the
rest of the face and in the palmar surfaces of
the hands and soles of the feet from 11
weeks. By 20 weeks, they are present
throughout all of the skin and mucosal sur-
faces.19

Brusseau R. Developmental Perpectives: is
the Fetus Conscious? International Anesthe-
siology Clinics. 46:3 (2008) 11-23.

19Simons SH, Tibboel D. Pain perception
development and maturation. Seminars on
Fetal and Neonatal Medicine. 11 (2006) 227—
231.

6. Rollins, 2012, p.465, “Immature skin
nociceptors are probably present by 10 weeks
and definitely present by 17 weeks.
Nociceptors develop slightly later in internal
organs. Peripheral nerve fibers that control
movement first grow into the spinal cord at
about 8 weeks of gestation.”

Mark D. Rollins, Mark A. Rosen, ‘‘Anes-
thesia for Fetal Intervention and Surgery’’,
in Gregory’s Pediatric Anesthesia, ed. George
A. Gregory & Dean B. Adropoulos (West Sus-
sex: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), 444-474, 465.

b. nerves link these receptors to the
brain’s thalamus and subcortical plate by no
later than 20 weeks after fertilization.

1. Van Scheltema 2008, p.313, para.l—‘ ‘The
connection between the spinal cord and the
thalamus (an obligatory station through
which nearly all sensory information must
pass before reaching the cortex) starts to de-
velop from 14 weeks onwards and is finished
at 20 weeks.”

Van Scheltema PNA, Bakker S,
Vandenbussche FPHA, Oepkes, D. Fetal
Pain. Fetal and Maternal Medicine Review. 19:4
(2008) 311-324.

2. Glover, 1999, p.882, col.l, para.l, ‘‘Most
incoming pathways, including nociceptive
ones, are routed through the thalamus and,
as stated above, penetrates the subplate zone
from about 17 weeks... These monoamine fi-
bres start to invade the subplate zone at 13
weeks and reach the cortex at about 16
weeks. This puts an early limit on when it is
likely that the fetus might be aware of any-
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thing that is going on in its body or else-

where.”

Glover V. Fetal pain: implications for re-
search and practice. British Journal of Obstet-
rics and Gynaecology. 106 (1999) 881-886.

3. Lee, 2005, p.950, col.1, ““In contrast to di-
rect thalamocortical fibers, which are not
visible until almost the third trimester, tha-
lamic afferents begin to reach the
somatosensory subplate at 18 weeks’ develop-
mental age (20 weeks’ gestational age)'® and
the visual subplate at 20 to 22 weeks’ gesta-
tional age. These afferents appear
morphologically mature enough to synapse
with subplate neurons.1?”’

Note: Lee et al. believe that pain requires con-
scious cortical processing, which they deem un-
likely until 29 or 30 weeks; nonetheless, they ac-
knowledge this finding.

Lee SJ, Ralston HJP, Drey EA, Partridge,
JC, Rosen, MA. A Systematic Multidisci-
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1"Hevner RF. Development of connections

in the human visual system during fetal mid-
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perimental Neuropathology & Ezxperimental

Neurology. 59 (2000) 385-392.

4. Gupta, 2008, p.74, col.2, para.l, ‘* Periph-
eral nerve receptors develop between 7 and 20
weeks gestation . .. Spinothalamic fibres
(responsible for transmission of pain) de-
velop between 16 and 20 weeks gestation, and
thalamocortical fibres between 17 and 24
weeks gestation.”

Gupta R, Kilby M, Cooper G. Fetal surgery
and anaesthetic implications. Continuing
Education in Anaesthesia, Critical Care & Pain.
8:2 (2008) 71-75.

5. Van de Velde, 2012, p 206, para.3, “‘To ex-
perience pain an intact system of pain trans-
mission from the peripheral receptor to the
cerebral cortex must be available. Peripheral
receptors develop from the seventh gesta-
tional week. From 20 weeks’ gestation [= 20
weeks post-fertilization] peripheral receptors
are present on the whole body. From 13
weeks’ gestation the afferent system located
in the substantia gelatinosa of the dorsal
horn of the spinal cord starts developing. De-
velopment of afferent fibers connecting pe-
ripheral receptors with the dorsal horn
starts at 8 weeks’ gestation. Spinothalamic
connections start to develop from 14 weeks’
and are complete at 20 weeks’ gestation,
whilst thalamocortical connections are
present from 17 weeks’ and completely devel-
oped at 26-30 weeks’ gestation. From 16
weeks’ gestation pain transmission from a
peripheral receptor to the cortex is possible
and completely developed from 26 weeks’
gestation.”

Marc Van de Velde & Frederik De Buck,
Fetal and Maternal Analgesia/Anesthesia for
Fetal Procedures. Fetal Diagn Ther 31(4)
(2012) 201-9.

2: By 8 weeks after fertilization, the unborn
child reacts to touch. After 20 weeks, the
unborn child reacts to stimuli that would
be recognized as painful if applied to an
adult human, for example by recoiling.
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a. By 8 weeks after fertilization, the un-
born child reacts to touch.

1. Gupta, 2008, p.74, col.2, para.2, ‘‘Move-
ment of the fetus in response to external
stimuli occurs as early as 8 weeks gesta-
tion. . .”

Gupta R, Kilby M, Cooper G. Fetal surgery
and anaesthetic implications. Continuing
Education in Anaesthesia, Critical Care &
Pain. 8:2 (2008) 71-75.
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2. Glover, 2004, p.36, para.4, ‘“The fetus
starts to make movements in response to
being touched from eight weeks, and more
complex movements build up, as detected by
real time ultrasound, over the next few
weeks.”

Glover V. The fetus may feel pain from 20
weeks; The Fetal Pain Controversy. Con-
science. 25:3 (2004) 35-37.

3. Myers 2004, p.241, para.6, ‘‘A motor re-
sponse can first be seen as a whole body
movement away from a stimulus and ob-
served on ultrasound from as early as 7.5
weeks’ gestational age. The perioral area is
the first part of the body to respond to touch
at approximately 8 weeks, but by 14 weeks
most of the body is responsive to touch.”

Myers LB, Bulich LA, Hess, P, Miller, NM.
Fetal endoscopic surgery: indications and
anaesthetic management. Best Practice &
Research Clinical Anaesthesiology. 18:2 (2004)
231-258.

4. Derbyshire, 2008, p.119, col.2, para.4, ‘“‘Re-
sponses to touch begin at 7-8 weeks gesta-
tion when touching the peri-oral region re-
sults in a contralateral bending of the head.
The palms of the hands become sensitive to
stroking at 10-11 weeks gestation and the
rest of the body becomes sensitive around 13—
14 weeks gestation.35”

Note: Derbyshire’s other published works
indicate that he believes pain requires sub-
jective human experience, not possible until
after birth; nonetheless, he acknowledges
this finding.

Derbyshire SW. Fetal Pain: Do We Know
Enough to Do the Right Thing? Reproductive
Health Matters. 16: 31Supp. (2008) 117-126.

35 Fitzgerald M. Neurobiology of fetal and
neonatalpain. In:Wall P, Melzack R, editors.
Textbook of Pain. Oxford Churchill Living-
stone, 1994. p.153-63.

5. Kadic, 2012, page 3, ‘‘“The earliest reac-
tions to painful stimuli motor reflexes can
be detected at 7.5 weeks of gestation (Table
2).”

Salihagi¢c Kadi¢, A., Predojevi¢, M., Fetal
neurophysiology according to gestational
age, Seminars in Fetal & Neonatal Medicine.
17:5 (2012) 1-5, 3.

b. After 20 weeks following fertilization,
the unborn child reacts to stimuli that
would be recognized as painful if applied to
an adult human, for example by recoiling.

1. Gupta, 2008, p. p.74, col.2, para.2,
‘““Behavioural responses. .. Response to
painful stimuli occurs from 22 weeks gesta-
tion [= 20 weeks post-fertilization].”’

Gupta R, Kilby M, Cooper G. Fetal surgery
and anaesthetic implications. Continuing
Education in Anaesthesia, Critical Care &
Pain. 8:2 (2008) 71-75.

2. Giannakoulopoulos, 1994, p.77, col.2,
para.3, ‘“We have observed that the fetus re-
acts to intrahepatic vein needling with vig-
orous body and breathing movements, which
are not present during placental cord inser-
tion needling.”’

Giannakoulopoulos X, Sepulveda W,
Kourtis P, Glover V, Fisk NM. Fetal plasma
cortisol and B-endorphin response to intra-
uterine needling. Lancet. 344 (1994) 77-81.

3. Lowery, 2007, p.276, col.2, paral, ‘‘Fetuses
undergoing intrauterine invasive procedures,
definitely illustrative of pain signaling, were
reported to show coordinated responses sig-
naling the avoidance of tissue injury.!s”

Lowery CL, Hardman MP, Manning N,
Clancy B, Hall RW, Anand KJS.
Neurodevelopmental Changes of Fetal Pain.
Seminars in Pernatology. 31 (2007) 275-282.

15Williams C. Framing the fetus in medical
work: rituals and practices. Social Science &
Medicine. 60 (2005) 2085-2095.

4. Mellor, 2005, p.457, col.1, para.2, ‘“‘For in-
stance, the human fetus responds to
intrahepatic needling (versus umbilical cord
sampling) by moving away and with an in-
crease in the levels of circulating stress hor-
mones. . .7]‘72‘74,75”
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Note: Mellor et al. believe that the unborn
child is kept ‘asleep’ in utero, and therefore
does not perceive pain; nonetheless, they rec-
ognize this finding.
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mone responses to acute stress. Archives of
Disease in Childhood—Fetal Neonatal Edi-
tion. 89 (2004) F29-F32.

5. Bocci, 2007, page 31-32, “‘By week 14, the
repertoire of movements is complete. Fetal
movements may be spontaneous, reflecting
individual needs of the fetus, or may be
evoked, reflecting fetal sensitivity to its en-
vironment.”

C. Bocchi et al, Ultrasound and Fetal
Stress: Study of the Fetal Blink-Startle Re-
flex Evoked by Acoustic Stimuli. Neonatal
Pain, ed. Giuseppe Buonocore & Carlo V.
Bellieni (Milan: Springer, 2007), 31-32.

3: In the unborn child, application of such
painful stimuli is associated with signifi-
cant increases in stress hormones known
as the stress response.
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1. Tran, 2010, p.44, col.l, para.7, ‘“‘Invasive
fetal procedures clearly elicit a stress re-
sponse . . .”

Tran, KM. Anesthesia for fetal surgery.
Seminars in Fetal & Neonatal Medicine. 15
(2010) 40-45.

2. Myers, 2004, p.242, para.2, ‘“‘Human fetal
endocrine responses to stress have been dem-
onstrated from as early as 18 weeks’ gesta-
tion. Giannakoulopoulos et al? first dem-
onstrated increases in fetal plasma con-
centrations of cortisol and B-endorphin in re-
sponse to prolonged needling of the
intrahepatic vein (IHV) for intrauterine
transfusion. The magnitude of these stress
responses directly correlated with the dura-
tion of the procedure. Fetuses having the
same procedure of transfusion, but via the
non-innervated placental cord insertion,
failed to show these hormonal responses.
Gitau et allo observed a rise in B-endorphin
during intrahepatic transfusion from 18
weeks’ gestation, which was seen throughout
pregnancy independent both of gestation and
the maternal response. The fetal cortisol re-
sponse, again independent of the mother’s,
was observed from 20 weeks’ gestation.!00
Fetal intravenous administration of the
opioid receptor agonist, fentanyl, ablated the
B-endorphin response and partially ablated
the cortisol response to the stress of IHV
needling, suggesting an analgesic effect.!0t A
similar, but faster, response is seen in fetal
production of noradrenalin to IHV needling.
This too is observed in fetuses as early as 18
weeks, is independent to the maternal re-
sponse and increases to some extent with
gestational age.'92 Thus, from these studies
one can conclude that the human fetal hypo-
thalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis is function-
ally mature enough to produce a B-endorphin
response by 18 weeks and to produce cortisol
and noradrenalin responses from 20 weeks’
gestation.”
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Note: Derbyshire believes that pain re-
quires subjective human experience, not pos-
sible until after birth; nonetheless, he ac-
knowledges this finding.
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Health Matters. 16: 31Supp. (2008) 117-126.

4. Gupta, 2008, p.74, col.2, para.3, ‘‘Fetal
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has shown that the human fetus from 18-20
weeks elaborates pituitary-adrenal,
sympatho-adrenal, and circulatory stress re-
sponses to physical insults.” p.834, col.2,
para.2, ‘“This study confirms that invasive
procedures produce stress responses. . .”’

Fisk NM, Gitau R, Teixeira MD,
Giannakoulopoulos, X, Cameron, AD, Glover
VA. Effect of Direct Fetal Opioid Analgesia
on Fetal Hormonal and Hemodynamic Stress
Response to Intrauterine Needling. Anesthe-
siology. 95 (2001) 828-835.

6. Kadic, 2012, page 3, “As early as 16-18
weeks, fetal cerebral blood flow increases
during invasive procedures.2627 An elevation
of noradrenaline, cortisol, and beta-
endorphin plasma levels, in response to nee-
dle pricking of the innervated hepatic vein
for intrauterine transfusion, was registered
in a 23-week-old fetus [= 21 weeks post-fer-
tilization].” (Table 2).”

Salihagi¢ Kadic, A., Predojevi¢, M., Fetal
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age, SEMINARS IN FETAL & NEONATAL MEDI-
CINE (2012) 1-5, 3, d0i:10.1016/j.siny.2012.05.007.
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4: Subjection to such painful stimuli is asso-
ciated with long-term harmful
neurodevelopmental effects, such as al-
tered pain sensitivity and, possibly, emo-
tional, behavioral, and learning disabilities
later in life.

DOCUMENTATION

1. Van de Velde, 2006, p.234, col.l, para.3,
“It is becoming increasingly clear that expe-
riences of pain will be ‘remembered’ by the
developing nervous system, perhaps for the
entire life of the individual.2233. These find-
ings should focus the attention of clinicians
on the long-term impact of early painful ex-
periences, and highlight the urgent need for
developing therapeutic strategies for the
management of neonatal and fetal pain.”’

Van de Velde M, Jani J, De Buck F,
Deprest J. Fetal pain perception and pain
management. Seminars in Fetal & Neonatal
Medicine. 11 (2006) 232-236.

22Vanhalto S, van Nieuwenhuizen O. Fetal
Pain? Brain & Development. 22 (2000) 145—
150.33 Anand KJS. Pain, plasticity, and pre-
mature birth: a prescription for permanent
suffering? Nature Medicine. 6 (2000) 971-973.

2. Vanhatalo, 2000, p.148, col.2, para.4, ‘‘All
these data suggest that a repetitive, or
sometimes even strong acute pain experience
is associated with long-term changes in a
large number of pain-related physiological
functions, and pain or its concomitant stress
increase the incidence of later complications
in neurological and/or psychological develop-
ment.”’

Note: Vanhalto & Niewenhuizen believe
that pain requires cortical processing; never-
theless, they acknowledge that, ‘‘noxious
stimuli may have adverse effects on the de-
veloping individual regardless of the quality
or the level of processing in the brain . . .
after the development of the spinal cord
afferents around the gestational week 10,
there may be no age limit at which one can
be sure noxae are harmless.” (p.149, col.l,
para.2).

Vanhalto S, van Nieuwenhuizen O. Fetal
Pain? Brain & Development. 22 (2000) 145-150.

3. Gupta, 2008, p.74, col.2, para.3, ‘“ There
may be long-term implications of not pro-
viding adequate fetal analgesia such as
hyperalgesia, and possibly increased mor-
bidity and mortality.”

Gupta R, Kilby M, Cooper G. Fetal surgery
and anaesthetic implications. Continuing
Education in Anaesthesia, Critical Care &
Pain. 8:2 (2008) 71-75.

4. Lee, 2005, p.951, col.1, para.3, ‘“When long-
term fetal well-being is a central consider-
ation, evidence of fetal pain is unnecessary
to justify fetal anaesthesia and analgesia be-
cause they serve other purposes unrelated to
pain reduction, including . . . (3) preventing
hormonal stress responses associated with
poor surgical outcomes in neonates’!.72; and
(4) preventing possible adverse effects on
long-term neurodevelopment and behavioral
responses to pain.73-75.”’

Note: Lee et al. believe that pain requires
conscious cortical processing, which they
deem unlikely until 29 or 30 weeks; nonethe-
less, they acknowledges this finding.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield myself 30
seconds.

Congress should not be standing
around while this is going on. Congress
should also not be standing around
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while college loan rates are doubling
and we have so many people out of
work.

I'm delighted to yield 2 minutes to
my friend, the gentlewoman from New
York, CAROLYN MALONEY.

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New
York. I thank my fellow New Yorker
and good friend for yielding and for her
outstanding leadership in this body on
S0 many, many issues, particularly in
the area of health.

My colleagues, once again, we need
to ask ourselves where were the women
when the Judiciary Committee pro-
duced this outrageous assault on wom-
en’s health and women’s reproductive
rights? The answer is very clear. On
this panel, there is not one female face
participating in this crucial issue in
their health care, absolutely nowhere.
This is a photo of the members of the
Judiciary Subcommittee that held a
hearing on this legislation before us,
and not one Republican on that panel
is a woman.

The bill that was produced is evi-
dence that women did not participate
in this decision-making. For example,
it was not until the chair of that sub-
committee made a comment not wor-
thy of this House that the majority
added an insulting and narrow excep-
tion for pregnancies resulting from
rape.

Last November, women came out in
droves to say, Keep your laws off our
bodies, out of our personal lives, and
out from between women and their doc-
tor.

This bill that a man sponsored and
that an all-male panel has approved
jeopardizes the health and well-being
of women, and only women; it is indif-
ferent to the rights of women, and only
women; and it is callous to the con-
cerns of women, and only women.

I can promise you that women will
long remember this. They will remem-
ber it today, they will remember it to-
morrow, and they will remember it at
the polls when they select their Rep-
resentatives.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
if we can defeat the previous question,
I will offer an amendment to the rule
that would allow the House to hold a
vote on the Student Loan Relief Act. If
Congress doesn’t act next month, the
undergraduate students across this
country will see a doubling of their
student loan interest rates.

To discuss our proposal, I am pleased
to yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY).

Mr. COURTNEY. Madam Speaker, 1
rise to oppose the previous question so
that the House can take up the Student
Loan Relief Act, H.R. 1595, which is a
bill that the American people are truly
concerned about and watching Con-
gress to see whether or not we do the
right thing. In 12 days, as this chart
shows, the subsidized Stafford student
loan rate will double from 3.4 percent
to 6.8 percent. This will add to the debt
burden of the average college student
with a Stafford student loan portfolio
of about approximately $5,000.
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Today, the average student is leaving
college with an average debt level of
about $25,000 to $26,000. We know the
big numbers: $1.1 trillion in student
loan debt now in the U.S. economy,
more than credit cards and more than
used cars. Yet we are standing here 12
days before the doubling of this rate
and we are debating a bill which is
right in the middle of the polarized
gridlock politics that the American
voters rejected soundly in the last elec-
tion rather than dealing with the
bread-and-butter issues that really
matter to young Americans and to
middle class families all across this
country.

The fact of the matter is we know
young people in this country need to
get a post-high school degree, whether
it’s a 2-year degree or a 4-year degree.
The Stafford student loan program is
the workhorse of providing affordable
loans for millions of students, and 7.5
million students use the Stafford sub-
sidized loan program. Yet, if we don’t
act in 12 days, those 7.5 million are
going to see their interest rates double
to 6.8 percent.

Now, we may hear from the other
side, well, we took up a bill on May 23,
H.R. 1911, a bill with a variable rate
that we now know from the Congres-
sional Budget Office who issued a re-
port this past Monday will be, in fact,
worse than if we did nothing and al-
lowed the rate to go to 6.8 percent.
That’s been not only verified by the
Congressional Budget Office but also
by the Education Trust and The Insti-
tute for College Access and Success, a
nonpartisan group funded by the Bill
and Melinda Gates Foundation, the
Walton Family Trust, and it states
very clearly:

If passed, it will lead to higher rates on all
types of Federal student and parent loans
than if Congress did nothing at all.

We need to act on H.R. 1595. 187 Mem-
bers have signed a discharge petition,
and it is time to act to protect Amer-
ica’s college students.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, as our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
know full well and as our colleague
from Connecticut has acknowledged,
the House has passed a bill to take care
of the issue of student loan rates dou-
bling on July 1; however, the Senate
has refused to act on the bill. What we
passed was what the President asked
for in his budget, and he has suddenly
flip-flopped on the issue and doesn’t
support it anymore.

The House has done its job. We’re
now waiting for the Senate and the
President to acknowledge that they
have a responsibility in this area.
We’ve not been frivolous about this. We
are not ignoring the issue.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
on July 1, young women in college face
a doubling of Federal student loan in-
terest rates; but instead of legislating
the rights of our daughters and grand-
daughters to access safe and legal re-
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productive care, we should be ensuring
that the cost of college doesn’t sky-
rocket at the end of the month.

When it comes to the most personal
and important decisions a woman will
ever make, we deserve the privacy and
freedom to make the decision that’s
right for us. No matter how many
women the majority trots out to ad-
vance their agenda, their attempt to
take away our reproductive rights will
not stand.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to insert the text of the
amendment in the RECORD along with
extraneous material immediately prior
to the vote on the previous question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ to defeat the pre-
vious question and urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on
the rule.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to point out that none of
the Members on the other side of the
aisle have even acknowledged the pain
that unborn children feel or the fact
that half of those babies that are being
murdered are little girls.

Madam Speaker, life is the most fun-
damental of all rights. It’s sacred and
God-given. But millions of babies have
been robbed of that right in this, the
freest country in the world. This is a
tragedy beyond words and a betrayal of
what we, as a Nation, stand for.

Before liberty, equality, free speech,
freedom of conscience, pursuit of hap-
piness, and justice for all, there has to
be life. And yet, for millions of aborted
infants—many pain-capable and many
discriminated against because of gen-
der or disability—life is exactly what
they’ve been denied. An affront to life
for some is an affront to life for every
one of us.

One day, we hope it will be different.
We hope life will cease to be valued on
a sliding scale. We hope the era of elec-
tive abortions, ushered in by an
unelected court, will be closed and col-
lectively deemed one of the darkest
chapters in America’s history. But
until that day, it remains a solemn
duty to stand up for life.

0O 1440

Regardless of the length of this jour-
ney, we will continue to speak for
those who cannot, and we will continue
to pray to the One who can change the
hearts of those in desperation and
those in power who equally hold the
lives of the innocent in their hands.

May we, in love, defend the unborn.
May we, in humility, confront this na-
tional sin. And may we mourn what
abortion reveals about the conscience
of our Nation.

Madam Speaker, we go to extraor-
dinary lengths to save not only human
beings, but even animals because we
value life so much. However, there are
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many who do not hold the unborn in
the same esteem, and that is tragic for
more than 1 million unborn babies
every year.

There is nothing more important
than protecting voiceless, unborn chil-
dren and their families from the trav-
esty of abortion. Therefore, I urge my
colleagues to vote for life by voting in
favor of this rule and the underlying
bill.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 266 OFFERED BY
MS. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1595) to amend the
Higher Education Act of 1965 to extend the
reduced interest rate for Federal Direct Staf-
ford Loans. The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c¢) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1595 as
specified in section 3 of this resolution.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:

“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”’

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘““Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Ms. FOXX. I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question will be followed by 5-
minute votes on adoption of House Res-
olution 266, if ordered, and the motion
to suspend the rules on H.R. 1151.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
196, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 248]
YEAS—229

Aderholt Barton Brady (TX)
Alexander Benishek Bridenstine
Amash Bentivolio Brooks (AL)
Amodei Bilirakis Brooks (IN)
Bachmann Bishop (UT) Broun (GA)
Bachus Black Buchanan
Barletta Blackburn Bucshon
Barr Boustany Burgess
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Calvert
Camp
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding

Andrews
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke

Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Radel

NAYS—196

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
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Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

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

Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt

Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
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Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MeclIntyre

Bonner
Campbell
Hunter

Messrs.

“nay.”

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced

McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta

NOT VOTING—9

Larsen (WA)
Markey
McCarthy (NY)
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SHERMAN

as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
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Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)

Pascrell
Rogers (KY)
Yarmuth

and PAYNE
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that

the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker,

on that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a

5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays

193, not voting 9, as follows:

Aderholt
Alexander
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Calvert
Camp

[Roll No. 249]
YEAS—232

Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy

The

Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna

Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Joyce

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Long

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock

Andrews
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio

McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Radel
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus

NAYS—193

DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo
Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutierrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huelskamp
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee

Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz

Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

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

Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Negrete McLeod
Nolan
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Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda

Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)

O’Rourke . Thompson (MS)
Owens Sanchez, Loretta Tierney
Pallone Sarbanes Titus
Pastor (AZ) Schakowsky Tonko
Payne Schiff Tsongas
Pelosi Schneider Van Hollen
Perlmutter Schrader Vargas
Peters (CA) Schwartz Veasey
Peters (MI) Scott (VA) Vela
Pingree (ME) Scott, David Velazquez
Pocan Serrano Visclosky
Polis Sewell (AL) Wasserman
Price (NC) Shea-Porter Schultz
Quigley Sherman Waters
Rangel Sinema Watt
Richmond Sires Waxman
Roybal-Allard Slaughter Welch
Ruiz Smith (WA) Wilson (FL)
NOT VOTING—9
Bonner Larsen (WA) Pascrell
Campbell Markey Rogers (KY)
Hunter McCarthy (NY) Yarmuth
[ 1516

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia changed his
vote from ‘“‘nay”’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

CONCERNING THE PARTICIPATION
OF TAIWAN IN THE INTER-
NATIONAL CIVIL AVIATION OR-
GANIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1151) to direct the Secretary
of State to develop a strategy to obtain
observer status for Taiwan at the tri-
ennial International Civil Aviation Or-
ganization Assembly, and for other
purposes, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RoYCE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 424, nays 0,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 250]

YEAS—424
Aderholt Blumenauer Carney
Alexander Bonamici Carson (IN)
Amash Boustany Carter
Amodei Brady (PA) Cartwright
Andrews Brady (TX) Cassidy
Bachmann Braley (IA) Castor (FL)
Bachus Bridenstine Castro (TX)
Barber Brooks (AL) Chabot
Barletta Brooks (IN) Chaffetz
Barr Broun (GA) Chu
Barrow (GA) Brown (FL) Cicilline
Barton Brownley (CA) Clarke
Bass Buchanan Clay
Beatty Bucshon Cleaver
Becerra Burgess Clyburn
Benishek Bustos Coble
Bentivolio Butterfield Coffman
Bera (CA) Calvert Cohen
Bilirakis Camp Cole
Bishop (GA) Cantor Collins (GA)
Bishop (NY) Capito Collins (NY)
Bishop (UT) Capps Conaway
Black Capuano Connolly
Blackburn Cardenas Conyers
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Cook
Cooper
Costa
Cotton
Courtney
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Crowley
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Daines
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Ellmers
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty
Farenthold
Farr

Fattah
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foster

Foxx
Frankel (FL)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guthrie
Gutierrez
Hahn

Hall
Hanabusa
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa

Holding
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huffman
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
MecIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran
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Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Neugebauer
Noem

Nolan
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
O’Rourke
Olson

Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pittenger
Pitts

Pocan

Poe (TX)
Polis
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Radel
Rahall
Rangel

Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Ruiz
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema

Sires
Slaughter

Smith (MO) Titus Waxman
Smith (NE) Tonko Weber (TX)
Smith (NJ) Tsongas Webster (FL)
Smith (TX) Turner Welch
Smith (WA) Upton Wenstrup
Soupherland Valadao Westmoreland
Speier Van Hollen Whitfield
Stgwart Vargas Williams
Stivers Veasey Wilson (FL)
Stockman Vela .
Stutzman Velazquez W}lson (80)
Swalwell (CA)  Visclosky Wittman
Takano Wagner Wolf
Terry Walberg Womack
Thompson (CA)  Walden Woodall
Thompson (MS) ~ Walorski Yoder
Thompson (PA) Walz Yoho
Thornberry Wasserman Young (AK)
Tiberi Schultz Young (FL)
Tierney Waters Young (IN)
Tipton Watt

NOT VOTING—10
Bonner Markey Rogers (KY)
Campbell McCarthy (NY) Yarmuth
Hunter Miller, George
Larsen (WA) Pascrell
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Mrs. NAPOLITANO changed her vote
from ‘“‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

FEDERAL AGRICULTURE REFORM
AND RISK MANAGEMENT ACT OF
2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
AMODEI). Pursuant to House Resolution
266 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
19417.

The Chair appoints the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole.

0 1528
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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1947) to
provide for the reform and continu-
ation of agricultural and other pro-
grams of the Department of Agri-
culture through fiscal year 2018, and
for other purposes, with Mrs. MILLER of
Michigan in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LucAs) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSon) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise today in strong support of H.R.
1947, the Federal Agriculture Reform
and Risk Management Act of 2013.
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This bipartisan bill is 4 years in the
making, and I could not have had a
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better partner than my friend from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).

He began this process 4 years ago
when he led us into the countryside to
have eight field hearings across this
great Nation. We followed up those
field hearings with a series of 11 audit
hearings on every single policy under
the jurisdiction of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

In all, we held 40 hearings on every
aspect of this FARRM Bill. The result
is legislation that calls for reduced
spending, smaller government, and
commonsense reform.

The committee has held two markups
of this essential bill, the first, last Con-
gress, and one last month. Both of
those markups lasted for more than 12
hours each. We considered over 200
amendments in total. In the end, we
achieved a large bipartisan margin of
support. The vote tally this year was
36-10, with 23 out of 25 Republicans and
13 out of 21 Democrats supporting it.

Some of my colleagues were amazed
by the duration of the markup; but I
came to Congress to legislate, and an
important part of the legislative proc-
ess is an open and fair debate. The
Speaker shares that sentiment, and I
hope during the debate of the amend-
ments to the FARRM Act, we’ll let the
body work its will, then we’ll vote for
final passage.

The FARRM Act is different for
many reasons. There is a reason that
we put reform in the title. This is the
most reform-minded bill in decades. It
repeals outdated policies, while reform-
ing, streamlining, and consolidating
over 100 government programs.

It reforms the SNAP Act, also known
as the food stamp program, for the first
time since the welfare reforms of 1996;
and it makes tremendous reforms to
the farm programs.

The Agriculture Committee and the
agriculture community have volun-
tarily worked together to make these
reforms and to contribute to deficit re-
duction. Every part of this bill is a part
of the solution to Washington’s spend-
ing problems. We save the American
taxpayer nearly $40 billion, which is al-
most seven times the amount of cuts to
these programs under sequestration.

Regarding reforms to traditional
farm programs, first of all, we elimi-
nate direct payments. They cost tax-
payers $5 billion a year. They were pay-
ments that people received every year,
regardless of the market conditions
and whether or not they farmed.

Instead, we take a more market-ori-
ented approach to policy, where there
is no support when market prices are
high. We encourage responsible risk
management where farmers are able to
plan for catastrophic events.

In addition to eliminating direct pay-
ments, we repeal the ACRE Act, the
disaster program for crops, and the
countercyclical program. My philos-
ophy from the beginning of the
FARRM Bill process has been that
these programs had to be based on mar-
ket economies. They had to work for
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all crops in all regions of the country.
Our bill achieves this, while also saving
$23 billion, which is a record 36 percent
spending reduction.

In conservation, a subject near and
dear to my heart, we streamline the de-
livery of these incredibly important
programs. During our hearings, we
learned that conservation programs
had grown in number and complica-
tion, often acting as a deterrent for the
adoption of these voluntary, incentive-
based programs. Therefore, the
FARRM Act eliminates and consoli-
dates 23 duplicative and overlapping
programs into 13, which saves nearly $7
billion.

We authorize and strengthen and
fully pay for livestock disaster assist-
ance that is incredibly important to
our livestock producers during dev-
astating droughts, such as the ones
we’re experiencing recently.

The bill invests in core specialty crop
initiatives like Specialty Block
Grants, Plant Pest and Disease Man-
agement programs; and the FARRM
Act also maintains our investment in
agricultural research.

You know, my friends, I've had a lot
of my colleagues ask me, FRANK, why
do you get so excited about these
issues? Why do you get so stirred up?
You’re usually a pretty calm, laid-back
fellow.

Well, let me tell you, I come from a
part of the country that was the abyss
of the Great Depression and the
drought of the 1930s. Some of you may
have seen Mr. Burns’ documentary
about the Dust Bowl. Those are my
constituents. Those were my relatives
in Roger Mills County, as well as the
panhandle.

I was raised by a generation, my
grandparents, who were young men and
women during the Great Depression,
who lived through that drought. They
were scarred forever.

My maternal grandfather cosigned
my first farm lease, cosigned my note
at the bank so that I could start farm-
ing. But he was convinced, till the day
he died, just as my other grandfather
was, the Great Depression was coming
back; it was coming back.

My parents were young men and
women in the fifties, and they went
through the drought of the fifties, far
worse than the drought of the thirties.
To the day he died, my father was con-
vinced that it would never rain again.

And I came home from college in 1982
just in time to observe the collapse in
agricultural land prices. I was raised
by the generation that suffered
through the thirties and the fifties.

I came home to watch the Vietnam
generation be destroyed, farmers be de-
stroyed by things beyond their control
in the early 1980s. That’s why I get so
worked up on this policy.

The misery of the thirties, the mis-
ery of the eighties, economically, was
not an accident. It was policy mistakes
in the twenties and thirties that led to
that agony. It was policy mistakes in
the seventies and eighties that led to
that agony.
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Now, you say, FRANK, you’re excited,
you’re getting worked up. Look at the
1930 census for Roger Mills County.
There were 14,000 people living in my
home county. By the 1940 census there
were 7,000 people living in my home
county. And we’ve just now made it
back to the mid-3,000s.

You don’t have that kind of economic
devastation, depopulation, suffering by
accident. And that’s why I'm here;
that’s why I'm working with my col-
league, the ranking member, Mr.
PETERSON. That’s why I’ve worked with
Republicans, Democrats alike for years
now to get to this point. That’s why I
want to work with all of you.

I cannot make it rain. There may be
people in this town who say they can
make it rain, but I cannot make it
rain. But in my tenure as chairman of
the House Agriculture Committee, I
can make sure we pass a comprehen-
sive FARRM Bill that does not repeat
the mistakes of the 1920s and -30s, does
not repeat the mistakes of the 1970s
and -80s.

I will not be a part of inflicting on fu-
ture generations what was inflicted on
what I call that generation of Vietnam
veterans who came home to farm and,
instead, went to the bankruptcy auc-
tions, or my grandparents’ generation,
whose young men and women were
wiped out in the 1930s. I will not be a
part of that.

So I will work with all of you to try
and improve this draft that attempts
to produce a safety net that is work-
able, that is efficient, both for rural
America and producers, but also for
consumers.

I ask you to work with me in that re-
gard. I ask you to do the right thing. I
ask you to avoid the mistakes of the
past. I ask you to look at the language,
to study the language, and be good, re-
sponsible legislators.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I want to associate myself with the
comments of the chairman, who, by the
way, has done an outstanding job put-
ting this bill together. And with the
exception of maybe some differences on
the SNAP title of the bill, I have to say
that if I was still chairman, I wouldn’t
have a bill that’s much different than
what the chairman and I have put to-
gether. And maybe one of the reasons
for that is that my family has a similar
background to Mr. LucAs’ family. My
grandfather went through the Depres-
sion.
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My father almost got bankrupted by
Ezra Taft Benson and some of the non-
sense that went on during that period
of time. So the chairman is right. Pol-
icy makes a big difference in agri-
culture, and I stand with him in never
going back to a time where we don’t
give our farmers and ranchers the safe-
ty net they need to operate in a very

June 18, 2013

risky and now capital intensive busi-
ness.

So today we’re debating a new b-year
farm bill. As the chairman said, the
process has gone on long enough. We
started the debate on this when I was
still chairman, and it’s time for us to
pass a bill.

This farm bill gives farmers and
ranchers the necessary tools to provide
American consumers with the safest,
most abundant and most affordable
food supply in the world. The bill in-
cludes farm, conservation, trade, nutri-
tion, credit, rural development, re-
search, forestry, energy and specialty
crop programs.

With roughly 16 million American
jobs tied to agriculture, the farm bill is
a jobs bill. The rural economy re-
mained strong during our Nation’s fi-
nancial crisis, and in my part of the
world it was agriculture that kind of
kept us going through that process.
This is why the farm bill is so impor-
tant. Failing to pass a new 5-year farm
bill could potentially devastate our
rural economy. Why would we jeop-
ardize the one part of our economy
that has been, and continues to be,
working?

I often tell people that the Agri-
culture Committee is probably the
least partisan of all the committees in
Congress. And that doesn’t happen by
accident. We listen to each other, we
try to understand each other, work to-
gether, and at the end of the day, have
the best interests of our constituents
in mind.

The bill before us today is a com-
promise that reflects that tradition.
It’s a compromise between commod-
ities and regions, urban and rural
Members. I didn’t get everything I
wanted; Chairman LUCAS didn’t get ev-
erything he wanted, but that’s how the
legislative process is supposed to work.

The bill makes major reforms to
farm programs. Repealing direct pay-
ments saves taxpayers nearly $40 bil-
lion a year, and it ensures that farmers
won’t get a government subsidy for
doing nothing. Instead, producers are
given the choice between two counter-
cyclical farm safety programs, address-
ing either price declines or revenue
losses, which only support farmers dur-
ing difficult times. The bill also sets
new income requirements so individual
millionaires won’t receive farm pay-
ments and continues the no-cost sugar
program.

H.R. 1947 also makes significant re-
forms to dairy programs, the result of
more than 4 years of work that we’ve
done on the committee and com-
promise within the dairy industry. The
new dairy safety net will address the
volatility of the dairy market, help
consumers by making all milk prices
more stable and hopefully eliminate
the price spikes that have been normal
in today’s marketplace.

The 2008 farm bill was the first farm
bill to address the growing demand for
fresh fruits and vegetables, local foods
and organics. The 2013 FARRM Bill
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continues this investment by increas-
ing funding for specialty crop block
grants, providing support for the Farm-
ers Market and Local Food Promotion
programs and authorizing the very
first organic check-off for research and
promotion.

We also recognize the challenges fac-
ing many beginning farmers by includ-
ing support for outreach and education
to beginning, socially disadvantaged
and military veteran farmers and
ranchers. The bill also streamlines and
reforms current conservation pro-
grams, better targeting resources to
allow farmers and ranchers to continue
to preserve our valuable natural re-
sources.

Now, a lot of attention has been
given to the bill’s cuts to nutrition
programs, more than $20 billion over 10
years in this bill. Personally, I would
have preferred that we updated the in-
come and asset limits in the current
SNAP program so that we would have
treated everybody in the country the
same. We’'ve looked at that, we weren’t
able to come to consensus, so we didn’t
move in that direction.

So we have cuts to nutrition spend-
ing in this bill, and they’ve received
most of the attention in this regard,
but we also like to point out that
there’s additional support for TEFAP,
increased funding for Community Food
Projects with a focus on low-income
communities, and it provides more re-
sources to help USDA’s anti-trafficking
efforts.

So, while I think it’s ridiculous to
cut hundreds of billions of dollars out
of nutrition programs, as some Mem-
bers have called for, I also don’t think
it’s realistic to say that we can’t cut
one penny from these programs be-
cause clearly there isn’t a government
program that couldn’t stand some re-
ductions. So I think what we’ve done
here at the end of the day is respon-
sible reform that’s a middle ground
that will allow us to continue and to
complete the work on this bill.

So I know we’re going to have a lot
of amendments I guess starting tomor-
row, but it’s my opinion, and it’s the
chairman’s opinion, that in order for us
to get a bill conferenced, we need to go
through this process and stick together
on the committee so we can have a bill
that can be conferenced and get this
bill signed before September 30 when
the current law expires.

We need to keep this a bipartisan bill
and not stray too far from what was
approved in committee. I know that
compromise is rare around here, but
it’s what is needed to finally get a new
5-year farm bill completed, and that is
our objective.

So, Madam Chair, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time and yield back.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I’d like to
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. Madam
Chairman, I rise in strong support of
the farm bill. The American people
want Congress to cut wasteful spending
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and red tape. And I honestly believe
the American people also want to have
their food grown right here in America.
It’s my opinion this farm bill accom-
plishes both those goals. This farm bill
also cuts spending for agriculture pro-
grams by over $40 billion—that’s bil-
lion with a B.

The bill eliminates or consolidates
more than 100 programs administered
by USDA. It also ends the often criti-
cized direct payments for farmers. The
farm bill also cuts $20 billion in manda-
tory spending on food stamps over the
next 10 years.

Many opponents of the bill have
characterized this legislation as a bill
to support the expansion of the food
stamps. That couldn’t be further from
the truth. Like many of my colleagues
here, I believe the food stamp program
is wasteful and open to fraud. Food
stamp spending has doubled since 2008,
and it’s tripled since 2002. Without re-
form, food stamp spending will con-
tinue to increase through loopholes the
Obama administration has used to ex-
pand the program.

That’s why we should pass this farm
bill. T agree it’s not perfect. But pas-
sage allows the House to join with the
Senate in conference to pursue further
reforms that are one step closer to
signing this into law.

With that, Madam Chairman, I urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes” on the
farm bill.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I'm
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the sec-
ond-ranking member of the House Ag-
riculture Committee, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. MCINTYRE.)

Mr. MCINTYRE. Madam Chairman,
for decades, Congress has worked in a
bipartisan fashion to craft farm bills
that protect and support our farmers,
strengthen rural economic develop-
ment, encourage conservation and pro-
vide nutritional support for the most
vulnerable in society. These bills have
generally received wide bipartisan sup-
port.

This year I was pleased to, once
again, work with my colleagues on the
Agriculture Committee to advance a
strong, reform-minded, fiscally respon-
sible and bipartisan farm bill. This bill
preserves the farm safety net and pro-
vides regional equity while consoli-
dating over 100 programs and making
targeted cuts to rein in Federal spend-
ing and move toward a balanced budg-
et.

These reforms will save almost $40
billion. In fact, do you realize that less
than 1 percent of our entire Federal
budget is agriculture? Yet, by God’s
grace, it feeds us all.

The farm bill is critical not only to
our Nation. I know in North Carolina
agribusiness and farming are the num-
ber one industry. Each year, agri-
business brings millions of dollars in
revenue to our State, supporting
countless families. When we talk about
economic opportunity for families in
rural America, we are talking about
the farm bill.
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Last Congress, we brought a broad,
bipartisan bill, but the committee was
never able to get a vote on the floor.
Now is our chance. Now is the critical
time for rural America. People in our
rural communities do count, and they
ought to have the opportunity to have
a farm bill voted upon. Now is the time
that our farmers need to be able to
plan for the future, and now we must
have that opportunity to give them the
chance to plan to help feed all of us.

This is the place, now is the time,
now we have that opportunity to do
something about it. Delay is serious,
not only for our farmers, but for all of
us. Short-term extensions only provide
a band-aid. Uncertainty diminishes ag-
riculture’s ability to face the chal-
lenges associated with a growing popu-
lation in our country and indeed a
growing world population.

Yes, rural Americans are willing to
do their part to cut the deficit and rein
in spending, but we should not dis-
proportionately put the burden upon
the backs of families who live in small
towns and communities across Amer-
ica. We hope that you will stand to-
gether and let’s get the farm bill done
for all Americans.
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Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to Subcommittee
Chairman CONAWAY from the great
State of Texas.

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

Mr. CONAWAY. Madam Chairman, I
want to thank Chairman LUCAS as well
as Ranking Member PETERSon for the
great work they’ve done in getting us
to this point. It’s been bipartisan, and
it’s been an honor to work with both
these gentlemen.

This bill wasn’t written overnight.
This bill that we’ll consider today or
tomorrow or the next couple of days is
the result of 4 years of debate, a 2-year
audit of every single policy in the
USDA, as well as 40 hearings and the
second markup last month and now the
floor debate. This landmark bill saves
taxpayers billions over the next 10
years while making the greatest re-
forms in food policy since 1996.

There are many reasons why this bal-
anced, equitable, and market-oriented
farm bill is deserving of support. As we
consider this legislation, I hope every
Member of Congress will really think
about how important it is to walk the
walk rather than just talk the talk.
This is a piece of legislation, not an op-
portunity for theatrics.

The difference between those who
don’t support this legislation and those
who do is simple: the first group talks
about cutting spending, talks about
cutting the deficit, talks about making
reforms, and talks about reducing the
size of government, and the farm bill
and its supporters actually do all of
those things.

Failure to pass this farm bill means
more of the same from Washington—
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$40 billion in additional government
spending; 100 programs that we on the
committee believe have outlived their
usefulness will continue on; and we will
continue the runaway, abusive spend-
ing programs within the SNAP pro-
grams without the reforms that we’ve
put in place for this bill.

Opposing this bill is a vote for the
status quo in Washington. A vote
against this bill is a vote for the status
quo in Washington.

I could go back to my district and
tell my constituents that I voted
against this bill because I'm a fiscal
conservative, knowing full well that
what I really did was leave Washington
with the spending spigot fully turned
on, and I'm not going to do that. I hope
my fellow Members won’t do it either.

This bill helps to provide food safety
for our national security. A nation that
produces its own food is more secure.

In addition to the work on the Ag
Committee, I also serve on the Armed
Services Committee and the House In-
telligence Committee, and I see the
dangers that our country faces every
day. It is not in our Nation’s best inter-
est to depend on other countries for
our food supply like we do for energy
and other areas.

This bill is supported by hundreds of
farm associations, agribusinesses, and
farmers and ranchers across the coun-
try, including more than 80 in my
home State of Texas.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. Let’s pass this and move on.

While farmers and ranchers would rather
not ask us for this farm bill, it's simple—they
don’t have a choice.

If they could buy insurance for their crops
like you and | can on our home, they would do
it in a heartbeat. But they cannot. Without fed-
eral crop insurance, farmers and ranchers
would have no insurance on a crop that they
will spend more money each year to produce
than most Americans will spend in a lifetime.

If farmers and ranchers could freely market
their crops around the world without foreign
governments putting up barriers, high tariffs,
and spending billions of dollars to subsidize
their farmers and ranchers, they would gladly
do it.

But while we are debating cutting farm pol-
icy to record low levels, foreign subsidies and
tariffs are hitting record highs and just keep
rising. There is nothing free market about sell-
ing out America’s farmers and ranchers to the
uncompetitive trade practices of foreign coun-
tries.

This farm bill represents a modest response
to Mother Nature and foreign subsidies and
tariffs. It represents just one-quarter of 1 per-
cent of the total budget. If every committee in
Congress and every facet of government con-
tributed to deficit reduction as the Agriculture
Committee has, we would have the deficit
licked by now.

Great thinkers throughout history have
drawn the connection between the people who
produce our food and clothing and the good of
a nation. We in Congress owe it to the Amer-
ican taxpayer to pass legislation that promotes
the safest, most abundant and cheapest food
and fiber supply in the world.

| urge my colleagues to pass this farm bill.
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Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to one of our
subcommittee ranking members, the
gentleman from California (Mr. COSTA).

Mr. COSTA. Madam Chairman, I rise
today to highlight the important and
positive reforms in this year’s FARRM
Bill, that includes the Dairy subtitle,
as we try to improve and save money
for the Federal Agriculture Reform and
Risk Management Act, otherwise
known as the 2013 FARRM Bill.

I first want to thank Chairman
LucAs and Ranking Member PETERSON
for the terrific work that they’ve done
in cobbling together this bipartisan ef-
fort. It’s never easy.

I can tell you as a grandson of two
generations of dairy farmers in Cali-
fornia that what American farmers do
every day is work as hard as they pos-
sibly can to provide the highest value
food quality at the most cost-effective
level to American consumers, and
they’ve been doing it for generations.

The Dairy Security Act of this bill is
the result of 4 years of hard work and
compromise by dairy producers and
other members of the dairy industry
across the country. This program is in-
tended to provide a strong, market-
based safety net that will keep dairy
producers afloat while providing stable
consumer prices.

The dairy industry—and producers
especially—has been a victim in recent
years because of dramatic price vola-
tility, and so have the consumers. At
the same time, producers have been
forced to deal with feed costs that have
skyrocketed from $2 a bushel to $7 a
bushel, and that has had a dramatic
impact.

Dairy producers across the country
have seen their overhead increase as
their profits have remained stagnant.
Current Federal dairy policy continues
to foster outdated support programs
which no longer provide a meaningful
safety net or ensure any stability for
our dairy farmers or our consumers.

In California, my home State, the
leading dairy State in the Nation, we
have lost 100 dairies as a result of
bankruptcy in the last 18 months.
Something needs to be done. We need
to fix this broken system.

This title provides stability to the
producers and benefits the consumers
as well. It is time to bring meaningful
reform, and this measure does this.

I ask my colleagues to support this
effort as we move along this bipartisan
compromise.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. CRAWFORD).

Mr. CRAWFORD. I thank the chair-
man and the ranking member for their
outstanding work in crafting the 2013
FARRM Bill. I would especially like to
thank the farmers and ranchers across
rural America for their patience as we
work through this long, difficult proc-
ess.

Madam Chair, the bill before us
today is the product of our extensive
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outreach to farmers, ranchers, and
stakeholders across the entire country.

I believe that the most essential as-
pect of writing any farm bill is the
critical input we receive from our rural
constituents. The Agriculture Com-
mittee made this possible through
holding a series of farm bill field hear-
ings in nearly every region of the coun-
try, allowing producers to contribute
to the farm bill process by having their
voices heard.

Last year, I had the opportunity to
host one of those field hearings in my
hometown of Jonesboro, where all
types of producers from Arkansas and
around the Midsouth region had a
chance to testify. They shared with the
committee the challenges they face in
the modern agricultural economy and
provided suggestions about how the
farm bill can be tailored to reflect
their unique risk in the marketplace.
This feedback was critical in helping us
craft policy that meets the needs of
producers not only in Arkansas, but
around the country.

After hearing from stakeholders
across the Nation, it was remarkable
to me to hear time and time again that
ag producers are willing to do their
part to reduce the deficit. This willing-
ness has allowed the Ag Committee to
craft a farm bill that saves nearly $40
billion. This was no easy task, mind
you, and the committee had to make
some very tough choices. But I believe
we were able to fairly balance the
needs of our producers with the need to
pay down the debt.

The final product is a bipartisan farm
bill that saves taxpayers money, re-
duces deficit spending, and repeals out-
dated government programs while re-
forming, streamlining, and consoli-
dating others. Whether it’s through the
elimination of direct payments, the
consolidation of conservation pro-
grams, or eliminating abuse in the food
stamp program, every part of this bill
contributes fairly to deficit reduction.

I proudly support the 2013 FARRM
Bill, and I encourage my colleagues to
do the same.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to another
subcommittee ranking member, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ).

Mr. WALZ. Madam Chairman, I, too,
want to thank the chairman and the
ranking member, who not only have
worked unwaveringly to craft a great
piece of legislation, but collaborating,
shepherding this thing through, saving
taxpayer money, supporting jobs,
streamlining for efficiency, and elimi-
nating burdensome programs. I'd also
especially like to say they’ve done it
with dignity, they’ve done it with
grace, and they’ve done it with the re-
spect and thoughtfulness for this insti-
tution. And I’ll tell you, the American
people need a lot of that.

Last week, we had a poll that showed
us at a 10 percent approval rating. The
North Koreans are at 17 percent. That
ought to tell you something here. It
would be funny if it wasn’t so dang dis-
appointing. The sacrifices that went
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into us doing the basic needs, the
American public did not believe we
could fulfill the basic needs. Well, you
know what, they’re wrong on this
count because we’re going to do it in
here with the leadership of these two
gentlemen who have spoken before. We
need to make sure that this piece of
legislation goes through the process,
it’s amended by the Members of this
House in an appropriate manner, and
we move it forward.

I can tell you, for those who say we
would be better off just doing an exten-
sion, that’s not what my dairy folks
are telling me when they’ve watched
drought, flood, and winter kill. They’re
struggling day to day to try and feed
their herds and facing liquidation. To
them, no farm bill means no funding
for livestock disaster programs. Tell
that to my youth in my district, where
the average age of a farmer is 58 years,
where we lose all these good programs
to put people on the land.

So I urge all my colleagues: take a
look at this. Do what you’re hearing
people say. This is reform. This is sav-
ings. This is smart policy. And it also
gives the American people food secu-
rity.

It’s a national security issue. We feed
316 million Americans—our farmers
do—and billions worldwide. I ask my
colleagues, look over our shoulder, in
this quote by Daniel Webster. Let us
try and develop something worth being
remembered for.

I urge passage of this bill.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the subcommittee
chairman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia.
Madam Chairman, I rise today in sup-
port of this FARRM Bill. I, along with
many others in this room, have worked
on drafting a farm bill that meets the
needs of our agricultural producers and
consumers.

We’'ve taken part in audit hearings
and met with producers, grocers, and
consumers. We’ve debated agricultural
policy through two midnight-hour
markups on a bill that should pass
every b years. Through all of this, I
have gained knowledge of many unnec-
essary programs and the fraud and
abuse that plagues these programs. I
also have a newfound appreciation for
the FARRM Bill and its value to Amer-
ican citizens.

My granddad always said the farm
bill is for when times are bad, not when
they are good.
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Several of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle have reasons to vote
against the bill. Some say it cuts too
much. For others, it doesn’t cut
enough. Let me be clear. This bill is a
good step in the right direction. It will
reduce Federal spending. It reduces the
fraud, abuse, and waste in many of the
government programs that are in the
government today.

I would like to share a few facts with
you. If we don’t pass this bill:
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$40 billion is the amount of money
that will be spent on outdated com-
modity programs that we have cut out
of this bill;

11 million is the number of additional
acres in conservation programs that
would receive a government program
that we have cut out of this bill.

We have also reduced SNAP pay-
ments for about 2 million people who
should not qualify for them anyway.

Some of the reforms to the nutrition
title include:

Restrictions in the
LIHEAP program;

Eliminating lottery winners from
qualifying for SNAP benefits;

And eliminating State performance
bonuses and advertising for the pro-
gram.

As my friend from Texas (Mr. CON-
AWAY) has asked: ‘‘Is this a legislative
moment or a theater moment?”’

Madam Chair, I submit that this is a
true legislative moment. During this
time, we need to act on the facts.
Farmers and families need the cer-
tainty of long-term agricultural poli-
cies so they can continue to be the cor-
nerstone of our Nation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I am
now pleased to yield 2 minutes to an
outstanding member of our committee,
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Chair, I
want to begin by thanking the chair-
man of the Ag Committee, Mr. LUCAS,
and the ranking member, Mr. PETER-
SON, for their hard work. There have
been countless hours on this bill, and
so have their staffs. I appreciate their
dedication.

I very much want to support a farm
bill, so it is with deep regret that I
come to the floor to say that I cannot
support this farm bill. The main reason
is because of the $20.5 billion cut in the
SNAP program. That is too much, that
is too harsh. Two million people will
lose their benefits. Over 200,000 kids
will be knocked out of the free break-
fast and lunch program. Those aren’t
my statistics or a liberal think tank’s
statistics; that’s what CBO says, the
Congressional Budget Office. What hap-
pens to these 2 million people? Where
do they go? Where do they get food?
The fact of the matter is food is not a
luxury, it is a necessity.

There are some who have said that
all we are doing is reforming SNAP and
we are dealing with the rising costs. If
we were truly reforming SNAP, I would
feel better about it if we held at least
one hearing on it in the subcommittee.

In terms of dealing with rising costs,
the best way to deal with that is to in-
vest in our economy and put people
back to work. When more people go to
work, the number of people on SNAP
goes down. It’s countercyclical. That’s
how you decrease spending on SNAP.

Madam Chair, we have 50 million
people in this country who are hun-
gry—17 million are kids. We all should
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be ashamed. We ought to be having a
discussion on how to end hunger in
America. SNAP is one tool in the
antihunger toolbox to end hunger. We
need to have a broader discussion. But
I can say with certainty that cutting
SNAP by $20.5 billion will not alleviate
hunger in America. It will cause more
pain, more suffering, and more misery.

I want a farm bill that not only helps
our farmers but moves us toward a day
where we no longer have hunger in
America. Unfortunately, this bill as
written will make hunger worse.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), a sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Chairman, I rise in support of
the House Agriculture Committee’s
2013 FARRM Bill.

This legislation is a product of 3
years of extensive hearings, research,
and fact finding. The bill eliminates
outdated farm programs, direct pay-
ments, countercyclical payments, the
average crop revenue election program,
and the supplemental revenue assist-
ance payments, for example. These pro-
grams are part of an old system and
need to be eliminated.

Regarding SNAP and food stamps, we
have made significant reforms. Specifi-
cally, we have closed a number of loop-
holes and have eliminated categorical
eligibility. While we have eliminated
these loopholes, such as automatic en-
rollment, the bill still allows for eligi-
bility, based on income, to ensure that
those who truly need the assistance
continue to have access.

For the second consecutive Congress,
I have had the privilege to chair the
Subcommittee on Conservation, En-
ergy, and Forestry. At the sub-
committee level, we were successful in
consolidating and cleaning up a num-
ber of programs. The bill consolidates
23 conservation programs down to 13. I
believe it achieves this without nega-
tively impacting the effectiveness or
the goals of these programs.

We have also included several provi-
sions to promote the health of our Na-
tion’s forests. Agriculture is the num-
ber one industry in Pennsylvania, and I
am pleased to see that we are bringing
much-needed reform to the Common-
wealth’s top sector—dairy. First and
foremost, this bill repeals all of the
dairy price support system, and re-
places that system with a free-market
margin program.

Like many of my colleagues, I have
significant concern with the supply
management portion of the dairy title.
However, we can address this matter in
the amendment process.

This bill is not perfect. However, it
does make significant changes to both
farm and nutrition programs, and will
save the taxpayer over $40 billion.
Without passage of this bill, none of
these reforms will be made, none of the
savings will be realized, and we will
continue these broken policies or, even
worse, revert to the permanent law for
the 1930s and the 1940s.
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I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
for this legislation, and I thank both
the chairman and ranking member for
their leadership.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CUELLAR), a
former member of the committee.

Mr. CUELLAR. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the importance of
passing the new b-year farm bill into
law.

I first want to thank Chairman
LucAs for all the good work that he has
done, and my ranking member, Mr.
PETERSON—I still call him my ranking
member, Mr. PETERSON—for all the
work that he and the other members of
the Agriculture Committee, in a bipar-
tisan way, have done, including the
staff that worked so hard to make sure
that we get this farm bill done.

As you know, we did pass an exten-
sion, which was not the right thing to
do, but we did an extension. We need to
provide some sort of continuity with a
5-year program. As you know, this is
something that needs to be done in a
bipartisan way, and this is what the
committee has done after having nu-
merous bill hearings, after making
some changes that provide some re-
form, reform that will save the tax-
payers over $40 billion in funding over
the next 10 years through important
reforms to our commodity, conserva-
tion, and nutrition agencies.

I don’t like the cuts to the nutrition,
but I do understand this is a process.
We have to get into a conference com-
mittee and work with the Senate.
Therefore, I'm asking the Members to
support the process and get this bill to
where we can support it as bipartisan.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HUDSON).

Mr. HUDSON. Madam Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of the
farm bill—a product of several years of
hard work and patience from Chairman
LucAs, Ranking Member PETERSON,
and their staffs at the Agriculture
Committee.

Madam Chairman, I would like to
call attention to the patience of our
farming community across this Nation,
the economic engine of rural America,
and especially to the farming families
in the Eighth District of North Caro-
lina, which I call home. When I go
home every weekend and travel across
my district, I hear one resounding
thing, and that is get a 5-year farm bill
done to provide us the certainty we
need.

Madam Chairman, this bill is not per-
fect. In my opinion, it does not contain
enough cuts or reforms, but our alter-
native is the status quo. I would like to
see more cuts and will offer and sup-
port amendments to do just that. Ulti-
mately, I will support this bill because
not supporting it, again, means the
status quo. Not supporting this bill
means not getting over $40 billion in
mandatory cuts when we had the
chance. Not supporting this bill means
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not having a 5-year bill to provide cer-
tainty that our farmers need.

From the important provisions found
in the commodities title to ensuring
the critical safety net of crop insur-
ance remains intact to making respon-
sible cuts and reforms to bloated pro-
grams, saving the taxpayers’ money,
this bill is a bill we need to support.

This a bill that provides the tools our farm-
ers need to keep them producing food and
fiber for our country and the world.

Like | said, this bill is not perfect and | look
forward to the debate we will have in the com-
ing days, and considering the amendments my
colleagues and | will offer to make this the
best bill we can for the Agriculture Community
and the American taxpayer.

On behalf of the farmers and agribusiness
community of North Carolina, | am eager to
get this bill finished and providing long awaited
certainty and reforms.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to a new
member of our committee from Illinois
(Mr. ENYART).

Mr. ENYART. Madam Chairman, I
rise today in support of this important
and long overdue legislation.

When I ran for Congress, I pledged to
work for southern Illinois’ agricultural
industry. That’s why I voted in com-
mittee to advance this bipartisan 5-
year bill.

The inability of the House to pass a
farm bill was among the biggest
failings of the last Congress. This is by
no means a perfect bill. It cuts far too
deeply to the SNAP program. There are
real people in my district and in yours
who depend on this program, and while
we must reduce the deficit we
shouldn’t be doing that on the backs of
those who can’t afford to put food on
the table. However, I believe that fund-
ing will be bolstered here on the floor
of the House and in conference.
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Let’s look at what the bill does right:

It funds infrastructure upgrades for
Midwestern waterways so farmers can
get their crops to market;

It increases energy access to rural
America, improving efficiency and re-
ducing input costs for farmers and
small businesses;

It ensures farmers have the flexi-
bility to grow a wide array of crops
without penalty and without fear of
losing their insurance;

It saves taxpayer dollars and con-
serves critical wildlife and hunting
habitats while still allowing farmers to
manage their lands as they see fit;

It makes the USDA more efficient by
streamlining programs and by cutting
down on unnecessary paperwork and
burdensome regulation for farmers;

It eases access to lines of credit so
that farmers who want to expand their
businesses have the tools necessary to
do so;

It strengthens crop insurance to pro-
tect taxpayers while also making sure
that farmers don’t lose the farm if dis-
aster strikes.

It’s time that we do what we were
sent here to do. It’s time to act on a
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bill that, although imperfect, should
have been adopted a year ago. It’s time
to pass a comprehensive farm bill. I
stand in support of this legislation, and
I urge my colleagues to join with me.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BENISHEK).

Mr. BENISHEK. I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 1947, better known to ev-
eryone simply as the farm bill.

Over the past 3 years, I've been talk-
ing to farmers all over northern Michi-
gan. My district is home to a diverse
group of farmers. These family-owned
operations are a vital and growing part
of northern Michigan’s economy, and it
has been a privilege getting to know
them.

Earlier this month, I visited with
farmers in Leelanau County. I spoke to
farmers at the Bardenhagen Farm in
Suttons Bay, Michigan. Jim
Bardenhagen and his family have been
working their farm for over a century,
so they know a thing or two about ag-
riculture. Their story is like that of a
lot of farmers across the First District
and this whole country. These farmers
have been telling me about the need for
a strong farm bill, and I believe that’s
just what we have here.

Look, I understand this farm bill is
not an easy issue for everyone. I can
fully understand. I'm a doctor, not a
farmer, so I tend to talk and trust
those who understand these com-
plicated issues best—the farmers in my
district. For those of you who don’t
have a lot of farmers, don’t worry. You
sure eat. I'd be happy to give you the
numbers of lots of farmers in northern
Michigan, and they’d be happy to talk
to you.

I look forward to a robust debate.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to another
new member of the committee, the
gentlelady from Illinois (Mrs. BUSTOS).

Mrs. BUSTOS. I rise today to talk
about an issue of critical importance to
my district in Illinois, and that is pass-
ing a 5-year farm bill.

As anyone can tell as one drives
across my district, from Rockford to
the Quad Cities to Peoria and every-
where in between, agriculture is our
number one industry. My district is
home to thousands of farmers and to
millions of acres of some of the best
farmland in the world. It is also home
to Caterpillar and John Deere—among
the best farm implement manufactur-
ers in the world. The entire western
border of my congressional district is
met by the Mississippi River, on which
barge transportation of agricultural
products is absolutely vital to com-
merce in the region, in the State, and
even in the world.

Whenever 1 talk with farmers or
those employed in the agricultural
business, what I hear more than any-
thing else is that they want—and they
need—certainty. Unfortunately, last
year, Congress failed to pass a 5-year
farm bill and, instead, resorted to a
short-term extension, which expires at
the end of September.
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The Acting CHAIR (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN). The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. PETERSON. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 1 minute.

Mrs. BUSTOS. Thank you,
PETERSON.

As a member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, it was an honor to be part of
the farm bill markup last month. Un-
like so much else in Washington, the
markup was an exercise in bipartisan-
ship. The entire committee was civil
and accommodating toward one an-
other. While the bill we passed is not
perfect, it contains many worthwhile
provisions.

Illinois farmers have endured some of
the most extreme weather conditions
in recent years, including record floods
this year and the worst drought in a
generation just a year ago. That is why
we need to keep in place a strong and
stable crop insurance program so that
farmers, always at the mercy of Moth-
er Nature, can continue to provide the
food our Nation and our world depend
on. The bill also contains an amend-
ment that I sponsored that would help
aid improvements to river transpor-
tation infrastructure, flood prevention
and drought relief, including the aging
locks and dam system along the Mis-
sissippi and Illinois Rivers.

The family farmers I talk with back
home in Illinois want the security and
the stability of a 5-year farm bill. That
is how they can plan for future growth
and investments and can continue to
provide the world with a stable food
supply. Let’s give them the certainty
by passing a 5-year farm bill.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes for the purpose of a col-
loquy to the gentleman from Wash-
ington State, DOC HASTINGS.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As you know, the central Washington
growers whom I represent provide a va-
riety of top-quality produce to people
across the country and around the
world, including the majority of apples,
pears, and cherries grown in the United
States. There is no question that both
consumers and growers want to ensure
that we have the safest food supply in
the world. However, Mr. Chairman, I
have serious concerns with the one-
size-fits-all regulations that the Food
and Drug Administration has proposed
to govern the way that all fruits and
vegetables are grown and harvested.

I think that we can all agree that let-
tuce and apples are grown in com-
pletely different ways. For one thing,
lettuce is grown in the ground and ap-
ples in the trees. That’s obvious. It
only makes sense that these products
should be evaluated based on how sus-
ceptible they may be to food safety
risks and subjected to regulations that
would reflect both the risk level and
the way they are grown.

I am concerned that the current reg-
ulations, which subject all growers of
fresh produce to the same requirements
and restrictions, are nearly impossible

Mr.
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to meet for tree fruit growers in my
district. There has never been a known
food safety problem with fresh apples;
and yet if implemented, these regula-
tions risk putting our growers out of
business and pushing apple production
overseas.

Would the chairman agree that the
FDA should evaluate the risks of indi-
vidual agricultural products based on
the best available science and consider
the growing methods and conditions of
these products when developing regula-
tions under the Food Safety Mod-
ernization Act for the safe production,
harvesting, handling, and packing of
fresh fruits and vegetables?

I yield to the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS).

Mr. LUCAS. I recognize the gen-
tleman from Washington’s concerns
about the one-size-fits-all approach of
the FDA. In fact, this was among the
several concerns we raised during de-
bate in the House when the Food Safe-
ty Modernization Act was under con-
sideration.

I share his belief that, if the FDA is
going to be given the task of telling
farmers how to farm, it should do so
after a thorough examination of the
risks of the different types of fruits and
vegetables and then, based on the best
available science, consider the growing
methods and the conditions of indi-
vidual commodities when developing
regulations.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield myself an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

I would encourage the FDA to re-
evaluate the proposed regulations, in-
cluding docket No. FDA-2011-N-0921-
0001, and make the necessary revisions
to ensure that they meet this purpose.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
would like to thank the chairman for
his words and his attention to this
issue that is so important to the grow-
ers of my central Washington district.
I look forward to continuing to work
with him to ensure that the new food
safety regulations recognize the di-
verse way that farms across the Nation
grow our food and keep them safe for
the public.

Mr. PETERSON. I am now pleased to
yield 1 minute to another new member
of the committee, the gentleman from
California (Mr. VARGAS).

Mr. VARGAS. I thank the ranking
member for yielding.

Madam Chairman, I would like to
thank the chairman and the ranking
member of the Agriculture Committee
for their leadership and their hard
work in bringing a farm bill to the
floor this year.

I rise in support of many of the provi-
sions in the FARRM Act, but with
grave concerns about the cuts to the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, SNAP.

I strongly support the provisions in
the FARRM Act that expand funding
for the Specialty Crop Block Grants,
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that restore funding for the Specialty
Crop Research Initiative and that
maintain funding for pest and disease
control, market access programs and
organic agriculture.

While the FARRM Act provides many
positive provisions that support a
strong agriculture safety net, the $20.5
billion in cuts to the SNAP program is
unconscionable. If the FARRM Act is
enacted, the CBO estimates that nearly
2 million low-income people will lose
SNAP benefits and that another 1.8
million people live in households that
would experience a benefit cut of $90
per month.

We cannot continue to balance the
budget on the backs of our poor, our
children, our seniors, and our veterans.
I want to support a farm bill, but I can-
not support these cuts to SNAP. I do,
though, thank them very much for
their hard work.
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Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California, a home of amazingly di-
verse agriculture, Mr. LAMALFA.

Mr. LAMALFA. Madam Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 1947.

Is this farm bill perfect? No. Would I
like for it to have done more? Yes. Is
this still a bill that modernizes and
moves farm bill reform forward? Yes.

We’ve made many landmark im-
provements and modernized many pro-
grams within this bill. The farm bill
provides logical reforms that would
streamline our Federal Government
and cut spending and protect our farm-
ers, ranchers, and rural communities.

We indeed are reducing spending in
the farm bill by $40 billion, including $6
million in sequestration. We’re stream-
lining the conservation programs to
the tune of $13.2 billion by repealing di-
rect payments, also. We are also saving
money in the food stamp area by $20.5
billion.

The farm bill offers the first reforms
and savings to the SNAP law since the
Clinton-era welfare reforms in 1996,
modernizing SNAP programs while
eliminating waste, fraud, and abuse.

In the House Agriculture Committee,
I'm proud to say we added further re-
forms to SNAP by preventing the
USDA and States from engaging in
SNAP recruitment activities and pro-
hibiting the USDA from advertising
SNAP on TV, radio, and billboards.

This is a farm bill we need to pass to
move in the right direction. I urge a
“‘yes’ vote.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I'm
now pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
minority whip, the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

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

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I thank him for his work,
and I thank Mr. LUucAs for his work.

We struggle in this Congress to try to
bring bipartisan legislation to the
floor. It’s a shame.
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I've normally voted for the farm bill
for a reason I will express here. First of
all, the farm bill is an important piece
of legislation. It sets Federal policy in
a range of areas that deeply affect the
lives of farmers, their communities,
and consumers. But it also makes a
huge difference in the lives of those
who rely on food assistance to avoid
hunger, especially children.

It’s a shame that we could not con-
sider the farm bill on its merits with-
out undermining its credibility with
what we clearly believe are not reforms
and not the elimination of waste,
fraud, and abuse.

It’s so simple to say that. I’ve heard
that for all the time I've been here in
Congress. Let’s just cut out fraud,
waste, and abuse. Everybody wants to
cut out fraud, waste, and abuse; but
cutting out assistance for hungry peo-
ple is neither fraud, nor waste nor
abuse. Well, it may be abuse.

The Supplemental Nutrition Assist-
ance Program, or SNAP as it is called,
protects over 46 million Americans who
are at risk of going without sufficient
food. Nearly half of those are children.
Are there some reforms that are need-
ed? Perhaps. And the Senate has made
those reforms in a moderate, consid-
ered way.

The average monthly benefit per par-
ticipant last year according to the
USDA was $133.41. I challenge any
Member of this House to live on $133.41
for food. That’s $4.45 a day.

At a time when millions remain out
of work struggling to support them-
selves and their family as they seek
jobs, it would be irresponsible to make
the kinds of cuts that are proposed in
this bill. No one in the richest country
on the face of the Earth should go hun-
gry in this country.

Yet that’s exactly what this bill
would do, slashing $20.5 billion from
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program and putting 2 million of our
fellow Americans at risk.

Feed the hungry; clothe the naked;
give shelter to the homeless—that’s
not a political policy. That’s a moral
policy. Our faiths teach us that.

While we’ve cut millions in funding
in this bill, this Congress has done
nothing to advance legislation that
will help create jobs or opportunities
to help expand our middle class. While
it’s important that Congress provide
certainty to the agricultural commu-
nity, which I support, this unbalanced
bill takes the wrong approach on these
cuts to SNAP.

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

Mr. PETERSON. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chair, I'm dis-
appointed. This ought to be a bipar-
tisan bill. Mr. PETERSon wants it to be
a bipartisan bill and many of our peo-
ple and, as a matter of fact, a majority
of our people supported it in com-
mittee.

I think the chairman wants it to be a
bipartisan bill. I understand he has to
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deal within the framework of his cau-
cus like every chairman has to do on
either side of the aisle. I understand
that. But it is a shame.

A bill that ought to be bringing us
together for people who provide this
country with food and fiber and, in-
deed, provide a lot of the world with
food and fiber, that we have put this al-
most poison pill—I don’t know whether
it’s going to be a poison pill—but al-
most poison pill in it, I regret that. It’s
not worthy of our country. It’s not
worthy of the morals of this Nation.

But I thank the chairman and I
thank the ranking member for their ef-
forts to try to bring us together.
Whether they’ve done so or not, we’ll
have to see.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM).

Mrs. NOEM. I thank the chairman
and the ranking member for their lead-
ership on this issue.

Madam Chairman, today I rise, I
stand, and at this point I'd even leap
for joy, for a farm bill that’s good for
agriculture in this country.

This bill that we have today isn’t a
perfect bill, but it is a good bill. It is
bipartisan, it saves nearly $40 billion,
it reforms the food stamp program and
farm programs, it eliminates direct
payments, it consolidates conservation
programs, it saves money, it gives us a
safety net, and it is still accountable to
taxpayers.

As we debate this bill, though, I don’t
want to lose sight of a big policy dis-
cussion. We decided decades ago that it
was important for us to have a farm
bill because it was important for us to
grow our own food in this country. We
didn’t want to rely on another country
to feed us because we recognized that
the instant we did that, we would allow
that country to control us.

That’s why good farm policy is im-
portant to our mnational security.
That’s why when we go to the grocery
store, we can count on buying safe
food. We can know that there will be
affordable food there at affordable
prices. A farm bill is the reason that
we all enjoy these benefits. We can’t
take our food supply for granted.

I urge my colleagues to pass this bill
this week.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
the great State of Texas (Mr. NEUGE-
BAUER).

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I thank the
chairman, and I rise in support of H.R.
1947, the FARRM Bill.

This is a win-win. This is a win for
the American people because they’re
going to continue to get the safest and
cheapest food in the world.

It’s a win for farmers and ranchers
all across the country because now
they will have a 5-year farm bill that
will give them policy to make the im-
portant decisions they need to make to
run their businesses and their farms
and ranches.
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And more importantly it’s a win-win
for the American people because this
brings $40 billion worth of savings at a
time when we’re running trillion-dollar
deficits.

There’s been a lot of discussion about
what this bill does and doesn’t do. This
bill does bring reform, reforming over
100 different programs. What this bill
doesn’t do is take one benefit away
from a SNAP recipient who’s qualified
for that.

What we find is there’s been some
gamesmanship in this program. What
we owe the American people is to make
sure that the people who are on these
benefits that are very timely for some
folks, but make sure that they qualify
for it. So those people that want to say
this takes money away or food away
from families, that’s just not true.

I urge you to support this reform bill.
It’s good for the American people.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. KING).
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Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Chair, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

I come to the floor, first, to con-
gratulate this bipartisan effort. I have
been through other farm bills I guess a
couple of times. I've seen it when we
had a Republican chair, a Democrat
chair, and a Republican chair. I’ve seen
it as Ranking Member PETERSON
worked hard with Republicans 6 years
ago. And I've seen it as our chairman,
FRANK LUCAS, has worked hard with
Ranking Member PETERSON over the
last year and a half. This is a very,
very difficult balance to pull together.

But here’s what we get with this:
first of all, the end of direct payments
by the agreement of our producers.
Whoever, as a recipient of a govern-
ment check, stepped forward and said:
I’'ll give that up because economically
we can do that. And at the same time,
we get some reform in the SNAP side
of this thing that says we’re going to
start holding some people accountable
without taking a single calorie out of
the mouths of those that are needy and
those who we want to get those bene-
fits.

And in the middle of all of that, if we
don’t pass a bill, we revert to the 1949
bill, which would be a calamity. And if
we don’t address the SNAP version of
this, then what we end up with, Madam
Chair, is a growing food stamp pro-
gram. So I urge its adoption.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. DAINES).

Mr. DAINES. Madam Chairman, one
of the top requests that I hear from
Montanans when I go back every week-
end is Congress needs to pass a long-
term farm bill.

One in five of Montana jobs rely on
agriculture, and it’s past time for pas-
sage of a b-year farm bill that protects
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and promotes Montana’s number one
industry. We need a farm bill that sup-
ports our rural communities and gives
the ag community the certainty needed
to plant the crops that feed our coun-
try and ensure a stable food supply. We
need a farm bill that gives Montana
farmers relief from burdensome regula-
tions and encourages young people to
remain active in their family farms.

This bill also contains important pro-
visions for our timber community, and
for the health of our forests. As we
begin fire season, we’ve already seen
the terrible consequences of the lack of
active forest management. It’s impor-
tant we give the Forest Service the
necessary regulatory relief in order to
protect our communities.

In light of our Nation’s escalating
debt crisis, Congress must look to save
taxpayer money wherever possible. I
am pleased that the Ag Committee has
made substantive, cost-saving changes
to a wide variety of programs in the
proposed farm bill, including reforms
designed to reduce fraud and abuse in
the distribution of food stamps. It’s im-
portant to get the farm bill passed
through the House, into conference,
and on the President’s desk before ex-
piration. It’s time to pass the farm bill.

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

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BOUSTANY).

Mr. BOUSTANY. Madam Chair, I rise
to support this bill, and I certainly ap-
preciate the persistent hard work and
leadership of Chairman LUCAS and
Ranking Member PETERSON, and I want
to thank both for bringing this very
important legislation to the floor for a
House vote.

In 2012, Louisiana farmers and ranch-
ers produced nearly $11.4 billion in
commodities. It’s a vital and growing
sector of our State’s economy, and we
need a new farm bill now to provide the
kind of certainty going forward for our
farmers. Throughout south Louisiana,
the agricultural economy is the life-
blood of our rural communities. This is
a bipartisan bill containing truly sig-
nificant reforms, with savings of up to
$40 billion.

Given the immense diversity of
American agriculture, it’s important
to have price-loss coverage, which is an
important option for our Southern
farmers, like our rice farmers. This is
critical for their future security.

Additionally, an extension of the
U.S. sugar program ensures a level
playing field with other nations, which
continue to heavily subsidize their
sugar industry with unfair trade prac-
tices. I strongly urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Madam
Chair, I rise today in support of H.R.
1947, the 2013 FARRM Bill. Agriculture
is an inherently risky venture. But
even in tough times, agriculture re-
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mains a bright spot in our economy,
and we cannot afford to undermine this
success. We should not use the notion
of ag producers growing more and
wasting less as an excuse to chip away
at crop insurance. Thanks to crop in-
surance design, last year’s losses, a re-
sult of the worst drought in decades,
were not completely borne by tax-
payers. Further cuts to this program
could mean increased costs to con-
sumers.

This farm bill also provides disaster
assistance to livestock producers im-
pacted by severe drought; continues in-
vestment into agriculture research, a
crucial component of food safety; and
builds upon conservation efforts al-
ready undertaken by landowners across
America.

While this is not a perfect bill, we are
here to allow the legislative process to
work. I'm hopeful we can pass this bill,
go to conference with the Senate, and
ensure producers have the opportunity
they need to continue to feed the
world.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oklahoma has 1 minute remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Minnesota
has 5% minutes remaining.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I would
note that I am the last speaker and
would conclude, and would ask if the
gentleman would yield me an extra
minute or two.

Mr. PETERSON. Madam Chair, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from Minnesota
yields 5% minutes to the gentleman
from OKklahoma to control.

There was no objection.

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Chair, we’ve heard some very
good debate this evening about the
merits and the challenges that we face
in putting this bipartisan bill together.
I'd like to take just a moment to focus
on the nutrition title and the spirit
and the logic that went into crafting
this.

The focus of the committee was that
the savings should be achieved across
all areas of the farm bill, and that $40
billion, approximately, we have saved
does achieve savings in the commodity
title, the conservation title, as well as
the nutrition title. Everybody under
the jurisdiction of the farm bill con-
tributes to the reforms.

Now, in the nutrition title for just a
moment, I just want to stress to my
colleagues the committee tried to
achieve savings in a way that would
not deny an individual who was quali-
fied under present law by income or as-
sets from receiving help. We just sim-
ply say in the committee draft that
things like automatic food stamps, cat-
egorical eligibility, something that’s
evolved out of the 1996 welfare reform,
we simply say everybody needs to show
they qualify, and we’ll help you.

The LIHEAP program, where States
in some cases give as little as $1 to help
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their citizens pay their home heating
costs that triggers a whole month’s
worth of food stamps, we say in the
bill: States, you’ve got to give $20 to
trigger that.

The goal of the committee was never
to work hardship on anyone. The goal
of the committee, in a time of $16 tril-
lion national debt, annual trillion-dol-
lar deficits, was to achieve savings
across the board. But it requires that
the folks who need help come in and
demonstrate they qualify. If you don’t
like the asset level or the income level,
that’s a different debate. We just sim-
ply say if you need the help, show us
you qualify and we’ll help you. That’s a
$20.5 billion savings, according to CBO.
Will that be the way it’s implemented?
I don’t know. But we operate by CBO
scores, and there’s almost $40 billion in
overall savings in all areas of the farm
bill.

I would challenge all my friends, if
every other committee in every other
jurisdiction would achieve these kinds
of savings across the board, we’d be in
a different situation with our operating
annual deficit.

The Ag Committee has done its work,
and we’ve done it in a thoughtful way.
Help us over the course of the next few
days with the amendment process.
Don’t, by affection, offer amendments
simply to prevent the process from
happening. Don’t do things that are in-
tended not to make the bill a better
piece of legislation, but to prevent it.
Be good legislators; be thoughtful leg-
islators. Do what’s right, whether it’s
to help the people raise the food, or
that other part of our society that
needs help on a month-to-month basis.
Do them all right. I have faith in you.
I believe through good debate and good
discussion on good amendments, per-
fections will be made. A consensus will
be achieved. We’ll move forward. I have
faith in you, my colleagues.

With that, Madam Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. ROBY). All
time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the Committee
rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) having assumed the chair,
Mrs. RoBY, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 1947) to provide for the
reform and continuation of agricul-
tural and other programs of the De-
partment of Agriculture through fiscal
year 2018, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LUCAS. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 1947.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?
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There was no objection.
———

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD
PROTECTION ACT

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 266, I call
up the bill (H.R. 1797) to amend title 18,
United States Code, to protect pain-ca-
pable unborn children in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 266, in lieu of
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary printed in the
bill, an amendment in the nature of a
substitute consisting of the text of
Rules Committee Print 113-15 is adopt-
ed and the bill, as amended, is consid-
ered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 1797

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Pain-Capable
Unborn Child Protection Act’’.

SEC. 2. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS AND DECLARA-
TION OF CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHOR-
ITY FOR ENACTMENT.

Congress finds and declares the following:

(1) Pain receptors (nociceptors) are present
throughout the unborn child’s entire body and
nerves link these receptors to the brain’s thala-
mus and subcortical plate by no later than 20
weeks after fertilization.

(2) By 8 weeks after fertilization, the unborn
child reacts to touch. After 20 weeks, the unborn
child reacts to stimuli that would be recognized
as painful if applied to an adult human, for ex-
ample, by recoiling.

(3) In the unborn child, application of such
painful stimuli is associated with significant in-
creases in stress hormones known as the stress

response.
(4) Subjection to such painful stimuli is asso-
ciated with long-term harmful

neurodevelopmental effects, such as altered pain
sensitivity and, possibly, emotional, behavioral,
and learning disabilities later in life.

(5) For the purposes of surgery on unborn
children, fetal anesthesia is routinely adminis-
tered and is associated with a decrease in stress
hormones compared to their level when painful
stimuli are applied without such anesthesia. In
the United States, surgery of this type is being
performed by 20 weeks after fertilization and
earlier in specialiced units affiliated with chil-
dren’s hospitals.

(6) The position, asserted by some physicians,
that the unborn child is incapable of experi-
encing pain until a point later in pregnancy
than 20 weeks after fertilization predominately
rests on the assumption that the ability to expe-
rience pain depends on the cerebral cortex and
requires merve connections between the thala-
mus and the cortex. However, recent medical re-
search and analysis, especially since 2007, pro-
vides strong evidence for the conclusion that a
functioning cortex is not necessary to experience
pain.

(7) Substantial evidence indicates that chil-
dren born missing the bulk of the cerebral cor-
texr, those with hydranencephaly, nevertheless
experience pain.

(8) In adult humans and in animals, stimula-
tion or ablation of the cerebral cortex does not
alter pain perception, while stimulation or abla-
tion of the thalamus does.
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(9) Substantial evidence indicates that struc-
tures used for pain processing in early develop-
ment differ from those of adults, using different
neural elements available at specific times dur-
ing development, such as the subcortical plate,
to fulfill the role of pain processing.

(10) The position, asserted by some commenta-
tors, that the unborn child remains in a coma-
like sleep state that precludes the unborn child
experiencing pain is inconsistent with the docu-
mented reaction of unborn children to painful
stimuli and with the experience of fetal surgeons
who have found it necessary to sedate the un-
born child with anesthesia to prevent the un-
born child from engaging in vigorous movement
in reaction to invasive surgery.

(11) Consequently, there is substantial medical
evidence that an unborn child is capable of ex-
periencing pain at least by 20 weeks after fer-
tilization, if not earlier.

(12) It is the purpose of the Congress to assert
a compelling governmental interest in protecting
the lives of unborn children from the stage at
which substantial medical evidence indicates
that they are capable of feeling pain.

(13) The compelling governmental interest in
protecting the lives of unborn children from the
stage at which substantial medical evidence in-
dicates that they are capable of feeling pain is
intended to be separate from and independent of
the compelling governmental interest in pro-
tecting the lives of unborn children from the
stage of viability, and neither governmental in-
terest is intended to replace the other.

(14) Congress has authority to extend protec-
tion to pain-capable unborn children under the
Supreme Court’s Commerce Clause precedents
and under the Constitution’s grants of powers
to Congress under the Equal Protection, Due
Process, and Enforcement Clauses of the Four-
teenth Amendment.

SEC. 3. PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD PROTEC-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 74 of title 18,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 1531 the following:

“§ 1532. Pain-capable unborn child protection

“(a) UNLAWFUL CONDUCT.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, it shall be unlawful
for any person to perform an abortion or at-
tempt to do so, unless in conformity with the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (b).

““(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR ABORTIONS.—

‘““(1) The physician performing or attempting
the abortion shall first make a determination of
the probable post-fertilization age of the unborn
child or reasonably rely upon such a determina-
tion made by another physician. In making such
a determination, the physician shall make such
inquiries of the pregnant woman and perform or
cause to be performed such medical eramina-
tions and tests as a reasonably prudent physi-
cian, knowledgeable about the case and the
medical conditions involved, would consider
necessary to make an accurate determination of
post-fertilization age.

“(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the abortion shall not be performed or at-
tempted, if the probable post-fertilication age, as
determined under paragraph (1), of the unborn
child is 20 weeks or greater.

“(B) Subject to subparagraph (C), subpara-
graph (A) does not apply if—

‘(i) in reasonable medical judgment, the abor-
tion is necessary to save the life of a pregnant
woman whose life is endangered by a physical
disorder, physical illness, or physical injury, in-
cluding a life-endangering physical condition
caused by or arising from the pregnancy itself,
but not including psychological or emotional
conditions; or

“‘(ii) the pregnancy is the result of rape, or
the result of incest against a minor, if the rape
has been reported at any time prior to the abor-
tion to an appropriate law enforcement agency,
or if the incest against a minor has been re-
ported at any time prior to the abortion to an
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appropriate law enforcement agency or to a gov-
ernment agency legally authorized to act on re-
ports of child abuse or neglect.

“(C) Notwithstanding the definitions of ‘abor-
tion’ and ‘attempt an abortion’ in this section,
a physician terminating or attempting to termi-
nate a pregnancy under an exception provided
by subparagraph (B) may do so only in the
manner which, in reasonable medical judgment,
provides the best opportunity for the unborn
child to survive, unless, in reasonable medical
judgment, termination of the pregnancy in that
manner would pose a greater risk of—

‘(i) the death of the pregnant woman; or

‘“(ii) the substantial and irreversible physical
impairment of a major bodily function, not in-
cluding psychological or emotional conditions,
of the pregnant woman,
than would other available methods.

‘““(c) CRIMINAL PENALTY.—Whoever violates
subsection (a) shall be fined under this title or
imprisoned for not more than 5 years, or both.

‘““(d) BAR TO PROSECUTION.—A woman upon
whom an abortion in violation of subsection (a)
is performed or attempted may not be prosecuted
under, or for a conspiracy to violate, subsection
(a), or for an offense under section 2, 3, or 4 of
this title based on such a violation.

‘““(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘““(1) ABORTION.—The term ‘abortion’ means
the use or prescription of any instrument, medi-
cine, drug, or any other substance or device—

“(A) to intentionally kill the unborn child of
a woman known to be pregnant; or

““(B) to intentionally terminate the pregnancy
of a woman known to be pregnant, with an in-
tention other than—

‘(i) after viability to produce a live birth and
preserve the life and health of the child born
alive; or

“‘(ii) to remove a dead unborn child.

“(2) ATTEMPT AN ABORTION.—The term ‘at-
tempt’, with respect to an abortion, means con-
duct that, under the circumstances as the actor
believes them to be, constitutes a substantial
step in a course of conduct planned to culminate
in performing an abortion.

‘““(3) FERTILIZATION.—The term ‘fertilization’
means the fusion of human spermatozoon with
a human ovum.

‘““(4) PERFORM.—The term ‘perform’, with re-
spect to an abortion, includes induce an abor-
tion through a medical or chemical intervention
including writing a prescription for a drug or
device intended to result in an abortion.

““(5) PHYSICIAN.—The term ‘physician’ means
a person licensed to practice medicine and sur-
gery or osteopathic medicine and surgery, or
otherwise legally authorized to perform an abor-
tion.

“(6) POST-FERTILIZATION AGE.—The term
‘vost-fertilization age’ means the age of the un-
born child as calculated from the fusion of a
human spermatozoon with a human ovum.

““(7) PROBABLE POST-FERTILIZATION AGE OF
THE UNBORN CHILD.—The term ‘probable post-
fertilization age of the unborn child’ means
what, in reasonable medical judgment, will with
reasonable probability be the postfertilization
age of the unborn child at the time the abortion
is planned to be performed or induced.

““(8) REASONABLE MEDICAL JUDGMENT.—The
term ‘reasonable medical judgment’ means a
medical judgment that would be made by a rea-
sonably prudent physician, knowledgeable
about the case and the treatment possibilities
with respect to the medical conditions involved.

‘“(9) UNBORN CHILD.—The term ‘unborn child’
means an individual organism of the species
homo sapiens, beginning at fertilizcation, until
the point of being born alive as defined in sec-
tion 8(b) of title 1.

““(10) WOMAN.—The term ‘woman’ means a fe-
male human being whether or mnot she has
reached the age of majority.”’ .

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of chapter 74 of title 18,
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United States Code, is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:
““1532. Pain-capable unborn child protection.’’.

(c) CHAPTER HEADING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) CHAPTER HEADING IN CHAPTER.—The chap-
ter heading for chapter 74 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended by striking “‘PARTIAL-
BIRTH ABORTIONS” and inserting ‘‘ABOR-
TIONS’'.

(2) TABLE OF CHAPTERS FOR PART I.—The item
relating to chapter 74 in the table of chapters at
the beginning of part I of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Partial-Birth
Abortions” and inserting ‘‘Abortions’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE)
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LOFGREN) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 1797, currently under con-
sideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs. BLACK-
BURN) be permitted to control the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, I am won-
dering why a member of the Judiciary
Committee is not managing on the part
of the majority. The chairman is here.
We recessed our markup so that all
members of the Judiciary Committee
could be present.

It is generally our practice for mem-
bers of the committee of jurisdiction to
manage on both sides, and so the in-
quiry is why are we departing from
that practice?

Further reserving the right to object,
I yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. It is the preroga-
tive of the committee to choose the ap-
propriate people to manage time. I no-
tice that the ranking member is not
managing on the Democratic side. We
choose to ask someone who is not a
member of the committee, and that’s
appropriate under the rules of the
House.

Ms. LOFGREN. I will not object. I
just thought it was an unusual proce-
dure.

I withdraw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee is recog-
nized.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.
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I have to tell you, Madam Speaker,
so often we come to the floor and we
will hear Members say, we are doing
this for the children or that for the
children, and I have to tell you, this is
one of those days that we truly can
stand and say, yes, indeed, we are tak-
ing an action that will enable so many
children to enjoy that first guarantee,
that guarantee to life. And indeed, that
is the reason that we stand here.

The Unborn Child Protection Act is
based in science. This is an area that
has overwhelming public support, and
it is, indeed, an appropriate response to
Kermit Gosnell’s house of horrors and
the similar stories that we are hearing
emanate from across the Nation about
what is happening in these abortion
clinics.

What this does is to limit abortion at
the 6th month of pregnancy and in-
cludes exceptions so that we can send
the clearest possible message to the
American people that we do not sup-
port more Gosnell-like abortions.

It does nothing to ban abortion be-
fore the 6th month of pregnancy. It
does not affect Roe v. Wade, and we
know that it is a step that needs to be
taken to protect life.

You know, scientific evidence tells us
that unborn babies can feel touch as
soon as 8 weeks into the pregnancy.
They feel pain at 20 weeks. Indeed,
some of these marvelous, marvelous
fetal surgeries that are performed, they
administer an anesthesia to these un-
born babies.

And as I said, public opinion polling
shows that 60 percent of all Americans,
Madam Speaker, they support limiting
abortion during the second trimester,
and 80 percent during the third tri-
mester. So we think that it is incum-
bent upon this body to take the step
that we bring before the Chamber
today and to recognize science, to
bring the law in line with the majority
of public opinion, and to stand against
what has transpired in the Kermit
Gosnell-like abortion clinics.

Indeed, I think it is so noteworthy
that Mr. Gosnell’s attorney, Jack
McMahon, stated that he thought the
law should be back to 16 or 17 weeks.
He said that 24 weeks was not a good
determiner, and that it would be a far
better thing to have that ban at 16 or
17 weeks.

We’re not pushing back that far.
We’re at 20 weeks. We think that this
is an appropriate step.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

I rise in opposition to this bill. This
will be the 10th vote we’ve had to re-
strict women’s access to health care
since Republicans took control of the
House in 2011, and there are plenty of
other things we should be doing.

The bill imposes a nationwide 20-
week abortion ban. It’s unconstitu-
tional, but it’s also dangerous to the
health and safety of American women.
The narrow health exception in the bill
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only allows for abortions that are nec-
essary to save the life of a pregnant
woman. It’s shortsighted at best and
cruel at worst.

Many things can go wrong in preg-
nancy, and this bill would force a doc-
tor to wait until a woman’s condition
was life-threatening before performing
an abortion.

Nonlife-threatening conditions
couldn’t be treated if this bill were law,
which could result in permanent health
problems for some women, including
infertility.

Severe or fatal conditions may also
arise with a fetus later in pregnancy
and, if enacted into law, this bill would
require some women to carry a fetus to
term, even in the situation where that
fetus has been diagnosed with a lethal
medical condition, a heartbreaking
scenario.

The rape and incest exceptions are
insulting and excessively narrow. The
rape and incest exceptions that were
added to the bill after the committee’s
markup are just incredibly dis-
appointing. They require reporting the
crime to law enforcement prior to
seeking care. It shows a distrust of
women and a lack of understanding of
the reality of sexual assault.

Only 35 percent of women report sex-
ual assaults, and there are many rea-
sons for that that are complex, includ-
ing fear of reprisal—78 percent of rape
victims know their offender—shame,
wanting to put the incident behind
them.

Also, this bill is unconstitutional.
It’s a direct challenge to Roe v. Wade,
where the Court held that, prior to via-
bility, abortions may be banned only if
there are meaningful exceptions to pro-
tect the woman’s life and health. For
over four decades these principles have
been upheld, and this bill blatantly dis-
regards them.
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Finally, I want to urge my colleagues
to oppose this bill. It’s an attack on
women’s health, on our constitutional
freedoms, and it seeks to take impor-
tant medical decisions out of the hands
of women, their doctors and their fami-
lies and instead entrust those decisions
to Congress. It’s a misguided effort.

I oppose the bill, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time, I yield 3 minutes to one of
our great pro-life advocates, Mrs.
BLACK from Tennessee.

Mrs. BLACK. I thank the gentlelady
for yielding.

Madam Speaker, when I first became
a nurse over 40 years ago, I took a vow
to ‘‘devote myself to the welfare of
those committed to my care.” And it is
in this spirit of both protecting life and
women’s health that I'm proud to rise
today in support of H.R. 1797, the Pain-
Capable Unborn Child Protection Act.

Now, this Dbipartisan legislation
would ban late-term abortion after 20
weeks. I want to say that again. It
would ban late-term abortion after 20
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weeks, with the exception provided for
when the life of the mother is endan-
gered.

H.R. 1797 is based on undisputed sci-
entific evidence which tells us that un-
born children at 20 weeks and older can
feel pain—these are babies, they can
feel pain—and that late-term abortions
pose severe health risks also for the
mother. For example, a woman seeking
an abortion at 20 weeks is 35 times
more likely to die from an abortion
than she was in the first trimester.
There are medical reasons for this. At
21 weeks or more, a woman is 91 times
more likely to die from an abortion
than she was in the first trimester.

Despite these undisputed facts about
a baby’s level of development and a
woman’s health, there is currently no
Federal law to protect pain-capable un-
born children or their mothers by re-
stricting late-term abortions—even at
a day and age when we’re seeing pre-
mature babies that are born at 22
weeks that survive.

As a society, we celebrate the birth
of babies whether it’s prematurely born
at 22 weeks or delivered at full term,
and we hope and pray for good health
of that baby and the mother.

Today, with that same spirit in mind,
I urge my colleagues to join me in cele-
brating and protecting life of both the
baby and the mother by passing H.R.
1797.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
would yield 2 minutes to a former
member of the Judiciary Committee,

Representative DEBBIE WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ.
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

Madam Speaker, I rise to strongly op-
pose the Pain-Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act. It has been 40 years
since Roe v. Wade, and yet women still
have to fight for the right to keep deci-
sions about our bodies between us and
our doctors. We shouldn’t have to
worry that our government will try to
intercede in our personal health care
decisions.

This bill is extreme, and it’s an un-
precedented reach into women’s lives—
into women’s personal lives. This is a
clear indication that the well-being of
women in this country is not some-
thing Republicans care to protect. It is
clear that the Members who approved
this bill, the all-male Republican mem-
bers on the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, are not only disinterested in
protecting the well-being of women but
are also disinterested in the profes-
sional opinion of the medical commu-
nity.

We have heard a lot of offensive and
downright untrue assertions by Repub-
licans throughout the discussion of
this bill, including by the previous
speaker. These assertions are baseless,
completely devoid of medical fact or
grounding in consensus among doctors.
No evidence has been presented. They
just throw statistics out without any
citation or reference at all. Just be-
cause you say it out loud in the House
Chamber doesn’t make it true.
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The Republican men who brought
this bill to the floor—despite the pa-
rade of our women colleagues on the
House floor today—do not represent
the voices of women in America. Every
time we let their voices get louder than
ours, we are inching back to the truly
Dark Ages—where a world of barriers,
from physical to legal to financial,
stood between women and their con-
stitutional rights. We have worked too
hard and come too far to let it all slip
away now.

As a mother, when I think about
what kind of world I want my daugh-
ters to live in, it’s one where their
rights are sacred and their value is rec-
ognized, and that means having access
to comprehensive sex education, af-
fordable contraception, and, yes, safe,
legal reproductive services.

This bill doesn’t work toward cre-
ating a better world for future genera-
tions of women. It erodes their future
by undermining their independence and
undercutting their health. I urge a
“no’” vote on this unconstitutional
piece of legislation and extreme reach
into the personal health and well-being
of women.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. I yield 15 seconds
to myself to respond.

A USA Today-Gallup poll: 64 percent,
abortions should not be permitted in
the second 3 months of pregnancy; 80
percent, in the third 3 months. The
polling company on March 3, 2013: 63
percent of women believe that abortion
should not be permitted after the point

where substantial medical evidence
shows the baby can feel pain.
At this time, I yield 3 minutes to the

gentlewoman from Minnesota (Mrs.
BACHMANN).

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Speaker,
it’s a privilege to be able to stand here
today and to speak on behalf of the un-
born. I have a picture that was taken
just yesterday. All of us as parents love
to take pictures of our babies. This is a
picture that was taken of an unborn
baby yesterday. This is the age of the
baby—the youngest age, at 20 weeks,
that this bill is referencing. And this is
a picture of the mom. We’re here be-
cause we care about women. We’re here
because we care about the unborn.
That’s why I support this wonderful
bill that’s before our body today.

You see, we had a very recent, dis-
turbing account of a late-term abor-
tionist. His name was Kermit Gosnell.
His actions have made debates like this
more important than ever before be-
cause, under the guise of being a med-
ical professional, you see, Dr. Gosnell
violently ended the life of viable, un-
born babies. And, in turn, he seriously
hurt or even killed some of the women
whom he claimed were his patients.

A few days ago, the minority leader,
NANcY PELOSI, referred to late-term
abortions as sacred ground when voic-
ing opposition to this bill. I found that
to be a stunning statement. What could
possibly be sacred about late-term
abortion? What could possibly be sa-
cred about dismembering this 6-month-
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old little baby with a pair of scissors as
Kermit Gosnell did? What could pos-
sibly be sacred about listening to the
whimpers and cries of a baby? Because,
you see, we know that babies at this
age feel pain when scissors are put into
their body as it comes to an early end.

You see, we are the people who make
the laws in our society, and therefore,
we have the duty to protect the in-
alienable right to life of every indi-
vidual, both the mom and the unborn
baby. At 8 weeks from conception, an
unborn child’s heart begins to beat. By
20 weeks, he or she is capable of sens-
ing pain. And babies as young as 21
weeks have survived premature birth.

Madam Speaker, as a woman and as a
mom of five natural-born children and
23 foster children, I am appalled by the
savage practice of late-term abortion.

There is no such thing as an un-
wanted child, and that’s why this legis-
lation is so important. It not only pro-
tects the unborn, it protects the mom
against the lethal practices of abor-
tionists like Gosnell. And women de-
serve better than abortion. Unborn
children deserve their inalienable right
to life. Pregnancy is wonderful. It can
be difficult too. That’s why we need to
show patience and compassion toward
every woman as they carry a human
life.

We are, indeed, treading upon sacred
ground. But it’s because we’re dealing
with the sanctity of every human life.
And out of respect for this mom and
out of respect for this unborn child, I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on
this commonsense piece of legislation.
I thank Mrs. BLACKBURN, and I thank
Representative TRENT FRANKS of Ari-
zZona.

Ms. LOFGREN. May I inquire how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 25% min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from
Tennessee has 21%4 minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Before yielding to
the ranking member, I'd just like to
note the situation of my friend, Vicky
Wilson, who found out, unfortunately,
in the 20th week of her pregnancy that
her much-wanted and desired child had
all of her brains formed outside of the
cranium and would not survive, and if
she carried the fetus to term, likely
her uterus would have ruptured. Under
this bill, Vicky would have been forced
into that heartbreaking situation. I
think that’s simply wrong.

I yield 3 minutes to the ranking
member of the Judiciary Committee,
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS).
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Mr. CONYERS. Thank you, Ms. LOF-
GREN. I appreciate this important de-
bate and participating in it.

Members of the House, by imposing a
nationwide ban on abortions performed
after 20 weeks, H.R. 1797, the so-called
Pain Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act, is nothing less than a direct at-
tack on a woman’s constitutional right
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to make decisions about her health. It
criminalizes previability abortions
with only a narrow exception for the
woman’s life; it fails to include any ex-
ceptions for the woman’s health; and it
utterly disregards the often difficult
personal circumstance women face
when confronted with the needs to ter-
minate their pregnancies.

The amended version of H.R. 1797
made in order by the Rules Committee
last night attempts to address the na-
tionwide outcry in response to com-
ments by the bill’s author at the Judi-
ciary Committee’s markup that ‘‘inci-
dents of rape resulting in pregnancy
are very low.”

As amended, the bill now includes
only a very limited exception for rape
and incest that would only be available
if the victim could demonstrate that
she has reported the crime to the prop-
er authorities. This reporting mandate
isn’t even required in the Hyde amend-
ment, and it ignores the many reasons
why rapes go unreported, including the
fear of the abuser, fear of how the legal
system may treat the victim, and
shame. In short, the majority has de-
termined that a woman’s word is not
enough to prove that she has been
raped or the victim of incest. This per-
nicious legislation would also impose
criminal penalties on doctors and other
medical professionals.

But let’s consider the facts, begin-
ning with the sponsor’s comments that
“incidents of rape resulting in preg-
nancy are very low’ and that there’s
no need for an exception.

On the contrary, rape-induced preg-
nancy—unfortunately, I’'m sad to say—
occurs with some frequency. For exam-
ple, the Rape, Abuse, and Incest Na-
tional Network reported that during
2004 and 2005, 64,080 woman were raped,
and of those rapes, 3,204 pregnancies re-
sulted.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. At this time, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. I want to thank
the gentlewoman from Tennessee and
the other pro-life women who are
speaking out in this debate today.

Since the Supreme Court’s controver-
sial decision in Roe v. Wade in 1973,
medical knowledge regarding the de-
velopment of unborn babies and their
capacities at various stages of growth
has advanced dramatically. Even The
New York Times has reported on the
latest research on unborn pain, focus-
ing in particular on the research of Dr.
Sunny Anand, an Oxford-trained neo-
natal pediatrician who has held ap-
pointments at Harvard Medical School
and other distinguished institutions.
As Dr. Anand has testified:

If the fetus is beyond 20 weeks of gestation,
I would assume that there will be pain
caused to the fetus, and I believe it will be
severe and excruciating pain.

Congress has the power to acknowl-
edge these developments by prohibiting
abortions after the point at which sci-
entific evidence shows the unborn can
feel pain with limited exceptions. H.R.
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1797 does just that. It also includes pro-
visions to protect the life of the moth-
er and an additional exception for cases
of rape and incest.

The terrifying facts uncovered during
the course of the trial of late-term
abortionist Kermit Gosnell and succes-
sive reports of similar atrocities com-
mitted across the country remind us
how an atmosphere of insensitivity can
lead to horrific brutality.

The grand jury report in the Gosnell
case itself contains references to a neo-
natal expert who reported that the cut-
ting of the spinal cords of babies in-
tended to be late-term aborted would
cause them ‘‘a tremendous amount of
pain.”

The polling company recently found
that 64 percent of Americans would
support a law such as the Pain Capable
Unborn Child Protection Act—only 30
percent would oppose it—and sup-
porters include 47 percent of those who
identified themselves as pro-choice in
the poll as well as 63 percent of women.

In the 2007 case of Gonzales V.
Carhart, the Supreme Court made clear
that: ‘“The government may use its
voice and its regulatory authority to
show its profound respect for the life
within the woman,” and that Congress
may show such respect for the unborn
through specific regulation because it
implicates additional ethical and
moral concerns that justify a special
prohibition.

As The New York Times story con-
cluded, throughout history, ‘‘a pre-
sumed insensitivity to pain has been
used to exclude some of humanity’s
privileges and protections. Over time,
the charmed circle of those considered
alive to pain, and therefore fully
human, has widened to include mem-
bers of other religions and races, the
poor, the criminal, the mentally ill,
and—thanks to the work of Sunny
Anand and others—the very young.”

The Gosnell trial reminds us that
when newborn babies are cut with scis-
sors, they whimper and cry and flinch
from pain. And unborn babies, when
harmed, also whimper and cry and
flinch from pain. Delivered or not, ba-
bies are babies, and they can feel pain
at least by 20 weeks.

It is time to welcome our children
who can feel pain into the human fam-
ily. I urge my colleagues to support
this legislation.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chair, before
yielding to the ranking member of the
Constitution Subcommittee, I would
just like to note that we do not need to
change the law. Dr. Gosnell was con-
victed and he’s doing two life sentences
in prison for murder under current law.

I yield 3 minutes to the ranking
member of the Constitution Sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

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

Madam Speaker, we’re back again
considering cruel and unconstitutional
legislation that would curtail women’s
reproductive rights. This bill contains
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a nearly total ban on abortions prior to
viability, which the Supreme Court
says violates women’s rights under the
Constitution.

Just recently, the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the 9th Circuit struck down a
nearly identical Arizona statute, say-
ing:

Since Roe v. Wade, the Supreme Court case
law concerning the constitutional protection
accorded women with respect to the decision
whether to undergo an abortion has been un-
alterably clear regarding one basic point . . .
a woman has a constitutional right to choose
to terminate her pregnancy before the fetus
is viable. A prohibition on the exercise of
that right is per se unconstitutional.

Perhaps most cruelly, this bill fails
even to provide any exception to pro-
tect a woman’s health. The exception
for a woman’s life is so narrowly writ-
ten and so convoluted that even a phy-
sician wanting to comply with the law
in good faith would have trouble deter-
mining when the woman is sufficiently
in extremis that her condition quali-
fies. So the morally arrogant authors
of this bill would tell a woman who
faces permanent injury or disability
that she must bear that calamity by
carrying her pregnancy to term.

Recently added language is supposed
to take the heat off the recent uproar
over the absence of a rape and incest
exception in this bill, but the bill
would provide an exception for rape or
incest only if the victim first reported
it to the authorities. In the best of all
possible worlds, every assault would be
reported and every rapist prosecuted.
But we all know that there are many
reasons why rapes and incest often
don’t get reported—the toll our crimi-
nal justice system takes on rape vic-
tims: the humiliation, the harassment,
the psychological trauma.

Why force women to be victimized
twice? The only reason we have been
given by the supporters of this bill is
that women 1lie about having been
raped. So the sponsors are telling us
not only that women are not com-
petent to make this very personal deci-
sion for themselves and that we here
are more competent—we should sub-
stitute our judgments for theirs—but
women are also too dishonest to be be-
lieved when they say they were raped.

This bill would use the trauma of the
assault to erect another unnecessary
and cruel barrier to a raped woman.
Congress should not side with her
abuser to force her to carry that abus-
er’s child to term.

The incest exception applies only if
the victim was a minor when the inci-
dents occurred. Why? Do my colleagues
believe that this was nice, consensual
sex? That if a young woman is abused
by her father from age 8 and he gets
her pregnant at 18, it doesn’t count? Or
that she asked for it and deserves it?
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These restrictions are new. The rape
and incest exceptions in the previous
legislation passed by this House have
no such conditions or restrictions.
Even the Hyde amendment, embodied
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in the Labor-HHS appropriations bill,
says:

The limitations established in the pre-
ceding section shall not apply to abortion if
the pregnancy is the result of an act of rape
or incest.

No conditions, no restrictions, no ifs,
ands, or buts.

Some Members want to redefine rape
and incest to satisfy an extremist base
that wants to outlaw all abortions,
even for victims of rape and incest. I
hope that we can agree that no woman
should ever be forced to carry her abus-
er’s child.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
cruel and unconstitutional legislation.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Chair-
man, at this time, I yield 2 minutes to
one of our bright young attorneys, the
gentlelady from Alabama (Mrs. ROBY).

Mrs. ROBY. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentlelady for yielding.

I rise to support H.R. 1797, the Pain-
Capable Unborn Child Protection Act.

This bill would at last prohibit dan-
gerous, late-term abortions of unborn
children at 20 weeks. That’s the stage
of development which we feel pain. And
I say ‘‘we,” Madam Chairman, for a
reason. Many supporters of this bill are
taking to Facebook and Twitter using
the hashtag #TheyFeelPain to illus-
trate the brutal reality of late-term
abortions.

I applaud their efforts, and I appre-
ciate the many notes of encouragement
I’'ve received from constituents back
home in support of this bill. I certainly
hope that they will Kkeep those
Facebook posts coming to get the word
out about what we are doing here
today.

I use the phrase ‘“‘we feel pain’ be-
cause I'm afraid too often we speak of
this issue like it’s someone else we’re
talking about, some other species.
Madam Chairman, we are talking
about human beings—human beings—
babies far along enough in development
to feel touch, to respond to touch.
We’re talking about us.

We were all 20 weeks at one time.
Every Member in this Chamber was.
We all reached a particular point of de-
velopment at which the prayerful hope
for life becomes precious potential and
viability.

These babies right now are in NICUs
all over this country. Having been pre-
mature, the babies are laying in a pro-
tective environment trying to build
stable breath, reaching to hold the fin-
gers of their mommies and daddies.
Yet, right now, under Federal law,
other babies at 20 weeks are still at
risk of being brutally, mercilessly, and
painfully killed.

Madam Chairman, this must end.
This must end because we feel pain.

I reached out just a few hours ago via
Facebook, Madam Chairman, to my
constituents to ask for stories about
children that were born at or near 20
weeks. I want to share one. A con-
stituent named Terry writes that her
baby was born at 24 weeks, weighing
only 2 pounds, 3 ounces. After strug-
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gling initially, her child grew strong
and healthy. That was 19 years ago.
Her son is now an adult living out west.

I ask my colleagues to support and
vote ‘“‘yes” for H.R. 1797.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Chairman, I
would like to yield 1 minute to the
Democratic leader, Congresswoman
NANCY PELOSI, from California.

Ms. PELOSI. Madam Chairman, do
you ever wonder what the American
people think when they tune into C-
SPAN to see what business is being at-
tended to on the floor of the House? Do
you ever wonder what the American
people think when they are saying,
What is happening to create jobs? What
is happening to agree to a budget that
will promote growth and reduce the
deficit for our country? What is hap-
pening to make progress for the Amer-
ican people? Do you ever wonder about
that, when they tune in and see debate
on bills that are going no place? Do
they think, Well, here it is, just an-
other day in the life of the Republican-
controlled Congress; another day with-
out a jobs bill, another day without a
budget agreement, another day ignor-
ing the top priorities of the American
people by the Republican majority?

Our constituents have made it clear
time and time again we must work to-
gether to create jobs, to strengthen the
middle class, and to grow the economy.
Yet, once again, Republicans refuse to
listen. Instead, we are debating legisla-
tion that endangers women’s health
and that disrespects the judgment of
American women and their doctors on
how to make judgments about women'’s
health.

This bill would deny care to women
in the most desperate circumstances—
sad and desperate circumstances. It is
yet another Republican attempt to en-
danger women. It is disrespectful to
women; it is unsafe for families; and it
is unconstitutional.

At the start of Congress, Republicans
took great pride—and we joined them
in that pride—in reading the Constitu-
tion, start to finish. It is a great day;
it is a great document. Then the Re-
publicans proceeded to ignore it. One
example: this clearly unconstitutional
bill.

Each day, Republicans claim they
want to reduce the role of government,
except when it comes to women’s most
personal decisions about their repro-
ductive health. Leading groups of med-
ical professionals and experts across
the country believe that this legisla-
tion is dangerous and wrong.

That is the message we have seen
from doctors and health care providers
who have pointed out that this legisla-
tion would put medical professionals in
an ‘“‘untenable position’ when treating
“women in need.”

That is the same message we’ve
heard from national religious organiza-
tions, who have called on us to ‘‘offer
compassion, support, and respect for a
woman and her family facing these dif-
ficult circumstances.”

I have a copy of a letter from 16 na-
tional religious groups that was sent to
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Speaker BOEHNER and to me, as Demo-
cratic leader, which I wish to submit
for the RECORD.

Just another day in the Republican
Congress: more extremism, more dead-
end bills, and less progress on the real
challenges facing all Americans. The
American people want bipartisanship.
They want progress. They don’t want
obstruction and delaying tactics.

Enough is enough. Let’s vote ‘“‘no’ on
this dangerous bill and let’s get to
work together to work on a fair budget
that replaces the across-the-board cuts
of the sequester with a plan to create
jobs, grow the economy, and strength-
en the middle class as we reduce the
deficit.

Let’s act now to put people to work
and strengthen the middle class. I say
it over and over.

Let’s discard this assault on women’s
health and work together to make real
progress for the American people.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

JUNE 18, 2013.

16 NATIONAL RELIGIOUS GROUPS OPPOSE BAN
ON ABORTION CARE AFTER 20 WEEKS

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,

Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

Hon. NANCY PELOSI,

Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND MADAM LEAD-
ER: We, the undersigned national religious
groups, urge you to oppose H.R. 1797, the
“District of Columbia Pain-Capable Unborn
Child Protection Act” sponsored by Rep-
resentative Trent Franks (R-AZ), which
would create a nationwide ban on access to
abortion care 20 weeks after fertilization,
with only burdensome exceptions for cases of
rape or incest. It explicitly bans later abor-
tion care for a woman whose mental health
would threaten her life or her health. We
stand united across our faith traditions in
opposing this extreme legislation.

Proponents of this bill have cited the
Kermit Gosnell case as a reason to push this
intrusive policy, but the fact is that the lack
of access to safe and affordable abortion care
is precisely the circumstance that drove
women to an unscrupulous person like
Gosnell, as it did to so many women before
Roe v. Wade. The existence of his clinic is a
ghastly warning sign of what happens when
abortion is so restricted and expensive that a
woman in need feels that she has nowhere
else to turn.

A family with a wanted pregnancy that
goes terribly wrong is confronted with awful
decisions that none of us ever want to face.
Our religious values call us to offer compas-
sion, support, and respect to a woman and
her family facing these difficult cir-
cumstances. H.R. 1797 will only make a chal-
lenging situation worse. When a woman
needs an abortion, it is critically important
that she have access to safe and legal care.

It is telling that Representative Franks, in
a press release announcing that he would be
expanding the focus of H.R. 1797 from the
District of Columbia to a nationwide ban,
does not make even a single reference to a
woman, her family, or her situation.

Like all Americans, Rep. Franks is free to
have and share his own religious beliefs
about issues related to pregnancy and par-
enting. Liberty is an American value. How-
ever, H.R. 1797 is a clear attempt to impose
one particular religious belief on the whole
nation, and thus represents a gross violation
of the freedom to which every American is
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entitled by the Constitution. The proper role
of government in the United States is not to
impose one set of religious views on every-
one, but to protect each person’s right and
ability to make decisions according to their
own beliefs and values.

We believe—and Americans, including peo-
ple of faith, overwhelmingly agree—that the
decision to end a pregnancy is best left to a
woman in consultation with her family, her
doctor, and her faith. Our laws should sup-
port and safeguard a woman’s health—not
deny access to care. Please show compassion
for women and respect for religious liberty
by opposing H.R. 1797.

In faith,

Anti-Defamation League, Catholics for
Choice, Disciples Justice Action Network,
Hadassah, The Women’s Zionist Organization
of America, Inc., Jewish Council for Public
Affairs, Jewish Women International, Meth-
odist Federation for Social Action, Metro-
politan Community Churches, Muslims for
Progressive Values, National Council of Jew-
ish Women, Religious Coalition for Repro-
ductive Choice, Religious Institute, Union of
Reform Judaism, Unitarian Universalist As-
sociation of Congregations, Unitarian Uni-
versalist Women’s Federation, United
Church of Christ, Justice and Witness Min-
istries (f).

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Chair-
man, I yield myself 15 seconds.

When we talk about what is dan-
gerous and wrong, let me tell you what
is dangerous and wrong: condoning the
actions of Kermit Gosnell or Doug
Karpen or what transpired in New Mex-
ico or what we found out from Dela-
ware or from Virginia or from West
Virginia. The house of horrors goes on
and on.

At this point, I would like to yield 3
minutes to a member of our House Re-
publican leadership team, the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. WAGNER).

Mrs. WAGNER. Madam Chairman, I
thank the gentlelady from Tennessee
for yielding and for advancing this leg-
islation.

Madam Chairman, I rise today in
support of life, in support of life, lib-
erty, and the pursuit of happiness.

Life begins at conception. Through-
out the years, as science and tech-
nology have evolved and continue to
advance, we are changing hearts and
minds. We have more and more evi-
dence that life does, indeed, begin at
conception.

We know that after 3 weeks, the baby
has a heartbeat. After 7 weeks, the
baby begins kicking in the womb. By
week 8, the baby begins to hear and fin-
gerprints start to form. After 10 weeks,
the baby is able to turn his or her head,
frown, and even hiccup. By week 11, the
baby can grasp with his or her hands.
And by week 12, the baby can suck his
or her thumb. And by week 20, not only
can the baby recognize his or her moth-
er’s voice, but that baby can also feel
pain.

While killing an unborn child is un-
acceptable at any time, it is especially
abhorrent at the 20-week mark when a
child is able to feel the pain of an abor-
tion. Madam Chairman, it is not only
the pain of the child that we must be
concerned with, but also the pain of
the mother.
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The other side has deemed abortion a
“sacred right.” They tout that they are
champions for women, telling women
they have the right to do with their
bodies whatever they want. The prob-
lem here is that everyone talks about
the right to choose, but no one dis-
cusses the implications of that choice.

I recently had the opportunity to
speak with Joyce Zounis, who had mul-
tiple abortions between the ages of 15
and 26. She told me that the abortion-
ists told her everything would be over
very quickly, but they didn’t tell her
about the physical and the psycho-
logical implications that would stay
with her for life. Not once did the abor-
tionists relay to her the physical risks
that she suffered later. That does not
include the emotional damage she also
suffered—uncontrollable anger, depres-
sion, seclusion, and the inability to
trust anyone.

Madam Speaker, I am for life at all
stages. I am for the life of the baby,
and I am also for the life of the mother.
I will continue to work towards the
day when abortion is not only illegal
but is absolutely unthinkable.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BERA of California. Madam
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. BERA of California. Will the
Speaker inform us as to when we might
consider legislation to address the
needs of a generation of college stu-
dents whose interest rates are about to
reset in a few weeks and double—in-
stead of this bill, which is a direct at-
tack on women’s rights.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has not stated a proper par-
liamentary inquiry.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2% minutes to a member of the
Judiciary Committee, the gentlelady
from Texas, Congresswoman SHEILA
JACKSON LEE.

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Madam Speaker,
to those who are gathered here today, I
have already heard my leader indicate
partly why we are here, taking away
from the serious work of this place in
trying to provide jobs for the thou-
sands and millions of Americans who
are unemployed, but I have another
question.

I want to know why we are on the
floor of the House, debating a dan-
gerous and inhumane legislative initia-
tive. I also want to know why there are
those who would rise presumptuously
and arrogantly to suggest they know
my heart. Why is there someone sug-
gesting in this body that I have not ex-
perienced pain or do not know pain or
do not know the pain of my constitu-
ents?

The same question can be asked, How
do they know what a mother, whose
health is in jeopardy, is feeling?
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Why would they be so presumptuous
as to suggest that we could not, or that
we are saying to some woman that you
can’t do with your body as you desire?
It is between your God, your doctor
and your family.

How outrageous this legislation is. It
is patently unconstitutional. Griswold
says it’s a violation of the right to pri-
vacy. Doe v. Bolton, which was passed
on the same day as Roe v. Wade, spe-
cifically said that the health of the
mother had to be taken into consider-
ation. This violates any kind of adher-
ence to the health of the mother.

For us to refer to the heinous, dis-
gusting actions in Pennsylvania sug-
gests that I don’t care about it. I am
glad that the justice system persecuted
and prosecuted this villain and sent
that doctor to jail, but I don’t want
America’s doctors and mothers and
people of faith to be sent to the jail-
house because we are so presumptuous
and arrogant.

Let’s be very clear about a young
woman by the name of Vikki Stella, a
diabetic who discovered months into
her pregnancy that the fetus she was
carrying suffered from several major
anomalies and who had no chance of
survival. They wanted to induce labor
or perform a Caesarean section, but her
physician said she could not survive it,
and they had to use another procedure.
If they had not used a procedure like
an abortion, she would not be able to
have children again.

Do we want to go back to the time
when women were running into back
alleys?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Madam Speaker, | rise in strong opposition
to H.R. 1797, the “Pain Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act.” Last year | opposed this irre-
sponsible and reckless legislation when it was
brought to the floor under a suspension of the
rules and fell well short of the two-thirds ma-
jority needed to pass. | opposed the bill, which
arbitrarily bans a woman from exercising her
constitutionally protect right to choose to termi-
nate a pregnancy after 20 weeks, last year for
the same reasons | do now. This purely par-
tisan and divisive legislation:

1. Unduly burdens a woman'’s right to termi-
nate a pregnancy and thus puts their lives at
risk;

2. Does not contain exceptions for the
health of the mother;

3. As introduced and considered in the Judi-
ciary Committee, unfairly targeted the District
of Columbia; and

4. Infringes upon women’s right to privacy,
which is guaranteed and protected by the U.S.
Constitution.

Madam Speaker, the rule governing debate
on this bill also set the terms of debate for the
Farm Bill that makes drastic reductions in
SNAP funding and nutrition programs that help
the women, children, infants, and the poor.

Coupling these two bills together under one
rule sends the uncaring message that it is
right and good to force a woman to carry an
unwanted pregnancy to term and then with-
hold from her and her infant the support nec-
essary for them to maintain a nutritious and
healthy diet.
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Madam Speaker, in 2010, Nebraska passed
a law banning abortion care after 20 weeks.
Since then 10 more red states—Alabama, Atri-
zona, Arkansas, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kan-
sas, Louisiana, North Dakota, and Okla-
homa—have enacted similar bans. None of
these laws has an adequate health exception.
Only one provides an exception for cases of
rape or incest.

H.R. 1797 seeks to take the misguided and
mean-spirited policy of these states and make
it the law of the land. In so doing, the bill
poses a nationwide threat to the health and
wellbeing of American women and a direct
challenge to the Supreme Court’s ruling in
Roe v. Wade.

Madam Speaker, one of the most detestable
aspects of this bill is that it would curb access
to care for women in the most desperate of
circumstances. It is these women who receive
the 1.5 percent of abortions that occur after 20
weeks.

Women like Danielle Deaver, who was 22
weeks pregnant when her water broke. Tests
showed that Danielle had suffered
anhydramnios (“OmHydrim-Nee-Oze”), a pre-
mature rupture of the membranes before the
fetus has achieved viability. This condition
meant that the fetus likely would be born with
a shortening of muscle tissue that results in
the inability to move limbs.

In addition, Danielle’s fetus likely would suf-
fer deformities to the face and head, and the
lungs were unlikely to develop beyond the 22—
week point. There was less than a 10%
chance that, if born, Danielle’s baby would be
able to breathe on its own and only a 2%
chance the baby would be able to eat on its
own. Danielle and her husband decided to ter-
minate the pregnancy but could not because
of the Nebraska ban. Danielle had no re-
course but to endure the pain and suffering
that followed. Eight days later, Danielle gave
birth to a daughter, Elizabeth, who died 15
minutes later.

H.R. 1797 hurts women like Vikki Stella, a
diabetic, who discovered months into her
pregnancy that the fetus she was carrying suf-
fered from several major anomalies and had
no chance of survival. Because of Vikki's dia-
betes, her doctor determined that induced
labor and Caesarian section were both riskier
procedures for Vikki than an abortion. Be-
cause Vikki was able to terminate the preg-
nancy, she was protected from the immediate
and serious medical risks to her health and
her ability to have children in the future was
preserved.

Madam Speaker, every pregnancy is dif-
ferent. No politician knows, or has the right to
assume he knows, what is best for a woman
and her family. These are decisions that prop-
erly must be left to women to make, in con-
sultation with their partners, doctors, and their
God.

That is why the American College of Obste-
tricians and Gynecologists, the nation’s lead-
ing medical experts on women’s health,
strongly opposes 20-week bans, citing the
threat these laws pose to women’s health.

Madam Speaker, | also strongly oppose
H.R. 1797 because it lacks the necessary ex-
ceptions to protect the health and life of the
mother. In fact, the majority Republicans re-
jected an amendment offered by our col-
league, Congressman NADLER, which would
have added a “health of the mother” excep-
tion to the bill.
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During the markup of H.R. 1797 in the Judi-
ciary Committee, Republicans even rejected
an amendment | offered that would have pro-
vided a limited exception in cases where “the
pregnancy could result in severe and long-
lasting damage to a woman’s health, including
lung disease, heart disease, or diabetes.”

Imagine, Madam Speaker, an amendment
permitting an exception in the case where a
woman risked heart or lung disease was re-
jected by Judiciary Republicans as too lenient
and compassionate toward women!

| offered my amendment again to the Rules
Committee but again, Committee Republicans
refused to make it in order.

Madam Speaker, it is an additional measure
of just how incredibly bad this bill is that when
it was introduced and considered in the Judici-
ary Committee, it did not even include an ex-
ception for rape or incest!

Madam Speaker, this may come as news to
some in this body, but each year approxi-
mately 25,000 women in the United States be-
come pregnant as a result of rape. And about
a third (30%) of these rapes involve women
under age 18!

Madam Speaker, last and most important, |
oppose H.R. 1797 because it is an unconstitu-
tional infringement on the right to privacy, as
interpreted by the Supreme Court in a long
line of cases going back to Griswold v. Con-
necticut in 1965 and Roe v. Wade decided in
1973. In Roe v. Wade, the Court held that a
state could prohibit a woman from exercising
her right to terminate a pregnancy in order to
protect her health prior to viability. While many
factors go into determining fetal viability, the
consensus of the medical community is that
viability is acknowledged as not occurring prior
to 24 weeks gestation.

By prohibiting nearly all abortions beginning
at “the probable post-fertilization age” of 20
weeks, H.R. 1797 violates this clear and long
standing constitutional rule.

In striking down Texas’s pre-viability abor-
tion prohibitions, the Supreme Court stated in
Roe v. Wade:

With respect to the State’s important and le-
gitimate interest in potential life, the ‘compel-
ling’ point is at viability. This is so because the
fetus then presumably has the capability of
meaningful life outside the mother's womb.
State regulation protective of fetal life after via-
bility thus has both logical and biological jus-
tification. If the State is interested in protecting
fetal life after viability, it may go as far as to
proscribe abortion during that period, except
when it is necessary to preserve the life or
health of the mother.

Supreme Court precedents make it clear
that neither Congress nor a state legislature
can declare any one element—"be it weeks of
gestation or fetal weight or any other single
factor—as the determinant” of viability.
Colautti v. Franklin, 439 U.S. 379, 388-89
(1979). Nor can the government restrict a
woman’s autonomy by arbitrarily setting the
number of weeks gestation so low as to effec-
tively prohibit access to abortion services as is
the case with the bill before us.

If this bill ever were to become law, it would
not survive a constitutional challenge even to
its facial validity. A similar 20-week provision
enacted by the Utah legislature was struck
down years ago as unconstitutional by the
United States Court of Appeals for the 10th
Circuit because it “unduly burden[ed] a wom-
an’s right to choose to abort a nonviable
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fetus.” Jane L. v. Bangerter, 102 F.3d 1112,
1118 (10th Cir. 1996). And just last month, the
Ninth Circuit struck down a 20 week ban on
the ground that the U.S. Supreme Court has
been “unalterably clear” that “a woman has a
constitutional right to choose to terminate her

pregnancy before the fetus is viable.”
Isaacson v. Horne, F.3d , No. 12—
16670,2013 WL 2160171, at *1 (9th Cir. May
21, 2013).

Madam Speaker, the constitutionally pro-
tected right to privacy encompasses the right
of women to choose to terminate a pregnancy
before viability, and even later where con-
tinuing to term poses a threat to her health
and safety. This right of privacy was hard won
and must be preserved inviolate. For this rea-
son, | offered an amendment before the Rules
Committee that would ensure that the legisla-
tion before us is to be interpreted to abridge
this right. The Jackson Lee Amendment #2
provided:

Sec. 4. Rule of Construction. Nothing in
this Act shall be construed or interpreted to
limit the right of privacy guaranteed and
protected by the United States Constitution
as interpreted by the United States Supreme
Court in the cases of Griswold v. Con-
necticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965); Eisenstadt v.
Baird, 405 U.S. 438 (1972), and Roe v. Wade,
410 U.S. 113 (1973).

Regrettably, the Rules Committee did not
make this amendment in order. Unregrettably,
| strongly oppose H.R. 1797 and urge all
members to join me in voting against this un-
wise measure that put the lives and health of
women at risk.

[From Planned Parenthood Federation of

America]
PROTECT ACCESS TO SAFE AND LEGAL ABOR-

TION—REJECT THE NATIONWIDE 20-WEEK

ABORTION BAN

The misleadingly named ‘‘Pain-Capable
Unborn Child Protection Act”, offered by
Congressman Trent Franks (AZ), is a dan-
gerous attempt to restrict women’s access to
safe and legal abortion. This bill would ban
all abortions after 20 weeks with extremely
limited exceptions. H.R. 1797 is clearly un-
constitutional, and is a blatant attempt to
challenge Roe v. Wade at the expense of the
health of our nation’s women. Abortion is a
deeply personal medical decision that should
be left to a woman and her family, with the
counsel of her doctor or health care provider,
not politicians.

The Franks 20-week abortion ban is dan-
gerous for women’s health.

Nearly 9 in 10 abortions in the United
States occur in the first trimester.

Many women who have abortions after the
first trimester do so because of medical com-
plications or other barriers resulting in
delays to accessing an abortion.

H.R. 1797 would further harm women in
need by creating additional obstacles to re-
ceiving a safe and legal abortion. Women
need support, not additional barriers, to ob-
taining timely, safe health care.

The Franks 20-week abortion ban lacks a
reasonable exception for victims of rape and
incest.

H.R. 1797 marginalizes the needs of women
by only allowing a very narrow exception for
life-saving abortions.

After the backlash against Trent Franks’
ignorant comments about pregnancies re-
sulting from rape, the House Majority snuck
in an extremely limited exception allowing
victims of rape or incest to access abortion
at 20 weeks—but only if they can provide
proof that they have alerted the police about
the crime.



June 18, 2013

The Franks 20-week abortion ban is uncon-
stitutional, and is a clear attempt to chal-
lenge Roe v. Wade.

20-week abortion bans are unconstitutional
as they are in clear violation of the right to
an abortion pre-viability, Supreme Court
precedent set in Roe v. Wade and affirmed in
Planned Parenthood v. Casey.

Proponents of these laws are outspoken in
their goal to challenge the Roe v. Wade deci-
sion via 20-week abortion ban legislation.

Americans overwhelmingly support the
Roe v. Wade Supreme Court decision. A Jan-
uary 2013 Wall Street Journal/NBC poll found
that 70 percent of Americans support Roe v.
Wade.

Leading medical groups agree that doctors,
in consultation with women and their fami-
lies, should make medical decisions. Not
politicians.

Leading medical groups oppose political
attempts to interfere with the doctor-patient
relationship.

The American Congress of Obstetricians
and Gynecologists opposes the 20-week abor-
tion ban, calling it part of legislative pro-
posals ‘‘that are not based on sound science
(and that) attempt to prescribe how physi-
cians should care for their patients.”

The American Medical Association
“‘strongly condemn(s) any interference by
the government or other third parties that
causes a physician to compromise his or her
medical judgment as to what information or
treatment is in the best interest of the pa-
tient.”

Women don’t turn to politicians for advice
about mammograms, prenatal care, or can-
cer treatments. Politicians should not be in-
volved in a woman’s personal medical deci-
sions about her pregnancy.

The Franks 20-week abortion ban is uncon-
stitutional legislation that threatens the
health of women in an effort to challenge
longstanding, Supreme Court precedence re-
garding access to safe and legal abortion.
This one-size-fits-all ban leaves women in
potentially vulnerable and dangerous posi-
tions, and does nothing to protect women’s
health. Congress must reject these attempts
to limit women’s access to safe and legal
health care.

MAY 23, 2013.

16 NATIONAL RELIGIOUS GROUPS OPPOSE BAN
ON ABORTION CARE AFTER 20 WEEKS

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We, the under-
signed national religious groups, urge you to
oppose H.R. 1797, the ‘“‘District of Columbia
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection Act”
sponsored by Representative Trent Franks
(R-AZ), which would create a nationwide ban
on access to abortion care 20 weeks after fer-
tilization, with no exceptions in cases of
rape, incest or fetal anomalies. It explicitly
bans later abortion care for a woman whose
mental health would threaten her life or her
health. We stand united across our faith tra-
ditions in opposing this extreme legislation.

Proponents of this bill have cited the
Kermit Gosnell case as a reason to push this
intrusive policy, but the fact is that the lack
of access to safe and affordable abortion care
is precisely the circumstance that drove
women to an unscrupulous person like
Gosnell, as it did to so many women before
Roe v. Wade. The existence of his clinic is a
ghastly warning sign of what happens when
abortion is so restricted and expensive that a
woman in need feels that she has nowhere
else to turn.

A family with a wanted pregnancy that
goes terribly wrong is confronted with awful
decisions that none of us ever want to face.
Our religious values call us to offer compas-
sion, support, and respect to a woman and
her family facing these difficult -cir-
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cumstances. H.R. 1797 will only make a chal-
lenging situation worse. When a woman
needs an abortion, it is critically important
that she have access to safe and legal care.

It is telling that Representative Franks, in
a press release announcing that he would be
expanding the focus of H41797 from the Dis-
trict of Columbia to a nationwide ban, does
not make even a single reference to a
woman, her family, or her situation.

Like all Americans, Rep. Franks is free to
have and share his own religious beliefs
about issues related to pregnancy and par-
enting. Liberty is an American value. How-
ever, H.R. 1797 is a clear attempt to impose
one particular religious belief on the whole
nation, and thus represents a gross violation
of the freedom to which every American is
entitled by the Constitution. The proper role
of government in the United States is not to
impose one set of religious views on every-
one, but to protect each person’s right and
ability to make decisions according to their
own beliefs and values.

We believe—and Americans, including peo-
ple of faith, overwhelmingly agree—that the
decision to end a pregnancy is best left to a
woman in consultation with her family, her
doctor, and her faith. Our laws should sup-
port and safeguard a woman’s health—not
deny access to care. Please show compassion
for women and respect for religious liberty
by opposing H.R. 1797.

In faith,

Anti-Defamation League; Catholics for
Choice; Disciples Justice Action Network;
Hadassah, The Women’s Zionist Organization
of America, Inc.; Jewish Council for Public
Affairs; Methodist Federation for Social Ac-
tion; Metropolitan Community Churches;
Muslims for Progressive Values; National
Council of Jewish Women; Religious Coali-
tion for Reproductive Choice; Religious In-
stitute; Union of Reform Judaism; Unitarian
Universalist Association of Congregations;
Unitarian Universalist Women’s Federation;
United Church of Christ; Justice and Witness
Ministries.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time, I yield 3 minutes to the

gentlelady from Missouri (Mrs.
HARTZLER).
Mrs. HARTZLER. We do a lot of

things here in Washington and discuss
many types of legislation, and some-
times the impact of what we do gets
lost in the debate. Today, I want to re-
mind my colleagues that this bill im-
pacts people and why it’s important.

There is an injustice occurring in our
society.

One unborn baby who is 6 months
along develops a medical condition.
The doctor gives anesthesia in the
womb to that baby because it can feel
pain, and an operation is conducted to
correct the problem so the baby can be
brought to full term. Another unborn
baby who is 6 months along, down the
street at a clinic, does not receive an-
esthesia, and is ripped apart limb by
limb by an abortionist, who crushes
the skull to complete the abortion.

This is wrong.

I rise today in support of H.R. 1797,
the Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protec-
tion Act, which would prohibit an abor-
tion of an unborn child who has sur-
passed 20 weeks on the basis that chil-
dren at this stage of development can
feel pain. In light of the recent trial of
Kermit Gosnell, we have seen firsthand
the very gruesome nature of what is
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currently taking place in America’s
abortion industry—the reality that
abortion involves not a choice but the
taking of a human life. Late-term abor-
tions are agonizingly painful, and they
are happening all around the Nation.

A leading expert in fetal pain has
said ‘‘the human fetus possesses the
ability to experience pain from 20
weeks of gestation . . .” and that the
pain felt by a fetus may be more in-
tense than that perceived by full-term
or older children. This pain is inflicted
through a procedure known as D&E, in
which the doctor literally tears apart
the little body of the child after remov-
ing him from the womb and finally
crushes the child’s skull.

Science and the American public are
united on this issue. This gruesome
practice has no place in our society. In
fact, a recent poll found 63 percent of
women believe abortion should not be
permitted where substantial medical
evidence says that the unborn child
can feel pain. There is also a risk to
the mother.

Drawing a line at 20 weeks is not ar-
bitrary. The child suffers great pain,
and the mother is placed drastically in
danger. A woman seeking an abortion
at 20 weeks is 35 times more likely to
die from abortion than she was in the
first trimester. At 21 weeks or more,
the chance of death is 91 times higher.
Jennifer Morbelli was the recent vic-
tim of such a dangerous abortion pro-
cedure, at 33 weeks, in Maryland. This
abortion was done in a residential con-
dominium complex in Baltimore last
February—a tragic end to a young
mother and an agonizing death for her
child.

As a society, it is time to speak out
for those who cannot speak for them-
selves and to stop this heinous prac-
tice.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Ms. BROWNLEY of California.
Madam Speaker, I have a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman will state her inquiry.

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. When
will the House consider legislation to
address the veterans’ —

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman has not stated a proper par-
liamentary inquiry.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to a much-valued mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee, the
gentlelady from California, Congress-
woman JUDY CHU.

Ms. CHU. Imagine a world in which
the Federal Government actually pre-
vents women from receiving the med-
ical procedures that would save their
lives. Innocent, law-abiding Ameri-
cans—young and old—would live or die
by government decree.

If you think this is some kind of Or-
wellian fantasy, think again, and take
a good look at the abortion bill being
pushed by Republicans today. With
only a narrow exception to protect life
but not the woman’s health, it could
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very well be a death sentence to count-
less women in the most desperate of
circumstances.
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This bill is a blatant attack on a
woman’s right to choose, and the peo-
ple who will pay the most will be those
who are most in need of help.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’”’ on
this nationwide 20-week abortion-ban
bill, and I call on the Republican Party
to stop pushing bills that endanger
American women.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCA-
LISE), who chairs the Republican Study
Committee.

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentle-
woman from Tennessee for yielding.

Madam Speaker, I rise proudly in
support of life and in strong support of
H.R. 1797, the Pain-Capable Unborn
Child Protection Act.

Scientific studies have proven that
babies can feel pain as early as 20
weeks after conception, and passage of
this bill is a major step forward in the
defense of life.

The Gosnell murder trial refocused
Americans on the horrors of late-term
abortion, and the Pain-Capable Unborn
Child Protection Act sends a loud mes-
sage that our great Nation stands up in
defense of life.

I'm proud that Americans United for
Life ranked Louisiana as the number
one pro-life State in the Nation. I have
an example of that. If a woman who is
pregnant is murdered in Louisiana, not
only is the murderer charged with the
murder of the mother, but also for the
murder of the unborn child. I think it’s
a proud day that we’re here standing
up in defense of those babies after 20
weeks saying this country will not
allow those babies’ lives to be termi-
nated.

I proudly support this legislation,
and I urge my colleagues to support it,
as well.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, may
I inquire as to how much time remains.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 14% min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from Tennessee has 9 minutes remain-
ing.
Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to another member of
the Judiciary Committee, Mr. DEUTCH
of Florida.

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank my friend from
California.

Madam Speaker, today I want to give
voice to real women and girls who
sought abortions after 20 weeks.

The sad truth is that for disenfran-
chised women, it often takes more than
20 weeks to overcome the roadblocks
encountered on the path to what is a
constitutionally protected procedure.
They may struggle to pay for the pro-
cedure, risk losing their jobs if they re-
quest time off or lack full information
about their bodies, having never re-
ceived sex education or seen a gyne-
cologist.
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Each woman facing these decisions is
unique. Their voices have gone unheard
in this Chamber, but they are Ameri-
cans who deserve laws that protect
them. So before this vote, I wanted to
share their stories.

Sandra and her husband had no car,
no Internet, and no health care. It took
them weeks to find an abortion pro-
vider. They had to save up for the pro-
cedure for time off of work, for child
care for their kids, for the 80-mile taxi
ride from Clewiston, Florida, to West
Palm Beach. By that time, the facility
they found could not help her. They
had to start over and save up even
more, take even more time off to see a
Fort Lauderdale doctor who could help
them.

At 17, Helga was in a witness protec-
tion program. She was raped as a child
and later bore a daughter who was
later taken in by protective services.
After leaving drug treatment in Flor-
ida, Helga was 20 weeks pregnant, but
she wanted a chance to put that path
behind her. It was only the compassion
and generosity of her abortion pro-
vider, her doctor, who gave her that
chance. Today she’s taking care of her-
self and reconnecting with her daugh-
ter.

At 13, Michelle often had irregular
periods. Yet when she skipped two,
thought she had one and skipped an-
other, she got scared and told her
mom. She didn’t know she was preg-
nant. Her disabled mother was barely
able to feed Michelle and her four sib-
lings as it was. So Michelle and her
mother agreed that Michelle needed to
have an abortion. But this whole proc-
ess took time. Finally at 22 weeks,
Michelle and her mom secured an abor-
tion with a provider, a doctor who
could assume the costs.

I ask my colleagues to please answer
these women with compassion and vote
down this bill.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from South Dakota (Mrs.
NOEM).

Mrs. NOEM. Madam Speaker, a few
moments ago we heard the minority
leader here on the floor say that we
needed to be about doing serious work,
that we needed to deal with bills that
dealt with jobs and the economy that
the American people cared about.

Well, Americans support ending late-
term abortions. Just look at the graph-
ic that we have up here that says 64
percent of Americans believe abortion
should not be permitted in the second 3
months of pregnancy; 80 percent of
Americans believe abortion should not
be permitted in the last 3 months of
pregnancy.

Americans recognize that H.R. 1797,
the Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protec-
tion Act, needs to be passed, and it
needs to be done because it is the right
thing to do. I've always been pro-life. I
believe as a lawmaker I have a duty to
protect those that are the most vulner-
able.

Recently, we’ve seen atrocities com-
mitted in this country against unborn
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babies, babies that were born alive,
atrocities against these babies and
their mothers. The details of that trial
only highlight the need for us to pro-
tect women and to protect these babies
from people like Gosnell and prevent
crimes like this from ever happening
again.

This bill stops abortions after the
20th week of pregnancy, right after the
6th month. Scientific evidence shows
that babies can feel pain at this point
of the pregnancy. We're talking about
babies that if they were born and sim-
ply given a chance, that they could
survive outside of the womb. They just
need a chance.

The topic of abortion is very personal
for many around the country. It stirs
emotions on both sides. If we disagree
on this issue, I hope we can do it re-
spectfully. Unfortunately, I don’t find
a lot of the rhetoric that I've heard
today very respectful. They’ve said
there’s a war on women. Madam Speak-
er, I am not waging a war on anyone.
I'm not waging a war on my two daugh-
ters or any other woman in this coun-
try.

Regardless of your personal belief, 1
would hope that stopping atrocities
against little babies is something that
we can all agree to put an end to. This
legislation would do exactly that.

I encourage my colleagues to support
its passage.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ISRAEL. I have a parliamentary
inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. ISRAEL. Madam Speaker, under
House practice and procedure, is it not
customary for someone on the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to manage time
on the floor, or is it because the Repub-
licans have no women on the House Ju-
diciary Committee that the gentle-
woman from Tennessee manages the
time on the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York has not stated a
proper parliamentary inquiry and is in-
stead engaging in debate. The gen-
tleman has not been recognized for de-
bate.

The gentlewoman from California is
recognized.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 1% minutes to a
member of the Judiciary Committee
from New York, an excellent lawyer
and a new Member of the House, Rep-
resentative HAKEEM JEFFRIES.

Mr. JEFFRIES. This bill is a violent
assault on reproductive rights here in
America and an unnecessary intrusion
into the doctor-patient relationship. It
is a continuation of the Republican war
against women and an unconstitu-
tional effort to repeal a 40-year Su-
preme Court decision. It is dead on ar-
rival in the Senate. The White House
and the President will veto it. A major-
ity of the Supreme Court will declare it
unconstitutional.

So why are we here wasting the time
and the money of the American people
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on a futile and extreme legislative joy-
ride?

This is not Barry Goldwater conserv-
atism. This is not even Ronald Reagan
conservatism. This is conservatism
gone wild. We can only hope for the
good of the country that our friends on
the other side of the aisle can get the
extremism out of their system today so
that we can return to the business of
the American people tomorrow.

I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. FOR-
TENBERRY).

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Madam Speak-
er, there is something especially dis-
turbing about the cruel violence that
accompanies the termination of unborn
children who, as evidence shows, could
survive if they were just given the
chance.

This debate is not some waste of
time. This is not some exercise in ex-
tremism. The fact that we are having
this debate at all demonstrates that
our society is actually failing women,
and our culture is very deeply con-
flicted. There is something very dark
about the topic of late abortion.
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It is uncomfortable to enter into this
conversation, but we must.

During the past several decades, the
marvels of science, Madam Speaker,
have opened up a window to show us
life in the womb, which the prophets of
old, by the way, tell us is sacred. The
images of children developing week by
week, month by month, speak to us
more eloquently than any words can.

Madam Speaker, there are some lines
that we should all agree should be
drawn. I think we are capable—I hope
we are capable—of agreeing that a
child in the womb deserves that protec-
tion.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
am honored to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentle-
woman from California for yielding to
me.

Anti-choice groups tried and failed to
use D.C. to nullify Roe v. Wade just
last year. They are now using a single
criminal case in Philadelphia to go
after the reproductive health of all the
Nation’s women. We will defeat this
bill, too, with its bogus science, man-
made myths about rape in a bill re-
ported to the floor by an all-male ma-
jority of the Judiciary Committee.
They are already losing ground; wit-
ness the changes forced on them in the
language of the bill and the stripping
of the rightful manager of the bill.

This bill is part of a parade of 20-
week abortion bills moving through
conservative States. None will succeed.
They will not succeed not only because
they are clearly unconstitutional, but
because women won’t have it. This bill
goes down the same road that helped
women elect Barack Obama as Presi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

dent of the United States. In the end,
whatever happens here today, women
will win.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
at this time, I yield 2 minutes to the
chairman of the Republican Women’s
Policy Committee, the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. ELLMERS).

Mrs. ELLMERS. Madam Speaker, I
thank my esteemed colleague for han-
dling the time here on the floor in this
very important issue.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 1797, an important bill that
will protect women and unborn chil-
dren. This legislation is supported by
reliable scientific research that shows
that an unborn child at 20 weeks’ ges-
tation can feel pain. Coupled with the
now-known dangerous acts of an abor-
tionist like Kermit Gosnell, it is clear
that Congress must act.

We can all agree that a woman facing
an unexpected pregnancy can be in a
crisis situation, not knowing what she
should do or what choices she can
make. That is why it is vital to put
into place protections for women and
ensure that people like Kermit Gosnell
can never harm again.

We have a duty to protect American
women and the unborn children of this
country from harm. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this important bill
and support H.R. 1797.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
am honored to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Colorado (Ms.
DEGETTE), a leader for women’s health.

Ms. DEGETTE. Madam Speaker, at a
time when Americans want their elect-
ed officials to focus on jobs and build-
ing our economy, here we are again fo-
cusing our efforts on limiting a wom-
an’s ability to make her own health
care decisions.

As I have heard time and time again
from women across this Nation, women
don’t want politicians imposing their
extreme beliefs on them when they’re
making tough decisions. I keep hearing
about polls from my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle. Well, here’s a
poll. We just heard about it today. Con-
gress’ popularity is at an all-time low
of 10 percent, and bills like this are ex-
actly why.

Last session we wasted a lot of the
American people’s time debating and
voting on legislation designed solely to
take a woman’s health care decision
out of her hands and that of her doctor
and instead to allow politicians to step
in and substitute their judgment. Now,
this time it did take the majority 6
months of the new session, but here we
go again, right back down that same
rabbit hole.

Today, we’re voting on another ex-
treme policy that’s dangerous to wom-
en’s health, interferes with the doctor-
patient relationship, and is also pat-
ently unconstitutional. As introduced,
the bill provided no exceptions for vic-
tims of rape and incest; but last week,
after some of us pointed that out, the
bill’s sponsors maneuvered to add an
attempted exception for rape and in-
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cest victims. But even this latest at-
tempt is deeply offensive.

The bill now requires a woman to
prove that she had reported the rape to
authorities in order to have access to a
legal medical procedure. Let me say
that again: a woman would now have to
prove she actually reported the rape to
obtain a necessary medical procedure,
making her into a two-time victim.

This kind of logic demonstrates a
callous, almost willful ignorance to-
wards the health needs of women
across the Nation, and it shows how
the proponents have no respect for
women’s ability to make their own de-
cisions.

Vote “no’’ on this ill-conceived bill.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I would like to ask how much time is
remaining on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Tennessee has 5 min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from California has 7 minutes remain-
ing.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. At this time, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
am delighted to yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
CAPPS), a nurse and valued member of
our delegation.

Mrs. CAPPS. Madam Speaker, 1
thank my colleague from California for
her leadership in opposing this uncon-
stitutional and cruel bill. I rise in
strong opposition to it.

This legislation ignores the very real
medical challenges that are faced by so
many women, erecting barriers to
women who are trying desperately to
access medical care, who are making
some of the most personal and difficult
choices and decisions. This is a cold-
hearted political maneuver that is
being played out upon this House floor
today.

Women need the confidence to be
able to make these difficult decisions
in consult with their doctors, with
their families, with their spiritual ad-
visors. Politicians have no place in
that equation.

If we really wanted to protect life,
let’s support efforts to reduce unin-
tended pregnancies, improve maternal
health, improve funding for WIC, for
early child care, for support for women
and families who are raising children
in the most difficult circumstances.
Let us trust women to make decisions
that are right for them. And let us
show a little compassion instead of of-
fering condescending lectures, as the
other side did last month to a very cou-
rageous witness who shared her life
story.

It is long past time that this Con-
gress learn to trust women to make
their own decisions.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. At this time, I
would continue to reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
KEATING), a former prosecutor and val-
ued Member of our Congress.
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Mr. KEATING. Madam Speaker, for
12 years, I've worked with victims of
rape and incest. And for those of you
who think you’re carving out an excep-
tion for rape and incest, you’re not.
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If you were truly carving out an ex-
ception, you wouldn’t be making it
contingent on things that silence vic-
tims, things they have no control over,
like being traumatized, like being
threatened with your life if you talked,
like not Kknowing the law because
you’re a minor and a victim of statu-
tory rape. These are reasons why more
than half the rapes are never reported.

As a district attorney, I've had cases
where the victims didn’t even report;
yet we were able to convict the per-
petrators with other evidence. Report-
ing wasn’t even necessary to convict
criminals; but in this bill, it’s nec-
essary for a crime victim to exercise
their constitutional right to privacy.

Fundamentally, those who support
the language in this bill don’t under-
stand that rape and incest are crimes.
These are crimes of violence, crimes
that you bring penalties to the perpe-
trator. This bill brings penalties to the
victim.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. LOFGREN. I wonder if the gen-
tlelady has additional speakers, be-
cause I would reserve. We have no addi-
tional speakers at this time, and if she
has additional speakers, she can call
them, then we will both wrap up.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
we have no additional speakers. If you
want to complete, then I will close.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlelady from California has 4 minutes
remaining, and the gentlelady from
Tennessee has 5 minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I think this is, in many ways, a very
sad day for this House. As we know,
last week there was an uproar in the
country relative to a statement that
few women become pregnant from rape.
That, of course, is not correct. There’s
no science to support that.

And of course, this week, we have a
bill that’s been altered to add a very
limited exception for rape and incest
that would be available only if the vic-
tim has reported the crime to the au-
thorities.

And of course, as our last speaker has
indicated, this actually makes the situ-
ation for the victim of violence, a vic-
tim of rape more onerous than for the
perpetrators of the violence, something
that I think is really quite wrong.

The bill attacks the rights of women,
guaranteed by our Constitution, to
seek a safe, legal procedure when they
need it.

I have two children. I was thrilled
when I became pregnant. Most women
are thrilled and look forward to a safe
childbirth. But for some, pregnancy
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can be dangerous, and the restrictions
that are imposed in this bill that do
not have adequate health exceptions
can endanger these women.

At the subcommittee, we heard from
a witness, a professor at George Wash-
ington University, Ms. Christy Zink,
about her story. She courageously told
her story of seeking abortion care after
her much-wanted pregnancy was diag-
nosed with severe fetal anomalies at
the 21st week; in fact, an anomaly that
would mean that the much-wanted
child would not survive and that, in
fact, her health could be compromised
had she proceeded.

Under this bill, she would not have
the opportunity to preserve her own
health. She would be required to carry
a nonviable fetus to term, and I just
think that’s wrong. I don’t think that’s
something that the country is asking
the Congress to do.

The idea that the exception for incest
only applies to those under 18 is an-
other mystery. If a girl is molested and
raped by her father at age 18, is she less
worthy of the protection of her health
and the right to get abortion care than
her sister at age 17? I think not. It sim-
ply makes no sense at all for that pro-
vision.

I'd like to comment also briefly on
the repeated discussion of Dr. Kermit
Gosnell. He is a monster. There’s no
one that I have heard in this Congress
or in this country who defends what
Dr. Gosnell did. In fact, he’s in prison,
serving a double life sentence for mur-
der.

What he did was illegal, in addition
to being abhorrent in every way. We
don’t need to change the law to put
someone like Dr. Gosnell behind bars.
In fact, he’s behind bars right now.

I think that the use of this case as a
rationale for denying American women
health care that they may need is ter-
ribly wrong. I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote
on the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

This has been an interesting debate,
and I have to tell you, we have heard
every descriptive adjective that there
can possibly be coming from the nega-
tive of why our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle think that this debate
is inappropriate.

I do think that some of the most in-
teresting has been the parliamentary
inquiries to ask about what we’re doing
about jobs and student loans and vet-
erans. And I have to tell you all, I
agree. This Obama economy has been
brutal to especially women and the fe-
male workforce; and, indeed, we would
love to see our colleagues in the Senate
and the administration work with us
on those issues.

But let me refocus us on why we are
here. We are here because it is impera-
tive that we take an action, and that
we address these Gosnell-like abor-
tions. We have stood on the floor
today, and we have talked about what
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transpired with the conviction of
Kermit Gosnell in Philadelphia, 21 fel-
ony counts, performing illegal abor-
tions beyond the 24-week limit, man-
slaughter for the death of a woman
seeking an abortion at his clinic, three
counts of killing babies born alive, and
dozens of other heinous crimes.

We have heard about how the necks
are snipped, the heads are punctured.
We even heard the statement from his
attorney who said 16 to 17 weeks should
be the limit.

We are going at 20 weeks. We have
heard of other atrocities, whether they
are the Carpin case in Texas, the case
in New Mexico. Nurses, pro-choice
nurses out in Delaware recently quit
their jobs at a big abortion business to
save their medical licenses. They said
the clinic was, I'm quoting them, ‘‘ri-
diculously unsafe, where meat-market
style, assembly-line abortions were
happening.”

Another abortionist, Leroy Carhart,
recently stated he’s performed more
than 20,000 abortions on babies after 24
weeks gestation, and he’s perfectly
happy to do elective abortions on ba-
bies at 7 months gestation.

We know that at 8 weeks babies feel
pain. When they have these prenatal
surgeries, we know that they’re given
anesthesia. We know they respond to
pain, and we know these late-term
abortions are incredibly, incredibly
painful.

So that is why we stand today. We
want parity for these babies, for these
unborn children. We can see them. We
have seen some of the ultrasounds. And
you know what is so amazing? When
you see these ultrasounds, and when
people are waiting for the arrival of
these precious children, they go ahead,
they name them. They’re expecting
them. They are waiting for them. And
they know that these children feel pain
when they are harmed.
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Science tells us so. The American
public is with us on this. Sixty-four
percent of all women think abortions
should be eliminated when these un-
born babies feel pain. Out of all Ameri-
cans, 60 percent—60 percent—this is a
Gallup/USA Today poll. Sixty percent
says second-trimester abortions should
be eliminated. KEighty percent say
third-trimester abortions should be
eliminated.

So for those reasons, that is why we
stand here today. To support these
women and these unborn children, to
end these atrocities, to stand together,
to make certain that that first guar-
antee, the guarantee to life—the guar-
antee to life—so that you can pursue
liberty and enter into the pursuit of
happiness, that is why we stand here
today.

Madam Speaker, I’ve been honored to
work with my colleagues. I know some
don’t like the fact that a former Judi-
ciary Committee member has come to
the floor to handle this bill. I’ve been
so honored to be joined by so many
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pro-life women as we have discussed
this issue, as we have come together to
stand for this.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in opposition to H.R. 1797, the Pain Ca-
pable Unborn Child Protection Act.

As Members of Congress, we should not
reach into the private lives of our constituents
with decisions that are this personal. We are
not qualified to make complex medical deci-
sions, and the government is certainly not in
the position to interfere in the doctor-patient
relationship. But that is exactly what this bill
would do by increasing medical liability for
doctors, and criminalizing procedures that are
safe and legal.

A woman should be able to make decisions
about her health in consultation with her fam-
ily, her individual faith and health profes-
sionals. Restricting access to safe abortions is
clearly not the answer. With the continued
economic challenges facing this country, we
should be focused on getting Americans back
to work, not preventing women from making
choices that are best for their families and
their health.

Throughout my years in Congress, | have
been against any government funding of abor-
tion, and | believe that some guidelines are
important and reasonable. However, this bill
clearly goes over the line and serves not to
protect the health of women and children, but
rather as a direct challenge to the Supreme
Court decision in Roe v Wade.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote no on
this bill.

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, today’s
vote on H.R. 1797 marks the 10th time since
2011 that House Republicans have held a
vote to restrict women’s health care options,
and as a result endanger the health and well-
being of women all across this country.

In the last six months, the House has failed
to enact a single jobs bill into law. This is un-
conscionable—especially at a time that fami-
lies across our country are still struggling just
to make ends meet, and so many Americans
are still out of work.

And yet, here we stand, not discussing
ways that Republicans and Democrats can
work together to get our economy moving
again, but instead we’re relitigating the culture
wars and actually voting on a bill that would
allow Washington politicians to make medical
decisions that should be made between
women and their doctors.

As the Obama Administration has said, this
bill is nothing short of an “assault on a wom-
an’s right to choose.”

H.R. 1797 subverts Roe v. Wade and uses
pseudoscience to tell women that they’re not
allowed to make their own health care deci-
sions after the 20th week of a pregnancy.

Madam Speaker, rather than using political
wedge issues to score points with their elec-
toral base, Republicans should be working
with Democrats to put men and women across
our country back to work and start growing the
economy again.

In the strongest terms possible, | urge my
colleagues to oppose this extreme proposal.

Mr. FARR. Madam Speaker, there are so
many reasons why my colleagues should re-
ject H.R. 1797, the misnamed Pain-Capable
Unborn Child Protection Act.

| am sure my Democratic colleagues that
oppose the bill will be able to speak to many
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of those reasons, but | want to focus on an
issue that will shock the American people,
once they find out what this bill really does.

The Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act will force, let me repeat that, force a
woman to carry an unviable fetus to full term
and delivery. Even when doctors agree that it
is impossible for the fetus to survive outside
the womb, if it is over 20 weeks, if H.R. 1797
passes, it will have to be carried to full term
and delivered. By making the woman carry
this fetus to full term and deliver it even
though it will never survive, we are adding to
the unimaginable pain of having a child that
will not survive outside the womb. Instead of
being allowed to grieve for months, this legis-
lation would only prolong the inevitable heart-
break she will experience. The Republican
majority may be completely fine with sub-
jecting women to repeated and unnecessary
heartbreak, but | am not!

Not to mention the unnecessary pain and
physical discomfort throughout the pregnancy
for the woman. She is forced to go through all
the trials of a normal pregnancy and the tre-
mendous pain of childbirth, just so the Repub-
lican Majority can once again intrude into the
lives of women and impose their will on them.
This should be a private, personal decision
between the woman and her doctor.

Madam Speaker, H.R. 1797 is simply out-
rageous. No one should be able to force a
woman to carry an unviable fetus to term and
then deliver it against her will. This bill has so
many provisions that are just a continuation of
the Republicans War on Women. And they
claim there is no war on women. How can
they say that when they try to pass bills like
this?

Ms. BORDALLO. Madam Speaker, | rise
today in support of H.R. 1797, the Pain-Capa-
ble Child Protection Act. This bill takes impor-
tant steps to protecting the most vulnerable in
our society—unborn children—by placing a
federal ban on abortions after 20 weeks from
conception. This ban would be an important
first step in restoring respect for life in our na-
tion.

| believe that H.R. 1797 strikes the right bal-
ance as it allows for exceptions in cases of
child—-incest, rape, or when a mother’s life is in
danger, but it also requires that mothers report
any instances of abuse to law enforcement
prior to seeking an abortion. While many
would argue that this provision is too narrowly
written, | believe that it is better than the
present unrestricted and unaccountable legal
system that makes it far too easy to get an
abortion.

| support H.R. 1797 and its intent in ensur-
ing that the most vulnerable in our society are
protected and given the opportunity for life. |
encourage my colleagues to vote “yes” on this
bill.

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, as hu-
mans and as a people, we have no greater re-
sponsibility than to care for the vulnerable—to
be a voice for those who cannot speak for
themselves and a defender of those who can-
not fight for themselves.

I, like all Americans, was disgusted to learn
of the horrific and illegal abortion procedures
performed by Kermit Gosnell. Gosnell preyed
upon women who trusted him in their most
vulnerable moments and systematically mur-
dered children at their most helpless stage.
We must protect women from these atrocious
and unsafe abortions, and we must save chil-
dren from these excruciating deaths.
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In the grand jury report on the Gosnell trial,
a neonatal expert reported that the cutting of
a baby’s spinal cord during a late-term abor-
tion causes them, ‘a tremendous amount of
pain.” Furthermore, according to a report by
fetal pain expert Dr. Kanwaljeet S. Anand, ‘the
human fetus possesses the ability to experi-
ence pain from 20 weeks of gestation, if not
earlier, and the pain perceived by a fetus is
possibly more intense than that perceived by
term newborns or older children.’

By banning abortion after 20 weeks, today’s
bill will save the lives of innocent children from
enduring the excruciatingly painful death of a
late abortion.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, | rise today
in support of the Pain-Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act.

As modern science advances, we are gain-
ing a better understanding of childhood devel-
opment from conception to birth. While dec-
ades ago doctors believed a pre-natal child’s
central nervous system was too under-devel-
oped to experience pain, scientists are now
finding that by 20 weeks after conception ba-
bies have an “increase in stress hormones in
response to painful experiences.” In essence,
by month 5, children can experience pain.

Many of the abortions conducted by Dr.
Gosnell were near and even after the 20th
week where the child could feel the pain of
what was being done. | stand by the millions
of Americans who are deeply shocked and
emotionally horrified by the actions of Dr.
Kermit Gosnell—the crimes for which he was
convicted are too many to mention and too
disturbing to describe.

While our hearts go out to Dr. Gosnell’s vic-
tims, we must also act to prevent future
Gosnell’s from having the ease and oppor-
tunity to perform abortions as he did. That is
why | support The Pain-Capable Unborn Child
Protection Act. This bill provides national pro-
tection to unborn children who are capable of
feeling pain by penalizing any doctor who pro-
vides a Gosnell-style abortion with up to 5
years in prison and/or up to a $250,000 fine.

Dr. Gosnell’s trial and new scientific evi-
dence around pre-natal childhood develop-
ment has compelled us to re-examine how
late-term abortions are conducted and the im-
pact on the unborn child. This legislation will
help further reduce the pain and anguish that
abortions can cause.

Mr. STUTZMAN. Madam Speaker, | rise in
strong support for H.R. 1797, legislation that
will protect the most vulnerable members of
society.

The womb should be the safest place in the
world for the most weakest among us.

Sadly, it is not.

The heart-wrenching case of Kermit Gosnell
showed why. The Gosnell case exposed the
abortion industry’s lies and showed that abor-
tion is anything but safe and it certainly isn’t
rare.

Kermit Gosnell murdered newborn babies.
He jabbed scissors into the necks of newborn
babies. He severed their spines. And he
stuffed their bodies into freezers. Now that a
Pennsylvania jury delivered their verdict, we
here in the House, acting on behalf of the
American people, must render our verdict on
abortion’s grizzly truth.

Kermit Gosnell’s barbaric crimes shock the
conscience of civilized people across this
country. However, there is absolutely no moral
distinction between ending a baby’s life five
seconds after birth or five weeks before.
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Madam Speaker, despite all the euphe-
misms and bumper-sticker slogans we've
heard from the other side of the aisle, the
issue at hand is clear: abortion businesses like
Planned Parenthood regularly perform abor-
tions on unborn babies who, like Gosnell’s vic-
tims, are capable of feeling pain.

Kermit Gosnell brought us face to face with
abortion’s ugly truth. The American people
cannot turn their back on that truth now.

Gosnell, just like late-term abortionists
across this country, sold lies to young women.
Madam Speaker, my heart breaks for these
women. These are young women who find
themselves in a seemingly impossible situa-
tion. They’re young women like my mother.

Madam Speaker, on a December night in
1975, my 17-year old mother discovered she
was pregnant with her first child. That night,
alone and terrified, she decided to find a way
to make the 40 mile trip to Kalamazoo, Michi-
gan, to “take care of her situation.” If she had,
Madam Speaker, | wouldn’t be standing here
on the House floor today.

Just a few months ago, my mom shared her
story with me. After we cried together, | had
to think “what if there had been a ‘Gosnell
clinic four miles away instead of 40?”

Madam Speaker, | can’t imagine how
scared my mom must have been and how
alone she felt. So many women find them-
selves in a similar situation and so many are
told lies by the abortion industry.

Since 1973, more than 55 million inno ent
babies have been killed because of Big Abor-
tion’s lies. Madam Speaker, my mother had
the courage to reject these lies. Today, here
in Congress, we have to ask ourselves if we
do too.

Let’'s outlaw these Gosnell-style abortions.
Let’'s stand up for those who cannot speak for
themselves and end barbaric procedures that
have no business here in the civilized world.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.
Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to H.R. 1797,
the “Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection
Act.” This bill represents a new line of attack
on women’s reproductive rights. It would crim-
inalize abortions twenty weeks after fertiliza-
tion, limiting women’s ability to make their own
choices about their pregnancies and their
lives.

| am not pro-abortion, but | am pro-choice.
The Constitution guarantees all of us a right to
privacy and freedom of religion. A woman
must be free to make the difficult decision
about the future of her pregnancy in conjunc-
tion with her family, religious advisers, and
health care professionals.

The narrow exceptions to this blanket ban
on abortions after twenty weeks are insuffi-
cient to guarantee women’s health and safety.
They do not change the fact that this bill
would deny women the care they need, even
in emergencies or in the case of unreported
sexual assault.

H.R. 1797 is a direct challenge to Roe. v.
Wade, and would significantly erode women’s
freedom and right to individual choice. |
strongly believe that protecting women’s rights
and guaranteeing women’s safety must be our
priority. | urge my colleagues to oppose H.R.
1797 and support women'’s right to choose.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, | would
like to submit the following:
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC, June 14, 2013.
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 1797, the ‘“‘District of Columbia
Pain-Capable Unborn Child Protection Act,”
which your Committee reported on June 12,
2013.

H.R. 1797 contains provisions within the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform’s Rule X jurisdiction. As a result of
your having consulted with the Committee
and in order to expedite this bill for floor
consideration, the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform will forego action
on the bill. This is being done on the basis of
our mutual understanding that doing so will
in no way diminish or alter the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform with respect to the appoint-
ment of conferees, or to any future jurisdic-
tional claim over the subject matters con-
tained in the bill or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter confirming this understanding, and
would request that you include a copy of this
letter and your response in the Committee
Report and in the Congressional Record dur-
ing the floor consideration of this bill.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, June 17, 2013.
Hon. DARRELL ISsA,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISsSA: Thank you for your
June 14 letter regarding H.R. 1797, the ‘‘Pain-
Capable Unborn Child Protection Act,”
which the Judiciary Committee ordered re-
ported favorably to the House, as amended,
on June 12, 2013.

I am most appreciative of your decision to
forego consideration of H.R. 1797, as amend-
ed, so that it may move expeditiously to the
House floor. I acknowledge that although
you are waiving formal consideration of the
bill, the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform is in no way waiving its ju-
risdiction over the subject matter contained
in the bill. In addition, if a conference is nec-
essary on this legislation, I will support any
request that your committee be represented
therein.

Finally, I am pleased to include this letter
and your June 14 letter in the Congressional
Record during floor consideration of H.R.
1797.

Sincerely,
BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 1797,
which would violate the constitutional
rights of every woman in America.

Why is the majority proposing a bill
that treats women as second-class citi-
zens? A female constituent in Trenton
wrote to me and asked,

Why is it that any person, feels entitled to
make a personal decision of this magnitude
his business? How in any way is he qualified
to make any decisions about my future, my
body, my children? The Congress and Senate
are spouting politics in what is completely
personal matters. I do so heartily wish that
Congress would spend our tax dollars on le-
gitimate affairs of state and country—not af-
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fairs that do not concern them in any way
whatsoever.

But we’re not spending our time on
important issues of state and country,
such as fostering job creation or help-
ing middle class families afford college.

Instead, once again, the Majority is
asking Congress to play doctor. This
bill is an attempt to ban safe, legal,
and often medically-necessary abortion
services for women. It’s unconstitu-
tional, and it is a direct assault on the
dignity and independence of each
American woman.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam
Speaker, | rise in strong opposition to the bill,
H.R. 1797.

At a time of enduring economic troubles we
should not bog down the House of Represent-
atives with this type of legislation. | know my
Republican colleagues are sincere in their pur-
suit to end abortions after 20 weeks and prob-
ably before 20 weeks too. We've heard their
concerns, but they’re just plain wrong.

The decision to have an abortion is a pri-
vate one. It should be made by the patient, in
consultation with her physician, her family, and
faith leader, if she chooses. Congress has no
place micromanaging the practice of medicine
by deciding what medical procedures are ap-
propriate and at what time. We should not be
intruding on the privacy and medical decisions
of individuals.

The right for a woman to make her own
medical decisions has been rightfully upheld
by our courts. Those of us in this chamber
may not believe that abortion is moral or right
and we are free to disagree with those who
seek abortion. We have already stated numer-
ous times that federal funds may not be used
to provide the procedure.

But, we must end this pursuit to erode ac-
cess to types of healthcare we do not like. It
will drive women to much less safe alter-
natives and criminalize doctors who wish to
provide a safe environment. We should not go
back in time.

Instead, it is time for us to really tackle the
issues that confront our country: growing our
economy, achieving comprehensive immigra-
tion reform, and putting our Nation on the
track for prosperity for years to come.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, here
they go again.

Once more, the Republican controlled
House is seeking to limit women’s access to
safe reproductive health care through this leg-
islation, the “Pain-Capable Unborn Child Pro-
tection Act.” While it is couched in the lan-
guage of protecting unborn fetuses from pain,
this bill is nothing more than a poorly dis-
guised effort to force women and their families
to give up their constitutionally protected rights
(so far). The bill is not going anywhere and it
inflames an issue that is among the most sen-
sitive.

Roe vs. Wade, which was decided 40 years
ago, is the law of the land. But still we have
to go through this annual charade as Repub-
lican leadership tries to force those of us who
support women’s control over their health and
potential to have children in the future to take
a “hard vote.” | am no political Pollyanna; |
understand the politics behind this strategy.
But let me say, unequivocally, that this is no
“hard vote” for me.

It is not hard for me to stand with the mil-
lions of women who depend on access to
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safe, legal abortion. It is not hard for me to
vote against any bill that imposes the will of
an intolerant, albeit vocal, minority on our
mothers, sisters, and daughters. It is not hard
for me to protect freedom of choice, because
it is right and it is just.

We have real challenges to address as a
country, and yet Republican leadership is
choosing to focus its efforts on this bill that
would trump women’s health, override family
decisions, and compromises the ability to de-
cide when and if to start a family. It's a blatant
attack on women and it's not hard for me to
say that it is wrong.

Ms. SINEMA. Madam Speaker, | rise in op-
position to this legislation. This bill places se-
vere restrictions on a woman’s ability to make
personal health care decisions with her family
and her doctor. Women and their families
should be able to plan for their lives and their
future free from the government’s interference.

Instead of arguing over ideologically moti-
vated bills, Congress should work to create
jobs and support middle class families. To-
day’s vote is a sad distraction from the work
we should be doing together for the American
people.

Instead of wasting taxpayers’ dollars with a
debate and vote on blatantly unconstitutional
measures such as this, we should focus on bi-
partisan legislation to create jobs and restore
our nation’s fiscal health.

Madam Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
oppose this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 266,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

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.

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.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

———

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess for a pe-
riod of less than 15 minutes.
Accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 2 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
[J 1815
AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) at 6
o’clock and 15 minutes p.m.
———
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings

will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: passage of H.R. 1797, and the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass H.R.
1896.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The re-
maining electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 5-minute vote.

———

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD
PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on passage
of the bill (H.R. 1797) to amend title 18,
United States Code, to protect pain-ca-
pable unborn children in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays
196, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 251]

YEAS—228
Aderholt Fortenberry Marino
Alexander Foxx Massie
Amash Franks (AZ) Matheson
Amodei Gardner McCarthy (CA)
Bachmann Garrett McCaul
Bachus Gerlach McClintock
Barletta Gibbs McHenry
Barr Gibson MeclIntyre
Barton Gingrey (GA) McKeon
Benishek Gohmert McKinley
Bentivolio Goodlatte McMorris
Bilirakis Gosar Rodgers
Bishop (UT) Gowdy Meadows
Black Granger Meehan
Blackburn Graves (GA) Messer
Boustany Graves (MO) Mica
Brady (TX) Griffin (AR) Miller (FL)
Bridenstine Griffith (VA) Miller (MI)
Brooks (AL) Grimm Miller, Gary
Brooks (IN) Guthrie Mullin
Buchanan Hall Mulvaney
Bucshon Harper Murphy (PA)
Burgess Harris Neugebauer
Calvert Hartzler Noem
Camp Hastings (WA) Nugent
Cantor Heck (NV) Nunes
Capito Hensarling Nunnelee
Carter Herrera Beutler Olson
Cassidy Holding Palazzo
Chabot Hudson Paulsen
Chaffetz Huelskamp Pearce
Coble Huizenga (MI) Perry
Coffman Hultgren Peterson
Cole Hurt Petri
Collins (GA) Issa Pittenger
Collins (NY) Jenkins Pitts
Conaway Johnson (OH) Poe (TX)
Cook Johnson, Sam Pompeo
Cotton Jones Posey
Cramer Jordan Price (GA)
Crawford Joyce Radel
Crenshaw Kelly (PA) Rahall
Cuellar King (IA) Reed
Culberson King (NY) Reichert
Daines Kingston Renacci
Dayvis, Rodney Kinzinger (IL) Ribble
Denham Kline Rice (SC)
DeSantis Labrador Rigell
DesJarlais LaMalfa Roby
Diaz-Balart Lamborn Roe (TN)
Duffy Lance Rogers (AL)
Duncan (SC) Lankford Rogers (MI)
Duncan (TN) Latham Rohrabacher
Ellmers Latta Rokita
Farenthold Lipinski Rooney
Fincher LoBiondo Ros-Lehtinen
Fitzpatrick Long Roskam
Fleischmann Lucas Ross
Fleming Luetkemeyer Rothfus
Flores Lummis Royce
Forbes Marchant Ryan (WI)
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Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart

Andrews
Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Broun (GA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clarke

Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Dent
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego

Bonner
Campbell
Hunter
Larsen (WA)
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Stivers Webster (FL)
Stockman Wenstrup
Stutzman Westmoreland
Terry Whitfield
Thompson (PA) Williams
Thornberry Wilson (SC)
Tiberi Wittman
Tipton Wolf
Turner Womack
Upton
Yoder

Valadao
Wagner Yoho
Walberg Young (AK)
Walden Young (FL)
Walorski Young (IN)
Weber (TX)

NAYS—196
Garamendi Negrete McLeod
Garcia Nolan
Grayson O’Rourke
Green, Al Owens
Green, Gene Pallone
Grijalva Pastor (AZ)
Gutiérrez Payne
Hahn Pelosi
Hanabusa Perlmutter
Hanna Peters (CA)
Hastings (FL) Peters (MI)
Heck (WA) Pingree (ME)
Higgins Pocan
Himes Polis
Hinojosa Price (NC)
Holt Quigley
Honda Rangel
Horsford Richmond
Hoyer Roybal-Allard
Huffman Ruiz
Israel Runyan
Jackson Lee Ruppersberger
Jeffries Rush
Johnson (GA) Ryan (OH)
Johnson, E. B. Sanchez, Linda
Kaptur .
Keating Sanchez, Loretta
Kelly (IL) Sarbanes
Kennedy Schakowsky
Kildee Schiff
Kilmer Schneider
Kind Schrader
Kirkpatrick Schwartz
Kuster Scott (VA)
Langevin Scott, David
Larson (CT) Serrano
Lee (CA) Sewell (AL)
Levin Shea-Porter
Lewis Sherman
Loebsack Sinema
Lofgren Sires
Lowenthal Slaughter
Lowey Smith (WA)
Lujan Grisham Speier

(NM) Swalwell (CA)
Lujan, Ben Ray  Takano

(NM) Thompson (CA)
Lynch Thompson (MS)
Maffei Tierney
Maloney, Titus

Carolyn Tonko
Maloney, Sean Tsongas
Matsui Van Hollen
McCollum Vargas
McDermott Veasey
McGovern Vela
McNerney Velazquez
Meeks Visclosky
Meng Walz
Michaud Wasserman
Miller, George Schultz
Moore Waters
Moran Watt
Murphy (FL) Waxman
Nadler Welch
Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Neal Woodall

NOT VOTING—10
Markey Schock
McCarthy (NY) Yarmuth
Pascrell
Rogers (KY)
0 1844

Messrs. HOLT and LANGEVIN, Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California and

Ms.

from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
So the bill was passed.

SCHWARTZ changed their vote
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to amend title 18, United States
Code, to protect pain-capable unborn
children, and for other purposes.”’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———————

INTERNATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT
RECOVERY IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1896) to amend part D of title
IV of the Social Security Act to ensure
that the United States can comply
fully with the obligations of the Hague
Convention of 23 November 2007 on the
International Recovery of Child Sup-
port and Other Forms of Family Main-
tenance, and for other purposes, on
which the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
REICHERT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 394, nays 27,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 252]

YEAS—394
Aderholt Chabot Engel
Alexander Chaffetz Enyart
Amodei Chu Eshoo
Andrews Cicilline Esty
Bachus Clarke Farenthold
Barber Clay Farr
Barletta Clyburn Fattah
Barr Coble Fincher
Barrow (GA) Coffman Fitzpatrick
Barton Cohen Fleischmann
Bass Cole Fleming
Beatty Collins (NY) Flores
Becerra Conaway Forbes
Benishek Connolly Fortenberry
Bentivolio Conyers Foster
Bera (CA) Cook Frankel (FL)
Bilirakis Cooper Franks (AZ)
Bishop (GA) Costa Frelinghuysen
Bishop (NY) Cotton Fudge
Bishop (UT) Courtney Gabbard
Black Cramer Gallego
Blumenauer Crawford Garamendi
Bonamici Crenshaw Garcia
Boustany Crowley Gardner
Brady (PA) Cuellar Garrett
Brady (TX) Culberson Gerlach
Braley (IA) Cummings Gibbs
Bridenstine Daines Gibson
Brooks (AL) Davis (CA) Goodlatte
Brooks (IN) Dayvis, Danny Gowdy
Brown (FL) Davis, Rodney Granger
Brownley (CA) DeFazio Graves (GA)
Buchanan DeGette Graves (MO)
Bucshon Delaney Grayson
Burgess DeLauro Green, Al
Bustos DelBene Green, Gene
Butterfield Denham Griffin (AR)
Calvert Dent Griffith (VA)
Camp DeSantis Grijalva
Cantor DesJarlais Grimm
Capito Deutch Guthrie
Capps Diaz-Balart Gutiérrez
Capuano Dingell Hahn
Cardenas Doggett Hall
Carney Doyle Hanabusa
Carson (IN) Duckworth Hanna
Carter Duffy Harper
Cartwright Duncan (TN) Hartzler
Cassidy Edwards Hastings (FL)
Castor (FL) Ellison Hastings (WA)
Castro (TX) Ellmers Heck (NV)

Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holding
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Hultgren
Hurt
Israel
Issa
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jordan
Joyce
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Kuster
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Marino
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers

Amash
Bachmann
Blackburn
Broun (GA)
Collins (GA)
Duncan (SC)
Foxx
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert

Bonner
Campbell
Cleaver

Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Mullin
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Neugebauer
Noem
Nolan
Nunes
Nunnelee
O’Rourke
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pittenger
Pitts
Pocan
Polis
Pompeo
Posey
Price (NC)
Quigley
Radel
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ruiz
Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta

NAYS—27

Gosar

Harris
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Jones

King (IA)
Kingston
Labrador
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Sanford
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Watt
Waxman
Webster (FL)
Welch
Wenstrup
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Yoder
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Young (IN)

Marchant
Massie
Mulvaney

Poe (TX)
Price (GA)
Weber (TX)
Westmoreland
Woodall

Yoho

NOT VOTING—13

Hunter
Larsen (WA)
Markey

McCarthy (NY)
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McNerney Pascrell Schock
Nugent Rogers (KY) Yarmuth
O 1852
Messrs. POE of Texas, GINGREY of
Georgia, and PRICE of Georgia
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

unay.n

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, | want to
state that today, June 18th, | regrettably
missed several rollcall votes. Had | been
present | would have voted: ‘nay’—rollcall
Vote 248—O0n Ordering the Previous Question
on H. Res. 266—Providing for consideration of
H.R. 1947, to provide for the reform and con-
tinuation of agricultural and other programs of
the Department of Agriculture through FY
2018; and providing for consideration of H.R.
1797, to amend title 18, U.S. Code, to protect
pain-capable unborn children in the District of
Columbia; “nay”—rollcall Vote 249—On
Agreeing to the Resolution on H. Res. 266—
Providing for consideration of H.R. 1947, to
provide for the reform and continuation of agri-
cultural and other programs of the Department
of Agriculture through FY 2018; and providing
for consideration of H.R. 1797, to amend title
18, U.S. Code, to protect pain-capable unborn
children in the District of Columbia; “aye”—
rollcall Vote 250—On Motion to Suspend the
Rules and Pass H.R. 1151—To direct the
Secretary of Taiwan at the triennial Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization Assembly,
and for other purposes; “nay”—rollcall Vote
251—On Final Passage of H.R. 1797—Pain-
Capable Unborn Child Protection Act; and
“aye”—rollcall Vote 252—On Motion to Sus-
pend the Rules and Pass H.R. 1896—Inter-
national Child Support Recovery Improvement
Act of 2013.

————
REPORT ON H.R. 2410, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-

MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
BILL, 2014

Mr. ADERHOLT, from the Com-

mittee on Appropriations, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 113-116) on
the bill (H.R. 2410) making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2014,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUDSON). Pursuant to clause 1, rule
XXI, all points of order are reserved on
the bill.

———

PAIN-CAPABLE UNBORN CHILD
PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, the
House just passed the Pain-Capable Un-
born Child Protection Act which will
protect the unborn from some heinous
conduct by certain physicians. I know I
have good colleagues. There are good
citizens on both sides of the abortion
issue, and they are heartfelt. But a
free, honest, and caring society cannot,
at any term, tolerate the conduct by
the physician in Philadelphia and those
like him who would create the most
savage, barbaric abortion methods to
take the life of children that were 20
weeks or older.

This bill goes a long way toward ad-
dressing that cruelty that we cannot
let stand in this country. I'm proud of
my colleagues who voted for it this
evening, and I appreciate the passage
of this bill.

———————

FARRM ACT WILL SERVE
AMERICA WELL

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

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the 2013 FARRM
Bill, which will help ensure a safe, af-
fordable, and abundant food supply for
all Americans. I represent one of the
largest agricultural districts east of
the Mississippi, and I'm proud to rep-
resent Florida’s dairy and vegetable
farmers, citrus and sugar growers, and
beef cattle ranchers. This bill will
serve them well, and it will serve Flor-
ida’s taxpayers well, too.

The FARRM Bill includes much-
needed reforms to agricultural pro-
grams. It provides relief from unneces-
sary Federal mandates. It saves the
taxpayers $35 billion and reduces the
size of government by eliminating or
consolidating more than 100 programs.

In particular, I am pleased that this
bill addresses the growing problem in
my district of citrus disease. Diseases
like greening have already wiped out
over one-quarter of the citrus acreage
in Florida. If we don’t reverse this
trend soon, we won’t have enough crop
to sustain our existing processing
plants, and the problem will only spiral
from there. Florida will lose jobs and
our economy will suffer. But this will
impact all Americans, because if Flor-
ida isn’t growing oranges, you won’t be
putting orange juice on your breakfast
table.

Mr. Speaker, if we want to have a
safe, abundant, and affordable food sup-
ply, we need to pass the FARRM Bill.

———
J 1900

DREDGING OUR NATION’S SMALL
PORTS

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

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to bring attention
to the issue of dredging our Nation’s
small ports, a critical issue for hard-
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working folks in Washington State,
southwest Washington, in particular,
in Wahkiakum County, Chinook,
Ilwaco and other parts of my district.

This is a job issue in my region and
for those along waterways throughout
our Nation. The issue is this: ports are
lifelines to several towns and commu-
nities across the Columbia River and
the Pacific Coast in my district, and
they are literally being choked off by
lack of maintenance dredging.

One of my local newspapers, the Chi-
nook Observer, commented, if a farmer
were unable to ship his wheat because
a road became impassable within our
Federal highway system, the Federal
Government would rightly fix this
issue immediately.

It is no different for the dire cir-
cumstances facing our Nation’s navi-
gable waterways. We need to address
this issue as soon as possible.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee, I've taken action in search
of a swift solution. And thankfully, the
committee included $1 billion out of
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund
for dredging and maintenance of water-
ways in our Energy and Water Develop-
ment appropriations bill.

We must maintain our Nation’s mari-
time ports.

———

END HUNGER NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of
the minority leader.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate this time to address my col-
leagues about one of the most impor-
tant issues that we face in this coun-
try, and that is hunger.

We have a problem in the United
States of America, I'm sad to say,
where we have 50 million of our fellow
citizens who are hungry; 17 million are
kids. This is the case in the richest,
most powerful Nation on the planet.

We should be ashamed of ourselves.
Food is not a luxury. It is a necessity,
and everybody in this country ought to
have a right to food, and that should
not even be controversial.

Yet, we have a FARRM Bill that we
will begin debating tomorrow that cuts
SNAP, which used to be the food stamp
program. It cuts it by $20.5 billion.
That’s billion with a B.

What does that mean?

It means that 2 million people who
currently receive the benefit today, to-
morrow will lose it. It means that over
200,000 kids who are eligible for free
breakfast and lunch at school today
will lose that benefit tomorrow.

Those aren’t my numbers. Those
aren’t the numbers of some liberal
think tank. Those are the numbers by
the Congressional Budget Office, CBO.
They say that if the FARRM Bill
passes, and if those numbers stay in, 2
million of our fellow citizens will lose
their food benefit.
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Mr. Speaker, I find that unconscion-
able. We are trying to emerge from one
of the worst economic recessions in our
history. Record job losses over the last
few years. We’ve had people of all back-
grounds lose their jobs, find themselves
working now in jobs that don’t pay
very much, struggling, trying to keep
their families afloat.

And one of the lifelines during this
difficult economic time has been the
SNAP program. It has enabled many
families to be able to put food on the
table.

You can’t use SNAP to buy a flat-
screen TV. You can’t use SNAP to buy
a car. You can only use SNAP to buy
food. That’s what this is all about.

And in the FARRM Bill, for whatever
reason, it was decided that, rather than
looking for savings in the crop insur-
ance program, which we know is rife
with abuse, rather than looking for
savings in some of these special kind of
giveaways to agribusinesses, these
sweetheart deals, rather than trying to
find savings there to put toward bal-
ancing our budget, it was decided to go
after, almost exclusively, this one pro-
gram, SNAP.

Mr. Speaker, I heard up in the Rules
Committee, during our consideration of
the amendments today, people, a num-
ber of people say, well, all we’'re doing
is eliminating categorical eligibility.

A lot of people don’t know what cat-
egorical eligibility is. A lot of people
who are supporting these cuts don’t
know what categorical eligibility is.

Basically, this was a Republican idea
to kind of streamline a lot of bureauc-
racy and paperwork at the State level.
So if you qualified for welfare, then
you would automatically be enrolled in
the SNAP program. It doesn’t mean
you would automatically get a benefit.
It means you would be enrolled in the
program, and if you qualified for the
benefit, you would get it.

It was kind of one-stop shopping for
people who were poor, for people who
found themselves experiencing a dif-
ficult situation.

It has saved States lots and lots and
lots of money. It has made it easier for
people, during these economic difficul-
ties, to be able to get the benefits that,
quite frankly, they’re entitled to.

And so when you eliminate categor-
ical eligibility, what do you is you put
an extra burden on States. States will
end up having to pay more for addi-
tional bureaucracy. There’ll be more
paperwork. There’ll be more confusion.

The other thing that happens when
you get rid of categorical eligibility is
that you will make it more difficult for
people who are eligible to get the ben-
efit and, therefore, many people who
are still experiencing tough times, who
are eligible for a food benefit, will not
be able to get it.

Mr. Speaker, this used to be a bipar-
tisan issue. And I remember, during
the 2008 farm bill, you know, one of the
things that saved that farm bill was
the food and nutrition part of the farm
bill. Congresswoman ROSA DELAURO,
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whom TI’ll yield to in a few minutes,
working with then-Speaker NANCY
PELOSI, and I was happy to play a little
bit of a role in it, helped fight to up the
nutrition program in the farm bill in
2008.

As a result of that, we were able to
pass a farm bill. And as a result of
that, we were able to help millions and
millions and millions of families.
That’s a good thing.

But, for whatever reason, in 2013, pro-
grams that help poor people have be-
come controversial. My Republican
friends have diminished and demeaned
this program called SNAP. They have
diminished the struggle of poor people.

I said in the Rules Committee today,
I reminded my colleagues in the Rules
Committee today that the average food
stamp benefit, the average SNAP ben-
efit is $1.50 a meal, $1.50 a meal, and
$4.50 a day. That’s like one of those
fancy Starbucks coffees. That’s what
this is.

This is not some overly generous ben-
efit. This is not even an adequate ben-
efit, quite frankly. But in some cases it
is a lifeline for many families. That’s
what it is.

A number of us, over this last week,
have been trying to dramatize the fact
that this is a modest benefit, so we
have lived on a food stamp budget for
this last week. I've got two more days
to go, but I've lived on $1.50 a meal,
$4.50 a day. It’s hard.

It’s hard to be poor. It’s hard to shop
when you’re poor. It’s hard to plan
meals when you’re poor. Given the op-
portunity between being poor or being
able to be self-sustaining, to be able to
buy whatever food you want, whenever
you want it, you would prefer the lat-
ter. Nobody enjoys being on this ben-
efit.

Some of my friends say that this cre-
ates a culture of dependency. Well, I re-
mind those people who think that that
there are millions and millions and
millions and millions of people in this
country who work for a living who earn
so little that they still qualify for
SNAP. They rely on SNAP to put food
on the table.

And by the way, that’s not enough,
so0 they go to food banks and food pan-
tries to be able to add to their ability
to be able to put food on the tables for
their families.

In 1968, there was a CBS documentary
entitled ‘“‘Hunger in America,” and it
created quite a stir, because a lot of
people in this country looked the other
way and didn’t realize that hunger was
as bad as it was.

George McGovern, a liberal Democrat
from South Dakota, and Robert Dole, a
conservative Republican from Kansas,
got together and helped create the food
stamp program, now known as SNAP,
helped create WIC, helped expand
school meals for kids in schools, made
sure that poor kids had access to meals
during the summer.

They worked in a bipartisan way, and
proudly, in a bipartisan way, doing
what they could to make sure that no-
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body in this country went hungry. And
in the late 1970s, by the late 1970s, we
almost eliminated hunger in America.
I mean, this kind of bipartisan coali-
tion produced incredible results that
almost eliminated hunger in this coun-
try.

And then in the 1980s we started tak-
ing steps backwards, and today we
have 50 million of our fellow citizens
who are hungry.

I would say to my friends who are
thinking about how to vote on this
FARRM Bill, you know, we should not
have to choose between a good and ade-
quate nutrition part of the FARRM
Bill and good and adequate farm pro-
grams. They should go together.
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In fact, the only thing you can buy
with SNAP is food, so who benefits
from food purchases? Well, farmers
grow food, so farmers benefit from
those purchases. So they’re not sepa-
rate and distinct. In fact, they’re very,
very much related. And this marriage
between nutrition and farm programs
has resulted in the passage of many im-
portant farm bills over the years. But
for whatever reason, we find ourselves
in a situation where that kind of coali-
tion is breaking apart, and I regret
that very, very much.

I want a farm bill. I represent a lot of
agriculture in my part of Massachu-
setts. But I want a farm bill. I want a
good farm bill. But I'm not going to
vote for a farm bill that makes hunger
worse in America. That’s not the leg-
acy I think we want to have here in
this Congress. I think what we want to
be able to do is to tell our constituents
that we passed a good farm bill that
not only helps our farmers but also
helps people who are struggling.

There is mnothing wrong—in fact,
there is everything right—about our
dedication to helping the least fortu-
nate among us. Those who have said
that, well, we don’t want to be known
as the food stamp Congress, I would re-
spond to them as follows: I am proud to
live in a country that has a social safe-
ty net. I am proud to live in a country
where we don’t let people starve. I am
proud to live in a country that has pro-
grams like SNAP, like WIC and like
school feeding to make sure that our
citizens have enough to eat. Why is
that all of a sudden controversial?

I’'m going to tell you that SNAP is
not a perfect program. Yes, there has
been some abuse in the program to be
sure. And to the credit of USDA and
Secretary of Agriculture Vilsack,
under his leadership, there has been a
concerted effort to go after those who
abuse the program. Anybody who
abuses this program, in my opinion,
ought to have the book thrown at
them. These are taxpayer dollars going
to support a program to help people get
enough to eat. And when people abuse
the program or misuse it, we ought to
throw the full extent of the law at
them. They ought to be fined and, in
some cases, even arrested when they
abuse taxpayer dollars.
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But I will also say to my colleagues
that SNAP, according to the General
Accountability Office and according to
a whole bunch of other studies, has one
of the lowest error rates of any Federal
program. I only wish some of the mis-
sile programs under our Pentagon’s ju-
risdiction had as low an error rate and
had as low a record of abuse of tax-
payer dollars as the SNAP program
has.

This is a good program. This is a
good program. It can be better, and we
should make it better. But let me say
this: if you want to make it better,
then maybe what we ought to have
done in the Agriculture Committee is
actually have a hearing. When people
say that there are reforms in the
FARRM Bill with regard to SNAP, I
kind of cringe because how did you get
to that number? How did you get to
this so-called ‘‘reform’ when there
wasn’t a single hearing in the Sub-
committee on Nutrition? There wasn’t
a single hearing in the full Committee
on Agriculture.

It is important that we make this
program as perfect as it possibly can
be. It is important that we try to make
sure that every bit of abuse and fraud
is taken away from this program, but
there’s a right way to do it. We delib-
erate. That’s what we’re supposed to do
in Congress. You hold hearings, you lis-
ten to all different sides, you listen to
how you can improve the program, and
then we come together and we make
those improvements.

But we ought to also understand that
we need a larger discussion in this
country on how to end hunger. We need
to understand, as we debate the
FARRM Bill, that SNAP is one tool in
the anti-hunger toolbox. It doesn’t
solve everything. It doesn’t solve ev-
erything. What it is is one program to
help alleviate hunger. What we need,
and I've called for, is the President of
the United States to bring us all to-
gether under the auspices of a White
House Conference on Food and Nutri-
tion. Let’s talk about this issue holis-
tically. Let’s take on some of these big
issues of how do you end hunger in
America.

Let’s deal with that. And in con-
vening such a summit, the President
could bring all the different agencies in
our Federal Government that have a
piece of the pie in terms of battling
hunger in America because not all of
these programs fall into one agency.
They fall into multiple agencies. Let’s
bring them all together. Let’s figure
out how we can better connect the
dots. Let’s call in our State and local
governments. Let’s call in businesses,
the philanthropic community, our hos-
pitals, our schools and our nutrition-
ists. Let’s call in our food banks, our
food pantries and all the NGOs that
have been out there struggling to end
hunger for decades. Let’s get everybody
in a room together and lock the door
until we have a plan.

If you want to end hunger, the first
thing is you ought to have a plan. We
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in this country, quite frankly, do not
have a plan. So until we get to that
point where we get a plan, what we
ought not to do is take away from
these programs that at this point do
help alleviate hunger. We ought not to
undercut the importance of SNAP. We
ought not to throw 2 million more peo-
ple off the program and hundreds of
thousands of kids off free breakfast or
lunch programs.

What do we do? I asked a question
when I was reading the CBO numbers
about how many people would lose
their benefits. My question is, Where
do these people go? What do they do?
What do they do without a food ben-
efit? Do they just show up at food
banks, 2 million more people just show
up at food banks? Talk to your local
food banks. Talk to your local food
pantries. They’re at capacity. They
can’t take any more people. This no-
tion that somehow charity will just
pick up all the slack is a bunch of non-
sense. Talk to the charities. Talk to
the churches. Talk to the synagogues.
Talk to the mosques. Talk to the food
banks and food pantries. They can’t
handle what they’re dealing with right
now.

Just one final thing, and then I'm
going to yield to my colleague from
Connecticut. I also want my colleagues
to understand another thing. Over the
years, we have used SNAP as kind of
an ATM machine to pay for other pro-
grams. As a result, come November of
this year, if we cut nothing else, if we
cut nothing else, people’s benefits are
going to go down. The average family
of three will lose about $25 to $30 a
month. That may not seem like a lot of
money to some of my colleagues here
in Congress, but $25 or $35 a month
might be a week’s worth of groceries.
It might be what Kkeeps somebody
afloat for a week. It is a big deal to
somebody who is in poverty, and we
ought not to diminish that. We ought
not to diminish that.

I'd also say that it really troubles me
when I hear people demonize these pro-
grams and again diminish the struggle
of those who need to take advantage of
these programs. Listening to some of
my colleagues testify before the Rules
Committee today, you would think
that our entire Federal deficit and our
debt is all because we have programs
like SNAP. They are wrong. They are
wrong. SNAP didn’t cause the debt
that we have right now. What caused
the debt are two unpaid-for wars that
are in the trillions of dollars, tax cuts
for wealthy people that weren’t paid
for, a Medicare prescription drug bill
that wasn’t paid for, and bad economic
policies. Not this. Not this. This is a
safety net; and it’s a safety net that,
yes, can be improved, but it’s a safety
net.

One of the things that we in Congress
are supposed to be focused on is how we
help people, help people who are in
need. Donald Trump doesn’t need our
help. He’s got all the money in the
world. He’s fine. But there are lots of
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people who don’t live on Wall Street,
but who live on Main Street who are
just holding on by their fingertips,
who, in some cases, their Sundays are
spent trying to figure out how to just
put food on the table for their families.
There is not a congressional district in
America—not a single one—that is
hunger-free. There is not a community
in America that is hunger-free.
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If you’ve ever met a child who is hun-
gry, it breaks your heart. And it just
shouldn’t be. It just shouldn’t be. We
are a better country than that.

So rather than going after this pro-
gram, rather than going after WIC and
SNAP and programs to help poor peo-
ple put food on the table, we ought to
be talking about the larger question
about how to end hunger now.

Having said that, let me yield some
time to my colleague from Con-
necticut, who’s been a leader on this
issue and who, in 2008, helped boost up
the nutrition components of the farm
bill, which made it a better farm bill

and helped millions of people. So I
yield to Congresswoman ROSA
DELAURO.

Ms. DELAURO. I want to thank my
colleague, Congressman MCGOVERN.

And I want to say a thank you to
you. You have been steadfast and cou-
rageous on this issue. I know the
strong and personal relationship that
you had with Senator McGovern, who,
with every fiber of his being, was de-
voted to making sure that both in the
United States domestically and over-
seas that people, and particularly chil-
dren, had enough to eat. And I think it
was so special that he partnered with
Bob Dole of Kansas.

When you take a look at the feder-
ally commissioned report that you
spoke about, when you take a look at
the people who were involved, the
strength of that commaission on hunger
in America was its Dbipartisanship.
Since this effort has begun, Members of
both sides of the aisle have focused on
this as a substantial problem. There-
fore, as a Nation, we have to come to-
gether to try to address it.

Unfortunately today, in the environ-
ment, in the atmosphere, in this body,
in this institution, in the Congress,
there seems to be not much view that
this is a problem and one that we have
the opportunity, the capacity, and the
ability to do something about. What we
lack, as you’ve said so often in the
past, is the will, the political will to do
something.

We are highlighting tonight the se-
vere, the immoral cuts made to
antihunger and nutrition programs,
particularly the food stamp program in
the House FARRM Bill. Again, as you
pointed out, millions of families are
struggling in this economy.

We’ve had the worst recession since
the Great Depression, and people are
trying to survive. We’re looking at an
unemployment rate that is 7.5 percent.
We are looking at incomes which are
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not increasing, but wages that are de-
creasing. Why we would pick this mo-
ment really to throw more people into
poverty?

You can take a look at all kinds of
statistics, and I'll quote some in a few
minutes, that talk about the food
stamp program and how it has kept
people from falling into poverty and
how it has kept kids from going hun-
gry. And we would choose this moment
to increase that poverty number and to
say to children and disabled and sen-
iors, I'm sorry, you’re on your own.
That’s what this is about. It is im-
moral.

You know, you talked about the 50
million Americans—almost 17 million
children—suffer with hunger right now.
It’s a problem across the country.

You talk about my district, the
Third District of Connecticut. Con-
necticut, statistically, is the richest
State in the Nation. We have a very af-
fluent portion of the State, which is
known as Fairfield County, sometimes
referred to as the ‘“‘Gold Coast.” Lots of
people on Wall Street come to live in
Fairfield County in Connecticut. Yet,
in my congressional district, the Third
District, one out of seven go to bed
hungry at night. They don’t know
where their next meal is coming from.

One out of seven individuals nation-
wide take part in the food stamp pro-
gram. People today who never thought
they would have to rely on food stamps
are having to do so because they lost
their job, they lost their income, and
they’re looking for a way to feed their
families.

I was at the Christian Cornerstone
Church in Milford, Connecticut, just a
few days ago. A young woman, Penny
Davis, she was working, taking care of
herself, taking care of her family. She
lost her job. She didn’t think much
about it. She would get another job.
She hasn’t been able to get another job
in this economy. In the meantime, in
the interim, she’s become separated
from her husband. She is now respon-
sible for herself and her family.

She didn’t know what she was going
to do. She called on the Christian Cor-
nerstone Church. She called on the
food bank to help her, to see what she
could do. She spoke eloquently about
wanting to work and not being able to
find a job. So today she has accessed a
program that she never thought she
would have to use—the food stamp pro-
gram.

Why can’t we be there to help people
bridge that gap? Because the genius of
this program is that, in difficult times,
the numbers of participants go up, but
when the economy gets better, those
numbers come down. And the numbers
are coming down. So why, at this mo-
ment, would we jeopardize these folks’
livelihoods, their well-being, and their
ability to eat and to feed their fami-
lies?

We’ve got a wonderful, wonderful
phrase these days that we use about
people being ‘‘food insecure.” Plain and
simple—and you know this, Congress-
man MCGOVERN—this is people being
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hungry. They’re hungry. It makes you
feel good to talk about food insecurity,
but it’s hunger. I talked about my dis-
trict, but let’s take a look.

Mississippi, 24.5 percent suffer food
hardship. They’re hungry. Nearly one
in four people. West Virginia and Ken-
tucky, that dropped to just over 22 per-
cent, one in five. In Ohio, nearly 20 per-
cent. California, just over 19 percent.
The estimates of Americans at risk of
going hungry here in the land of plenty
are appalling, and we have a moral re-
sponsibility to do something about
this.

Our key Federal food security pro-
grams become all the more important
at this time, which, as you know and I
know and so many others know, it is
true of the food stamp program. It is
the country’s most important effort to
deal with hunger here at home, and it
ensures that American families can put
food on the table—47 million Ameri-
cans, half are kids.

This is about helping low-income
children’s health and development, re-
ducing hunger in America, and con-
tinuing to have an influence so that
those youngsters can have positive in-
fluences and opportunity into adult-
hood.

You stated it. Food stamps has one of
the lowest error rates of any govern-
ment program at 3.8 percent. I was up-
stairs at that Rules Committee meet-
ing as well. You know, I loved the dis-
cussion about program integrity.
Many, many times in the Agriculture
Appropriations Committee, where I did
serve as chairman for a while—I'm still
a member of the committee, probably
16, 18 years on that committee—pro-
gram integrity. Let’s cut back on the
waste, the fraud, and the abuse. The
only programs that get debated in
those efforts are WIC, food stamps,
other nutrition programs. No one both-
ers to take a look at the defense bill.
No one bothers to take a look within
the FARRM Bill of other instances of
waste, fraud, and abuse.

0 1930

We believe in program integrity for
every program in the Federal Govern-
ment, not just one or two or pick out
the programs that you don’t like and
focus in on them.

I sat on the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Agriculture for the last
16 or 17 years. I chaired that Appropria-
tions Subcommittee. I was part of a
conference committee on the farm bill
in 2008. In fact, as you’ve heard me say
in the past, appropriators don’t usually
get onto a conference committee. But
the then-speaker, NANCY PELOSI, ap-
pointed me there, particularly for the
nutrition issues. Some of the conferees
were a little nervous. As I’ve said, they
thought I was some sort of invasive
species in this context.

We worked hard on that farm bill.
You know it because you worked hard
on it. We said it was a safety net, and
it is a safety net. The farm bill is a
safety net, but it is a safety net for
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American farmers and for American
families. We need to have that safety
net. With then-Speaker PELOSI’s strong
support and leadership we passed a
farm bill. We supported nutrition and
antihunger programs. We made invest-
ments in the programs that targeted
specialty crops and organic production.
We were there and we voted for that
bill.

I am for a farm bill, but that’s not
the case this time around. It’s a dif-
ferent set of circumstances and a dif-
ferent environment, which is why, like
you, I cannot support this farm bill.

The changes that you talk about, in
addition to the $20 billion in cuts to
beneficiaries, you talk about the eligi-
bility program and the tool that States
use to streamline the administration of
the program; went back years in work-
ing this system out. They would un-
ravel all of that.

Then they would like to talk about
the food stamp program and the Low-
Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram. They are two separate issues—
categorical eligibility and the tie with
food stamps and the LIHEAP program,
the Low-Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program. They’ll say that if you
get LIHEAP, then you're automati-
cally on the food stamp program.
That’s not true. You have to qualify. I
want to get to a couple of points that
talk about qualifying and what people
are forced to qualify and those who are
not forced to qualify for the benefits
that they receive in this farm bill.

It’s important I think to note that
we were able to get funding for the food
stamp program in the Economic Recov-
ery Program. You worked hard at that,
I worked hard at that, the chair of the
Appropriations Committee at that
time, Mr. Obey, fought for those dol-
lars. That has come to an end, the Eco-
nomic Recovery Program.

Come the beginning of the next fiscal
year every single recipient of food
stamps will see it is $37—we got con-
firmation—$37 a month in a cut.
What’s happening in this farm bill will
only add on.

It is important to note that our col-
leagues will say: Well, we have a deficit
and we are going to use this money and
we are going to pay down the deficit.
Very interesting to know. In the past
30 years, every major deficit reduction
package signed into law on a bipartisan
basis was negotiated on the principle of
not increasing poverty or inequality in
deficit reduction.

Simpson-Bowles, the latest iteration
of a deficit reduction package which so
many people said went too far in
changing the aspects of the social safe-
ty net, did not cut the food stamp pro-
gram to achieve its deficit reduction.
We need to follow this bipartisan effort
in the same way that we did in these
instances on deficit reduction and fol-
low that bipartisan road, the same way
we did in the recognition of the prob-
lem and the willingness to do some-
thing about it.

I've got two other points. You may
hear from some that the direct pay-
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ments—they’ll say, well, we’re cutting
direct payments in the farm bill, and
that the bill also makes very real re-
forms to the crop support programs.
The bill finally ended direct payments,
saving about $47 billion over 10 years.
The commodity title of the bill only
says that they’re saving $18.6 billion.
Why? Why the differential?

Because the rest of those savings are
being plowed back into the commodity
support programs. It creates a brand
new program, which is called a ‘‘price
loss program,’”’ to protect these com-
modities if prices change. In essence,
that safety net is working for farmers.
I don’t begrudge that. If you want to
provide a safety net for farmers, fine.

But where’s the safety net, where’s
the safety net for the benefits of the
food stamp program? They’re not
there. The food stamp beneficiaries
have nowhere else to go, as you pointed
out, nowhere else to go in the farm bill
to be made whole. Those who were re-
ceiving direct payments, they’'re going
to be held harmless, if you will,
through crop insurance and a new pro-
gram, a shallow loss protection pro-
gram that protects them if the com-
modity prices begin to fluctuate.

Where is the protection for the food
stamp beneficiaries? It’s not there. The
only people who are going to lose bene-
fits are the most vulnerable in our so-
ciety today. It’s wrong and, again, it’s
immoral.

The bill, as I said, expands the crop
insurance program. I think it is impor-
tant for people to understand that crop
insurance—again, safety net, useful,
good concept, very good, I wish it ap-
plied to our part of the country as it
does to other parts of the country—but
I don’t know that the American tax-
payers know this about the crop insur-
ance program: taxpayers, U.S. tax-
payers, foot the bill for over 60 percent
of the premiums for beneficiaries, plus
U.S. taxpayers pick up the tab on ad-
ministrative and operating costs for
the private companies that sell the
plan, including multinational corpora-
tions, some of whom trace back to
companies in tax havens. Switzerland,
Australia, Ireland, Bermuda, that’s
where these companies have their
headquarters, so they’re making out
like bandits. We pick up the tab, they
don’t pay their fair share of taxes in
the United States. It really is quite in-
credible.

You and I talked about, Congressman
MCGOVERN, that $4.50—there’s an in-
come threshold, there’s a cap on the
amount of money they can receive on
the assets that they hold. This program
on crop insurance where 26 individuals
received at least $1 million in a sub-
sidy, at least $1 million, they’re pro-
tected statutorily and we can’t find out
who they are. We don’t know who they
are. They have no income test, no cap,
no income threshold, no asset test that
they go through. They just get the
money—they get the money. Do you
know what? They’re eating and they’re
eating more, more than three squares a
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day I bet, but not our kids, not our
kids.
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Our kids are going to bed hungry, and
this program, by the way, does not
even require the minimum conserva-
tion practices that other farm pro-
grams have on the books. It is pretty
extraordinary when you think about a
family of four when you have to qualify
for this program for eligibility. It is at
less than 130 percent of poverty, which
means that a family of four has to live
on $2,200 a month. As for our colleagues
in this institution who are taking the
food stamp challenge and doing it for a
week—some may do it less, and some
may do it more—do you know what?
They’re not doing it every single day
with their kids.

There are serious problems with this
FARRM bill. There really are very,
very serious problems, and they need
to be addressed. It should never have
come out of the committee with $20 bil-
lion in cuts—never. It shouldn’t have
happened. I might also add that the
President, as my colleague knows, has
issued a veto threat primarily because
of the food stamp cuts.

There are just a couple of quotes that
I think are important.

The U.S. Conference of Catholic
Bishops said last year:

We must form a circle of protection around
programs that serve the poor and the vulner-
able in our Nation and throughout the world.

Catholic leaders last month wrote:

Congress should support access to adequate
and nutritious food for those in need and op-
pose attempts to weaken or restructure
these programs that would result in reduced
benefits to hungry people.

We received a letter today asking us
and asking Representatives—my God,
there must be 80 or 90 organizations,
probably over 100 organizations, that
are saying don’t do this, including the
bulk of the medical profession. We’ve
got Bread for the World, Children’s
HealthWatch, the Jewish Council for
Public Affairs, First Focus, Network,
the American Academy of Pediatrics,
the American Public Health Associa-
tion, Share Our Strength, and the list
goes on.

Harry Truman said:

Nothing is more important in our national
life than the welfare of our children, and
proper nourishment comes first in attaining
this welfare.

I will close with the piece that was
put out today by the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities:

New research shows that the food stamp
program is the most effective program push-
ing against the steep rise in extreme pov-
erty. One reason the SNAP program is so ef-
fective in fighting extreme poverty is that it
focuses its benefits on many of the poorest
households. Roughly 91 percent of monthly
SNAP benefits go to households below the
poverty line, and 55 percent go to households
below half the poverty line. That’s about
$9,800 for a family of three. One in five SNAP
households lives on a cash income of less
than $2 per person a day.

Earlier in the article, it reads that
the World Bank defines poverty in de-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

veloping nations as households with
children who live on $2 or less per per-
son per day.

This is the United States of America.
This is not a debate about process. It is
not a debate about deficit reduction.
It’s not about politics. This is a debate
about our values and our priorities in
this great Nation. Let’s go back to the
days of George McGovern and Bob Dole
and of those who came forward to say,
There are those in this country who are
starving. There are those who are with-
out food.

We sit in the most deliberative body
in the world. We can do something
about it. Let’s do something about it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank my col-
league from Connecticut for her elo-
quent remarks. I think tomorrow,
hopefully, we can do something about
it. I will have an amendment, I hope, if
the Rules Committee makes it in
order, to restore the SNAP cuts, to re-
verse the $22.5 billion worth of cuts.
Members on both sides of the aisle will
have an opportunity to vote up or down
on it. I think how we vote on that is a
statement of our values and whether
we think that government has a role
and, indeed, whether our community
has a role to be there for the least
among us.

I tell people all the time that hunger
is a political condition. You can’t find
anybody in this place who is pro-hun-
ger or who at least will admit it, but
somehow the political will doesn’t
exist to end this scourge once and for
all. We can end it. The maddening
thing about this problem is that it is
solvable. When people say to me, Well,
we can’t spend any more money, my re-
sponse is, The cost of hunger is so as-
tronomical that we need to figure out a
way to end it. If that means spending a
little bit more in the short term to
help extend ladders of opportunity for
people to be able to get out of poverty,
then we ought to do it.

Hunger costs. I mean, kids who go to
school who are hungry don’t learn.
They can’t concentrate. They don’t
learn. Senior citizens who can’t afford
their medications and their food and
who take their medications on empty
stomachs end up in emergency wards.
One of the pediatricians at Boston
Medical Center told me about young
children who have gone without food
for periods of time who end up getting
something that is nothing more than a
common cold, but their immune sys-
tems are so compromised that they end
up spending several days in the hos-
pital.

So if you’re not moved by the moral
imperative to end this problem, then
you ought to be moved by the bottom
line, which is that it costs us a lot of
money to not solve this problem.

There was this great film that just
came out a couple of months ago
called, ‘“The Place at the Table.”” Two
great young filmmakers—Kristi
Jacobson and Lori Silverbush—directed
this film. It documents hunger in
urban, rural, and suburban America. It
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shows the face of hunger in America—
young, middle-aged, old. I mean, it is
there and it is heartbreaking.

We brought up to our Democratic
Caucus in a meeting a few weeks ago
some SNAP alumni, people who grew
up and were on food stamps and who
came back to say thank you for invest-
ing in them, for helping them get
through a difficult time. Many of them
now are doctors and lawyers and engi-
neers and professors and have been
very successful in paying back much
more than we invested in them.

We want success stories. This place,
this Congress, should be about lifting
people up, not telling us how bad
things have to be, not telling us that
we have to put people down in order to
move forward—trample over people—
because that’s what we do when we cut
programs like this. We ought to be
thinking big and bold about ‘“‘how do
you end hunger?’”’ and ‘“how do you end
poverty in this country?’’ There is a
way to do it. We saw what happened in
the 1970s with George McGovern and
Robert Dole. Things have obviously
changed.

Let’s perfect this program, but let’s
connect the dots so that we are cre-
ating a circle of protection that actu-
ally helps lift people out of poverty. I
would like to think the goal of those of
us on the Democratic side and the
goals of those on the Republican side
are to help people become self-suffi-
cient—to succeed. That’s what we
want, but you are not helping people
succeed when you take away food.
That’s what is at stake in this FARRM
bill.

I know the gentlelady agrees with
me, and I know she feels very strongly
about this, but we will have an oppor-
tunity, hopefully tomorrow, to be able
to have a debate and a vote up or down
on whether we should cut this program
in a very draconian way—to throw 2
million people off the benefit, hundreds
of thousands of kids off free breakfasts
and lunches. What happens to those
people? What do we tell them to do—go
to your local charity?

[ 1950

Ms. DELAURO. You were talking
about the effect. It’s about growth and
development. There is wonderful mate-
rial which we sent out to our col-
leagues from Dr. Deborah Frank, who
talks about what happens to children.
It isn’t just concentrating, but it is
their ability to grow, to develop, to be
physically well. And the cost of dealing
with what happens to the health issues
only adds to our health care costs. I'm
of the view that if you can’t deal with
humanity, let’s deal with the econom-
ics of this. The studies are so clear
about what happens with the absence
of food, particularly with children.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I would say to the
gentlelady that the points she raises
are very important because the health
of our children should be first and fore-
most, and we are now experiencing in
this country a record level of obesity.
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There is a tie-in between food security,
hunger, and obesity.

People who are struggling in poverty
do not have the resources to be able to
buy nutritious food. Sometimes they
live in food deserts and they rely basi-
cally on food items that just kind of
fill them up with empty calories. So
now we’re dealing with that.

So if we looked at this issue holis-
tically, we could solve a whole bunch of
problems in this country. I'd like to
think that there is a lot of bipartisan
consensus on what we can do in ending
hunger and promoting better nutrition
and trying to build those ladders of op-
portunity to help people get out of pov-
erty, perfecting these programs to go
after the waste, to go after the abuse,
to go after those who are outliers in
this program who choose to try to basi-
cally rob the American taxpayer. Let’s
go after them, but let’s not throw the
baby out with the bathwater here.
Let’s not just turn our backs on the
success stories.

Ms. DELAURO. I would just say this
to the gentleman. The program has
worked very hard, as you know, over
the years to decrease that error rate in
this program. I don’t see the same con-
centration and the same effort in other
programs.

And I mentioned here the crop insur-
ance program. There’s an article in the
paper today that talks about the pro-
gram is rife with fraud. Why aren’t
people interested in looking at that ef-
fort and the billions of dollars that we
are losing every year? For the life of
me, I don’t understand it. People who
view themselves as fiscal hawks, that
we have to watch every dime and every
dollar, they are only focused on nutri-
tion programs and antihunger pro-
grams.

I think you may have alluded to this
earlier, Congressman MCGOVERN. I
think so many times that those who
would cut these programs and do it in
such a savage way just don’t have
much respect for the people who find
themselves in a position to have to par-
ticipate in the food stamp program.
They think they’re dogging it. They
think they don’t want to work, and
they think they’re looking for charity.
It is such a misconception and a lack of
understanding of the difficult economic
times that people find themselves in
today.

Sometimes we ought to walk in peo-
ple’s shoes and understand the lives
that they’re leading and what they’re
trying to do, like those of us here who
believe we work hard and care and et
cetera. People work hard. They care
about their families. They want to
make sure their kids are eating. Quite
frankly, when it comes to feeding your
kids, you’ll do whatever you have to do
in order to make that happen.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Let me say to the
gentlelady that I couldn’t agree more.

I've met with countless parents who
have tearfully told me the anguish that
they experience when they’re not quite
sure whether they’ll be able to put food
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on the table for their children’s dinner
or for their breakfast or for their
lunch.

I’'m the parent of two children, an 11-
year-old daughter and a 15-year-old
son. I can’t imagine what it would be
like to not be able to provide them
food. I think as a parent nothing could
be worse because your kids are your
most precious and important things in
your life.

This is for real. This is real life.

Ms. DELAURO. In Branford, Con-
necticut, a woman with three boys, 18,
14, and 12, said that they eat one meal
a day. In Hamden, Connecticut, there’s
a woman who says that she has just
enough food to feed her children, but
she has to say ‘‘no”’ if they want to in-
vite someone over. She said sometimes
she feeds the boys a little bit more be-
cause they’re hungrier than the girls.
We’ve heard about this internationally
where the girls get short shrift when it
comes to both education and food. My
God, it’s happening here. It is hap-
pening here.

We have the obligation—and I know
you take it seriously. Our colleagues
need to have that sense of moral re-
sponsibility to turn this around and do
something that’s better, do the right
thing. Say ‘“‘no’’ to $20 billion in cuts to
the food stamp program.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I thank the gentle-
lady for her comments and for her pas-
sion and for her efforts on this issue.

I hope that my colleagues, in a bipar-
tisan way, will indeed say ‘‘no’” to
these terrible cuts.

It’s hard for me to believe that we’re
going down this road, that we’re going
down a road where 2 million people are
going to lose their food benefits, hun-
dreds of thousands of kids are going to
lose their access to a free breakfast and
lunch, and we’re all just kind of saying,
“It is what it is.” Well, it isn’t. This is
a big deal.

I don’t quite know why it’s easier to
pick on programs that help poor people
versus programs that help rich people.
You outlined earlier all these kind of
little sweetheart deals and special in-
terest kind of giveaways that kind of
go untouched, such as how crop insur-
ance oversight is not what we all think
it should be. Yet a lot of times lucra-
tive interests get those monies and get
those benefits. Maybe there’s a polit-
ical consequence if you take on a pow-
erful special interest. Maybe they
won’t show up to your fundraiser.
Maybe they’ll contribute to a super
PAC and say that you’re bad.

By contrast, poor people don’t have a
super lobby, don’t have a super PAC.
So maybe there’s a debate going on of
where will I get the most heat and not
what is the right thing to do.

Ms. DELAURO. The most disingen-
uous thing is there are a number of
people in this body who talk about this
issue and themselves are getting sub-
sidies and they have commodities or
whatever it is. That’s been information
that’s been in the paper. They will
deny food stamps to families who have
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no wherewithal, but they’re taking in
sometimes, in some cases, several mil-
lion dollars in subsidies that are com-
ing from the Federal Government.
Then it’s okay.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Where’s the justice
in that?

Ms. DELAURO. There is no justice in
that.

Mr. MCGOVERN. I received a post-
card from a young mother who is on
SNAP and who is kind of watching this
entire debate unfold. She sent a very
simple message to me that said, ‘“‘Don’t
let Congress starve families.”

We should be about lifting people up.
This is not about a handout. It’s about
a hand up. This is not about a culture
of dependency. This is about making
sure that there is an adequate safety
net in this country to deal with people
who have kind of fallen on hard times.

Ms. DELAURO. With farmers and
with families.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Absolutely.

We want a farm bill that supports
our farmers, that supports small- and
medium-sized farmers in particular,
that helps promote good nutrition,
that helps deal with the challenges
that farmers all across this country
face, but it cannot sacrifice the well-
being of some of the most vulnerable
people in this country.

I thank the gentlelady for her par-
ticipation, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

——
O 2000

FATHERHOOD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentlewoman from
Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, Fa-
ther’s Day was this past Sunday, and I
am very thankful that I had an oppor-
tunity to spend some time with my fa-
ther, with my sister and her family.
Everybody was there. I had an oppor-
tunity to thank him for the role that
he has meant and continues to mean in
our lives, and to thank him for that. It
was also an opportunity for my daugh-
ter and I to do something special for
my husband.

But, you know, Father’s Day also
presents us with the great opportunity
to focus on the importance of fathers
in this country. The presence of a fa-
ther has such a tremendous impact on
the life of each and every child and
adult in America. A father serves to
provide a sense of protection, guidance,
and above all, love for their child. Fa-
thers also push their children to pursue
their dreams and to never give up.

I think of my own father, Ted
Zellmer, and the profound influence
that he has had on my life. Not only
has he taught me the meaning of hard
work and dedication, but he has sup-
ported me throughout my entire life to
where I am today, representing the
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good people of Missouri. That’s what
good fathers do and why they are so
important. We learn a lot from fa-
thers—whether it’s how to drive a trac-
tor and shoot a free throw, like my dad
showed me, or how to fix an engine or
play baseball. Dads teach us. They also
show us how to live by example.

Children learn the importance of
work and dedication to providing for
the family when they see their dad
leave for his job each day. They learn
the importance of faith when he takes
his family to church on Sunday. And
they learn the value of family when he
prioritizes his time to eat dinner with
them each night, or to coach their Lit-
tle League team.

We need good fathers now more than
ever. Their importance is paramount to
another discussion taking place in our
Nation, and that is the value of mar-
riage in America. Along with Father’s
Day, June will also bring an important
announcement: the Supreme Court’s
much-anticipated rulings on both the
Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) and
Proposition 8. These cases have put the
national spotlight on this issue in a
new way, and provide an opportunity
for Americans to discuss the question:
What is marriage?

It’s not complicated. Marriage exists
to bring a man and woman together as
husband and wife, to become the father
and mother for any children that come
from that union. Marriage is based on
the biological fact that reproduction
depends on a man and a woman and the
reality that children need a mother
and a father. Redefining marriage
would further distance marriage from
the needs of children. It would deny as
a matter of policy the ideal that a
child needs a mom and a dad. We know
that children do best when raised by a
mother and a father.

President Obama is also a strong ad-
vocate for the importance of a strong
male figure in a child’s life. With first-
hand experience of growing up without
a father, the President works every day
to be a great dad for his two daughters.
The Obama administration has created
many new programs under his Father-
hood Initiative Program, including
under Fatherhood Buzz and Healthy
Marriage and Responsible Fatherhood
Initiative.

During his speech, President Obama
said:

Too many fathers are missing from too
many lives and too many homes, having
abandoned their responsibilities, acting like
boys instead of men.

And then he goes on. The President
says:

We know the statistics—that children who
grow up without a father are five times more
likely to live in poverty and to commit
crime, nine times more likely to drop out of
schools, and 20 times more likely to end up
in prison. They are more likely to have be-
havioral problems or to run away from home
or become teenage parents themselves, and
the foundations of our community are weak-
er because of it.

Clearly, we all agree on the critical
role fathers play in the lives of their
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children, which is why we should con-
tinue to affirm marriage as the union
of a man and a woman in the interest
of children. Every child deserves a
mom and a dad. You cannot say that
fathers are essential while also making
them optional. That’s why we’re here
tonight, to make a case for fathers.
Too many times in society, they are
viewed as optional. Hollywood shows
often depict them as buffoons. We
know different, and are here to set the
record straight. It’s time to honor the
fathers of America for the vital role
they play in not only our families, but
also the stability and the well-being of
our Nation. It’s time to show the re-
spect that is due them, encourage men
to be better fathers for their children,
and champion the vital role they play
in marriage.

I'm joined tonight by several of my
colleagues, and I appreciate them tak-
ing the time to visit about this very,
very important topic. I have my good
friend from Kansas, TIM HUELSKAMP
here, and he certainly is a person who
knows a lot about being a good father
because he certainly is one, and I yield
to TIM HUELSKAMP.

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Thank you, Con-
gresswoman HARTZLER. I appreciate
you leading our efforts and discussion
tonight on a very important topic. Ob-
viously, as you do mention, it is often-
times a forgotten topic. I'm certain we
all have our stories about our dads, and
I was really blessed and still blessed
with a very active and involved father.
I will just say as a farm kid, probably
the most poignant story I do recall
with my dad was after a hailstorm.
You know, being a farm gal yourself,
the damage a hailstorm does to the
family, does to the economy, and does
to your crops. We were sitting out in
the yard, and there were 3 or 4 inches
of hail all around. And we listened to it
bounce off the roof of the pickup for 30
minutes, and then it stopped. I said,
Oh, gosh what’s going to happen next?
What’s dad going to say?

He put the pickup in gear, and then
we drove around in silence for another
hour, and then we got out and we went
back to work. That’s the kind of mes-
sage that I learned from my dad—you
don’t give up. You roll with the
punches, and you keep doing that.

But tonight, I don’t want to talk just
about my father or my children, al-
though I would love to do that. My wife
and I have not been blessed with any of
our own biological children. We have
been blessed with four adopted chil-
dren. So there are four sets of moms
and dads out there that have dedicated
children that are in our care.

One thing I do want to speak directly
to fathers who are listening today, and
fathers, I want to challenge you to be
a hero for your children. I want to
challenge you to be responsible, com-
mitted husbands to the mothers of
your children. I challenge you to live
out fatherhood courageously, but to
live this courageous, responsible, he-
roic role as father, it requires mar-
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riage: marriage truly understood as the
exclusive and permanent union be-
tween one man and one woman coming
together to become husband and wife,
mother and father to the children.

I would also like to speak to all of
America, as I know my colleague has
done. It is vital that we encourage fa-
therhood in the context of marriage
and uphold policies that reflect the
truth, the truth that fathers are not
optional, but they play a vital role to
their families, and restoring America
must begin on the home front. It be-
gins with encouraging and supporting
committed, responsible fatherhood in
the context of marriage.

We know who the victims of the vi-
cious fatherless cycle are: they are our
children. It is our children, the chil-
dren of America, who are left to suffer
the scars of the abandonment of their
absentee fathers. As my colleague
noted and quoted the President, he was
accurate when he said we know the sta-
tistics, and yet I'll repeat them be-
cause they’re so powerful:

Children who grow up without a father are
four times more likely to live in poverty and
to commit crime; nine times more likely to
drop out of schools and 20 times more likely
to have behavioral problems or run away
from home. The foundations of our commu-
nity are weaker because of fatherlessness.

Furthermore, absent fathers don’t
just hurt our children, they wound so-
ciety. It is a fact that the welfare state
has to expand when marriage and fami-
lies decline. It has been estimated over
$229 billion in welfare costs from 1970
to 1996 can be attributed to the break-
down of marriage. And specifically, a
study in 2008, 1 year alone, estimating
that divorce and unwed childbearing
cost American taxpayers over $120 bil-
lion a year.

0 2010

This was a study of more than 5 or 6
years ago. Where there are absentee fa-
thers, it’s you, I, your families, our
families, our communities, our church-
es, our neighbors, our cities, and the
government, we’re all forced to step in
and try to pick up the broken pieces of
these shattered marriages.

This is not fair to mothers and chil-
dren. Wives deserve committed hus-
bands. Children deserve protective, re-
sponsible fathers.

The facts speak for themselves. But
one story I will note, and then I'll close
quickly, is it was not far from here a
few weeks ago I was crossing a crowded
street here in Washington, D.C., and
there was a line of kids. I think they
were with a babysitter. And there was
about a 2-year-old young boy, and he
looked at his babysitter as he’s cross-
ing the street. She’s dragging him
across. And he asked again, I could
hear him. He says, ‘““Who is my daddy?
Who is my daddy?’’ And that babysitter
didn’t have an answer. ‘““‘Shhh. Don’t
worry about that.” He kept asking the
question, ‘““Who is my daddy?”’

We should have an answer. We should
have an answer for that little boy. We
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should have an answer because we
should know. We should expect, we
should demand, we should promote, we
should push fathers, encourage them,
demand of them to hold up their re-
sponsibilities, because there is a dis-
ease in America, and it’s the disease of
fatherlessness.

We must overcome the myths in soci-
ety that see no difference in whether a
mom or a dad is involved in a child’s
life, because it is, there is no doubt.
You can look at tons and tons of social
science data over and over. It’s very
clear.

But for that 2-year-old boy, that 3-
year-old boy, we have to have an an-
swer who is his daddy. And the daddy is
not the government. He has a daddy.
He should be involved. Our policies
should reflect that goal, because every
child deserves both a mom and a dad.

And I look forward, hopefully, as we
continue to press forward and solve
these problems, we promote marriage
and promote fatherhood.

I appreciate your leadership tonight,
VICKY, for your efforts here.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you so
much, TiM. I think you spoke so elo-
quently to the importance of fathers
and the cost that we have, as a society,
when fathers are not present and why
it’s important to have a policy that
promotes the father being there for
their children.

And now I'd like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia and hear what he
has to say about the importance of fa-
thers. Thank you, PHIL GINGREY.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate so much the gentlelady
from Missouri (Mrs. HARTZLER) for
leading this time on fatherhood. And
what a perfect time to do it this
evening. We all just came back from
our districts and celebrated Father’s
Day or Grandfather’s Day.

And of course we’re also awaiting,
some time soon, before the end of June,
a decision, a momentous decision from
the Supreme Court in regard to two
particular decisions: the one ballot ini-
tiative from California, Proposition 8,
where the people of California fairly
convincingly decided what is a defini-
tion of traditional marriage; and, of
course, the other thing is the Defense
of Marriage Act passed right here on
this floor and signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton back in 1996.

So this is timely, and I commend the
gentlewoman from Missouri for bring-
ing it forward and giving us an oppor-
tunity to join with our colleagues and
talk about something as important as
this, that is, the definition of father-
hood and how important a father is to
a child.

But maybe even more important
than that, a mother and a father. We
don’t always have the ideal situation,
but that’s certainly no reason to throw
up our hands and say let’s forget about
our faith and family and traditional
values and what’s best, what is the best
circumstance for a child.

My colleagues, I think a lot about
my own children. Of course they’re
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adults now, and among them, they
have 13 grandchildren—our grand-
children, their children. And at least
one of my son-in-laws had no father
present when he was growing up. And
that father didn’t come to his wedding.
That father was not there for the birth
of any of his four children. That father
just basically denies his existence.

And I watch that particular son-in-
law, and my son and my other son-in-
laws, but particularly him, because of
the experience that he went through as
a child, how much he loves his chil-
dren, how kind and caring and loving
he is and how important he is in their
lives.

And I realize today that the ‘‘Father
Knows Best’” and that traditional view
that we all had back in the old days of
television is different. It’s changed, and
I do understand that.

Of my three daughters and one
daughter-in-law, they all work. They
all work, some of them full-time, some
of them part-time. But they’re still
there as moms. And when they come
home and take over that responsi-
bility, they need a shared partner, and
that partner is that partner for life.
And I'm talking about, of course, the
father.

And so I really appreciate the oppor-
tunity to be with my colleagues to-
night and just say that, you know,
maybe part of the problem is we need
to go back into the schools at a very
early age, maybe at the grade school
level, and have a class for the young
girls and have a class for the young
boys and say, you know, this is what’s
important. This is what a father does
that is maybe a little different, maybe
a little bit better than the talents that
a mom has in a certain area; and the
same thing for the young girls, that,
you know, this is what a mom does and
this is what is important from the
standpoint of that union which we call
marriage, and we have called it that
since the beginning of this country and
long before the beginning of this coun-
try.

So as I close and yield back to the
gentlelady and thank her for giving me
some time, I stand strongly for the De-
fense of Marriage Act and traditional
marriage as we know it, and don’t take
that right away from our States.

But this is a wonderful opportunity
to say, young men, you’ve got a great
responsibility. You’re not a father un-
less you prove it.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you so
much, PHIL. That’s well spoken from a
proud grandfather as well as a father,
and certainly brought up the impor-
tance of fatherhood as well as these de-
cisions that are coming up from the
Supreme Court.

You know, the people have spoken on
that. The people of California spoke
two times, and they said, This is what
we think is wise public policy for the
families and the citizens of California.
And the people spoke on the Defense of
Marriage Act through their elected
representatives here in Congress, a
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huge vote, bipartisan. And President
Clinton signed the bill. The people
have spoken on this.

And what we don’t want is to have
the Supreme Court impose their view
or be activists and impose their view of
what marriage should be on the citi-
zens who have spoken, so it’s going to
be interesting to see how they rule.

But certainly, I agree with you, PHIL,
that it’s very important that the peo-
ple have spoken and that we uphold
marriage.

Next we have a Representative from
Oklahoma, a friend of mine, JAMES
LANKFORD, who not only is a great dad
and father, but has worked with teen-
agers for many years and, I'm sure, has
seen the importance of fatherhood as it
relates to young people.

So go ahead, JAMES LLANKFORD.

Mr. LANKFORD. I thank the gentle-
lady for hosting this time.

There’s a lot of things I've talked
about in the well of this House. I've
talked about budget. I've talked about
a growing economy, about jobs. I've
talked about transportation. I've
talked about the relationship of the in-
dividual citizen and their government
and how that relationship works—or
sometimes it doesn’t work lately.

But this is a time just to be able to
pause for a moment and not talk about
necessarily some new government law
or some new regulation, but to cele-
brate, for just a moment, dads, with
Father’s Day this past weekend, and to
be able to hesitate again and to be able
to say thanks to my own dad, but to
also talk about the fact that it is the
love of our life for men to be able to
enjoy their children, just like it is for
ladies to be able to enjoy their chil-
dren, as well, as a mom.

There is something very unique—and
I believe firmly that every child needs
a mom and needs a dad. They come at
parenting from two different directions
and they, together, make such a dra-
matic difference in the life of a child,
to have a mom and to have a dad.

It’s interesting to me that the last
verse in the Old Testament, in that
verse from Malachi 4:6 in that minor
prophet book, it ends that Old Testa-
ment by saying the role of the prophet
will be to turn the hearts of the chil-
dren to their fathers and to turn the
hearts of their fathers to the children,
to be able to see that restoration.

0 2020

In that time period, there was a col-
lapse for a moment in the families, and
they suffered as a nation and saw that.
We see that today in our own families.
Fifteen million children live life with-
out a father—15 million. In 1960, there
were only 11 percent of the homes that
didn’t have a father. Today, it’s over
one-third of the homes that don’t have
a father. As we watch all the con-
sequences that occur with that in our
own economy, in our own family, and
in our own culture, it’s just the separa-
tion that happens.

We see a greater emphasis right now
with trying to figure out what to do in
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schools as parents seem to be discon-
nected from their children and teachers
struggle in the community, and things
have changed in our schools with an
absence of fathers.

As we’ve seen the families collapse,
we’ve seen an increase in poverty.
Some colleagues were here earlier
speaking about hunger in America,
which is rampant and is a huge issue
for us as a nation. They mentioned
that in the 1970s we had a very low
hunger rate in America. It’s inter-
esting for us to come here now and talk
about fathers and how that has
changed, and from that point in 1970
when we had a very low hunger rate in
America, we look at the difference now
with a very high hunger rate in Amer-
ica and also a very low presence of fa-
thers in the lives of their children.
We’ve seen something different happen
in families as fathers disconnect from
their children and they no longer see a
role to be able to be a provider and
they’ve required government to go be
the provider for children when it was
never designed to be that way. And
that’s not where it is best.

Children have a higher risk of pov-
erty. Children have a lower graduation
rate from high school and have a lower
entry rate into college. There is not a
safe environment for children when
there’s an absence of a dad and a mom.
It’s different for them as they grow up
and as they process through things
without the stability that can come to
a child with the presence of a mom and
of a dad.

So what do we do about it is the chal-
lenge. Well, quite frankly, there are
issues in our marriage laws right now
as a nation that we have where there
are penalties to be married in our tax
law. There are penalties even in our
disability benefits as we try and reach
in and help families as they’re dis-
abled, but yet if they’re married, it’s a
lower rate. So we look at that, and we
ask the question: Why would we punish
a family for being married because one
of the individuals there is disabled?
That doesn’t make sense for us.

So we need to look at our policies
that we have and be able to encourage
rather than discourage marriage. Be-
cause we know when that happens—it’s
the reason that the Federal Govern-
ment is involved at all in the marriage
relationship is because we know what
happens in the lives of children when a
man and a woman are committed to
each other for life. That commitment,
the reason the government is con-
nected to that is because of what hap-
pens in the lives of children and how it
benefits people in the days ahead. So
we need to look at the marriage pen-
alty that’s occurring in our tax law and
our disability rules and such.

But, quite frankly, most of the issues
that deal with fatherhood and from the
absence of fathers won’t happen be-
cause of a change in Federal law. It
will happen when families turn and
mentor young couples and they get
personally involved in the lives of
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young families. Some individuals have
never seen a functioning man and a
woman married and committed to each
other for life. They’ve never seen that
in their community, and they haven’t
experienced that in their own family.
It’s so important for older couples to
mentor young couples and to pass on
the wisdom that they have gained.

It is, quite frankly, very important
at the marriage altar for two individ-
uals to truly commit to each other for
life. That brings stability not only to
those two individuals, but it also
brings stability to the children where
they grow up in a home where there’s
some emotional security and safety
and not the constant fear of separation
and of loss of either the mom or the
dad. So for individuals to be committed
to each other for life makes a big dif-
ference in that.

So what can happen? I talked about
the Federal policies, but it’s really in-
dividuals, individuals mentoring other
individuals, and it’s two individuals
when they approach the marriage altar
knowing that we’re going to commit to
each other and we’re going to work
through the problems that we have be-
cause that’s what’s best for our Nation,
and that’s what’s best for the children
that are coming up to provide them
that stable home where they can grow
up.

Do we always get it perfect? No. But
we know economically and we know
emotionally that the strongest homes
and what’s best for our children is for
a mom and a dad. And I want to honor
dads that do commit to walk through
the hard, difficult days and to say to
them, Keep going. Don’t give up, dads.
And as you face through hard times,
your children need you.

The single most difficult part of my
job is getting on an airplane on Mon-
day mornings and flying away from my
two daughters and my wife. No other
moment of my week is harder than
that one, because I know the impor-
tance of being a dad to my daughters,
and they need me.

I encourage dads today to live out
the commitment that you have made
to your wife and the commitment that
you’ve made to your children.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Great, great words.
Thank you, James. What a word of en-
couragement, how to commit and to
keep on going and to be good dads and
the need to strengthen marriage in this
country. So thank you for those very,
very excellent comments.

Now I would like to call on another
colleague from Oklahoma, a freshman
this year who has hit the ground run-
ning, and we are really glad he is here.
JIM BRIDENSTINE, I would like to yield
to you and hear what you would like to
share about the importance of fathers.

Mr. BRIDENSTINE. I appreciate
that. It is an honor to be here, and
thank you for inviting me to partici-
pate in this.

I have been certainly accused of
maybe being critical of the President
from time to time, as many of us Re-
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publicans are sometimes, but I'd like
to share a few points where we agree,
the President and I. I’'ve got a number
of quotes here, and I think these quotes
cross party lines and certainly indicate
how important fathers are in the lives
of their children.

Here is a quote from our President,
Barack Obama:

We need fathers to realize that responsi-
bility doesn’t end at conception. We need
them to realize that what makes you a man
is not the ability to have a child; it’s the
courage to raise one.

Here is another quote from our Presi-
dent:

I wish I had a father who was around and
involved.

That’s a profound statement, and
certainly it shows a great deal of cour-
age by our President to say that.

I remember when I was a young child
in the Cub Scouts, the Pinewood Derby
came around every year. My father, my
brother, and I would spend a great deal
of time weighing our little Pinewood
Derby car to make sure that it weighed
precisely 5 ounces. We would spend all
night graphiting the wheels because we
wanted our little Pinewood Derby car
to be the absolute fastest car that we
could possibly make it. Whether we
won or lost, it didn’t matter. We were
going to make this little car as fast as
we could possibly make it.

I also remember not too long ago my
T-year-old, who was 6, wanted to par-
ticipate in the Pinewood Derby in the
Cub Scouts himself. And because of my
relationship that I had with my father
and the time that we spent involved in
that project, it was a desire of my
heart to be involved in his Pinewood
Derby to the same extent. And I'm
proud to say that when I was a child,
we won the Pinewood Derby; and I'm
proud to say that as Walker’s dad, to-
gether we won the Pinewood Derby
when he was 6 years old. These are the
things that I think are critically im-
portant in the life of a child.

Some other quotes from our Presi-
dent: Obama has said that his hardest
but the most rewarding job is being a
father. I think that is absolutely true,
as well.

I want to quote some statistics here:

Currently there are 24 million chil-
dren in America living in a home with-
out their biological father.

The World Family Map report by
Child Trends found that even when
controlling for income, children who
live with both parents have better edu-
cational outcomes than children living
with one or no parents. Fathers play an
important role in teaching children life
lessons and preparing them to succeed
in school and in life.

Some other quotes:

According to the National Father-
hood Initiative, a father’s involvement
in education of his children is associ-
ated with a higher probability of A’s
for their children.

Interestingly, I remember when I was
in fourth grade, there was a competi-
tion called Math Olympiads. My dad
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was a mathematician, and he came
from a family of mathematicians. And
my dad would spend hours with me
working on these math problems that
were really college-level math prob-
lems. We would go over and over these
problems again and again. I remember
in fourth grade, when it came time to
do Math Olympiads, there were just
five problems, and if you could get one
or two of them right, it was really tre-
mendous for a fourth grader. I remem-
ber at the end of the first Math Olym-
piad, I had four out of five correct. And
it wasn’t because I was smart, and it
wasn’t because I was brilliant. It had
nothing to do with that at all—in fact,
quite the contrary. But what it had to
do with was the fact that I had a dad
who was so engaged, so involved, and
so interested in making sure not that I
would get an A in the class—quite
frankly, that was really not relevant to
him. What he cared about was whether
I learned the material.

O 2030

I remember taking tests in sixth
grade. I would do the math problems
entirely different than how the teacher
taught and the teacher would count it
wrong. My dad would go to the school
and he would say, you know, he may
have done it differently than you
taught him, but he did it the way we
taught at home because he’s preparing
for higher math in a different year.

Having a dad involved in your edu-
cation that way is something that was
tremendously important to me as I was
growing up. And certainly, now that I
am a father myself and I have a child
in first, now soon to be second grade—
and of course other children on the way
that are entering kindergarten and a 1-
year old at home, these are areas where
it’s important for me.

There is a generational trend. When a
child has that impact from their fa-
ther, certainly it’s an impact on them
that they want to have on their own
children. So that’s why it is so impor-
tant for fathers to be involved in the
lives of their children. That’s my per-
sonal experience.

Children with involved fathers are
more likely to do well in school. They
have a better sense of well-being, they
have fewer behavioral problems. When
fathers are actively involved in the up-
bringing of their children, their chil-
dren demonstrate greater self control
and a greater ability to take initiative.

Along with Father’s Day, this June
will also bring an important announce-
ment—the Supreme Court’s much-an-
ticipated rulings on both the Defense of
Marriage Act and Proposition 8. These
cases have put the national spotlight
on this issue in a new way and provide
an opportunity for Americans to dis-
cuss the question: What is marriage?

Marriage exists to bring a man and a
woman together as husband and wife,
to be a father and a mother to children,
and the institution of marriage is in-
tended for life. This is very important
when it comes to the rearing of chil-
dren.
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A few more statistics. In 2012, about
one-third of all children lived in fami-
lies without their biological father
present. According to some estimates,
as many as 50 percent of children who
are currently under age 18 will spend or
have spent a significant portion of
their childhood in a home without
their biological father.

Research indicates that children
raised in single-parent families are
more likely than children raised in
two-parent families, with both biologi-
cal parents, to do poorly in school,
have emotional and behavioral prob-
lems, become teenage parents, and
have poverty-level incomes.

In 2011, the poverty rate for children
living in homes without a father was 48
percent, compared with 11 percent for
children living with married-couple
families. Single-parent families are
more likely to be poor than two-parent
families, especially if the lone parent is
the mother. That’s why it’s so impor-
tant for fathers, and that’s why I com-
mend the President when he talks
about the importance of fathers.

Here’s a final quote from our Presi-
dent:

As fathers, we need to be involved in our
children’s lives not just when it’s convenient
or easy, and not just when they’re doing
well, but when it’s difficult and thankless,
and they’re struggling. That is when they
need us most.

With that, I thank the gentlelady
from Missouri.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you so
much, Jim. I really enjoyed hearing
the stories about your father and the
role that he played. You know, I think
every child in that derby was a winner
who had a father who helped make
their little pine box with them. It real-
ly is important and makes a huge dif-
ference. So thanks for sharing that.

Now I'd like to yield my time to Con-
gressman TRENT FRANKS from Arizona,
who is certainly a champion for so
many of these issues that are so impor-
tant to us today, and to fathers and
families.

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Well, I just
thank the gentlelady, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause she has demonstrated such a
wonderful presence in this body. She
has been a gift to all of us. I know that
each person who has preceded me at
this platform is grateful for Congress-
woman VICKY HARTZLER. I wish there
were about another 200 like her and I
might just go home. But I really appre-
ciate her so much.

Mr. Speaker, it’s been said that a fa-
ther is a man who expects his children
to be as good as he meant to be. I have
yvet to meet a father who doesn’t want
to convey his own mistakes to his chil-
dren. He wants his children to learn
from his mistakes, to give his children
the best possible start in life, serving
as a springboard from which to face the
day-to-day challenges that ultimately
come. But I really don’t think that’s
such a comprehensive definition.

Those of us who are privileged to be
in a Christian family believe that there
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is a loftier image of fatherhood, that
there is One after whom we model our
inevitably flawed attempts to raise our
children with love and wisdom, a per-
fect father who gives us ‘‘every good
and perfect gift,” who is a father to the
fatherless and a help in times of need
to the widow and the oppressed. And it
is only in having children sometimes
that we begin to understand just a lit-
tle glimpse of how our heavenly Father
feels about the rest of us.

To most women, their father was
their first love. To most men, their fa-
ther was their first larger-than-life
idol. The role a father plays in the life
of his children simply cannot be over-
stated. That fact, Mr. Speaker, that
knowledge that little eyes are watch-
ing every move we make, often emu-
lating what they see for good or bad,
no matter what we do, we will never
feel quite fully equipped to do justice
to the sacred responsibility to which
God has entrusted us.

There is a famous saying that the
greatest gift a father can give his chil-
dren is to love their mother. And the
point of that quote of course is that a
healthy, intact home gives a child the
best possible chance at pursuing and
achieving their dreams.

But for all its difficulties, what a
sweet and blessed honor it is to be en-
trusted with the task of raising these
little human images of unconditional
love. I’ve said it before, Mr. Speaker,
and I believe with every passing day
that every baby that is born comes
with a message from God that He has
not yet despaired of mankind on Earth.
Yet I look around at the state of the
American family, Mr. Speaker, that
bedrock institution that is responsible
more than any other factor for incul-
cating the truth into the hearts and
minds of each new generation, and I be-
lieve that it is facing a grave and pro-
found challenge in America.

A mentor and a friend of mine, Gary
Bauer, recently wrote an article on
this very subject. He was highlighting
the state of affairs in which so many
Americans find themselves without the
firm, guiding, loving hand of a father.

Indeed, Mr. Speaker, 40 percent of
children are now born to unmarried
parents, including a majority of chil-
dren born to women 30 years old or
younger. A recent study in Richmond,
Virginia, found that 60 percent of fami-
lies in the city have just one parent—
usually the mother—at home. Among
black residents, it’s 86 percent of
homes that are single parents.

A related Pew study estimated that
women, when they are the prime bread-
winners—and they are in 40 percent of
American households—that, unfortu-
nately, the majority of these house-
holds are led by a single mother who
averages just $23,000 in annual income,
whereas intact families average about
$80,000 a year in income, by compari-
son.

Eighty-five percent of all young
men—or even, for that matter, middle-
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aged men—in prison came from a fam-

ily that never had a functional father

figure in their midst—85 percent.

Mr. Speaker, it is an understatement
to suggest to you that children are so
desperately in need of both a mother
and a father. And I know no better way
to really illustrate that than just to
try to tell the story of three fathers.

The first story I will tell is of one fa-
ther named Earl Carr. He was my
grandfather. Earl Carr was a coal
miner. When he was just in his mid-
twenties, a terrible cave-in crushed his
friends, killed most of them, and broke
his back. So as a child, I remember
growing up when my grandfather could
carry a coal bucket for maybe 40 or 50
feet, but then he would have to sit
down. But he never abandoned his fam-
ily, and he was always there in every
way that he could be.

Just to illustrate to you how some-
times a grandfather can have a big im-
pact on a grandson, more than 45 years
has passed—and I hope I can remember
it—but he used to be very fond of the
“Coal Miner’s Ode,” and it goes some-
thing like this:

Come and listen, you fellers, so young and so
fine, and seek not your fortune in the
dark dreary mine. It will form as a
habit and seep in your soul ’til the
stream of your blood runs as black as
the coal.

Because it’s dark as a dungeon, damp as the
dew where the danger is double and the
pleasures are few.

Where the rain never falls and the sun never
shines, it’s dark as a dungeon way
down in the mines. And I hope when
I’'m gone and the ages shall roll, my
body will blacken and turn into coal.
And I will look from the door of my
heavenly home and I'll pity the miner
digging my bones. Because it’s dark as
a dungeon, damp as the dew, where the
danger is double and the pleasures are
few,

where the rain never falls and the sun never
shines, it’s dark as a dungeon way
down in the mines.

O 2040

I don’t remember the last time I said
that, Mr. Speaker, but I do know that
it was over 40 years ago that I learned
it, and a grandfather does have a last-
ing impact on our lives.

So now I will tell you another story
of another father, and he’s my father—
a man named Taylor Franks. I won’t
go into—because I don’t remember—
how he was there for me when I was a
baby and had some congenital defects
and probably wouldn’t have had the op-
portunity to be standing in this well
had it not been for a faithful father,
but I'1l tell you just one story.

Years ago in the little town when I
was growing up, I came away from the
playground one day when I was about 5
or 6 years old, maybe 6 years old. And
I came through an alley, and you know
how it always is. There is sometimes a
bunch of guys that want to dem-
onstrate their macho capability. I
walked past the fence and one of them
yelled something at me and there was
a rock fight that ensued. Now, they
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were behind the fence and there were
several of them. I was out there alone
and I was losing this battle very de-
monstrably. I would pick up one rock
and throw it back because I didn’t
want to be discomforted by this band of
ruffians, you understand. But I was los-
ing, and I thought, Boy, what am I
going to do? I am going to have to run,
it looks like. And just at the moment
when I was probably in the peak of my
panic, all of a sudden the rocks
stopped, everything was still, and I
could see them peaking over the fence
at me. I noticed a little carefully. It
seemed like they were looking at some-
thing behind me. I turned and it was
Taylor Franks. He said, How about me
evening up the sides here just a little
bit? He evened up the sides many,
many times.

He’s 87 years old now. But I'll tell
you, if the communists ever come to
this country to take us over, they bet-
ter go around that old gentleman’s
house because they’ll get more than
they bargained for. This is a man that
loves his country, loves his God, and
loves his family. I have no words to ex-
press my gratitude to him.

So I will tell you about another fa-
ther, who almost didn’t think he was
going to be one. But he calls his little
boy ‘‘little feller,” because that’s what
his daddy called him. And his name is
Joshua Lane, and he’s my boy. He’s got
a sister, a twin sister. She’s 5 minutes
younger. Of course he takes care of her.
But I can say to you that there is no
greater gift on this Earth than these
children.

Somehow, I guess, the point of all
this, Mr. Speaker, is just to remind all
of us that are fathers what they meant
to us and what we mean to our chil-
dren. Sometimes I have to watch mine
grow up at a distance, but they know
their daddy loves them and they know
their daddy is here so that we can
make a better future for them.

I guess my challenge to the fathers of
this country is to be reminded that
your children grow up so quickly and
your impact on them will be profound
beyond any words that I could ever ar-
ticulate. They say that great societies
finally come when old men plant trees
under whose shade they will never sit.
I believe that to be true, that our
greatest jobs as fathers is to make sure
that our children have the inculcated
truths that will help them find their
way home and through the great
storms of life. We should always re-
mind ourselves that they are, indeed,
the living messages that we send to a
time we will never see ourselves.

I hope that somehow that fathers of
this country will recognize the gift
that they’ve been given and they will
recognize the impact that they will
have, and that the rest of society will
recognize that if we displace fathers in
our country, we will bankrupt us all
trying to replace them.

With that, Mr. Speaker and Congress-
woman HARTZLER, I yield back.

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you so
much, Representative FRANKS. I
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couldn’t say it any better I think.
Thank you.

The heritage that he has given his
children and that his father gave him
and his grandfather gave him, that’s
what it’s about is being able to pass on
that heritage to your children. That’s
why we have a policy in our country
that encourages fathers to be there for
their children, so that every child has
a chance to have a mother and a fa-
ther.

I am glad to be joined today by a gen-
tleman from California, Douc
LAMALFA.

Thank you for coming tonight. I look
forward to hearing what you have to
share on this very important topic.

Mr. LAMALFA Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, Mrs. HARTZLER, for hold-
ing this time here tonight for us.

Let’s talk about the importance of
fatherhood and what all that means. I
really appreciate the words of my col-
league from Arizona who just spoke
and his eloquent way of doing that.

We are in a nation here that really
cries out for the type of values that are
represented by what is called the nu-
clear family—Kkids these days, with so
many temptations and so many things
out there that will pull them in all dif-
ferent directions. They need a mom
and they need a dad.

We know statistically, just talking
numbers, that the chances of success
for children to grow up and be success-
ful in their own lives, not in poverty,
not in abusive situations, the percent-
ages are so much higher when there’s a
loving mom and a dad in their lives.

We have very important tasks, very
important jobs here in this place. Mr.
Speaker, when we make policy here, we
always need to make it in such a way
that supports the family, that
strengthens the family and doesn’t
weaken it or in some fashion even use
the State, use the government, as
usurping the role of the parent or of a
dad like we’ve seen so much with
maybe the start of the great society—
well-intentioned things that have gone
on to, in many ways, replace the father
in people’s lives. There needs to be that
accountability to come back and bring
that unit together.

Thinking of my own dad—we lost
him almost 5 years ago now—he was al-
ways a strong and pretty quiet leader,
but he could just give you ‘‘the look”
pretty much and set you back on
track. He had to spend a lot of hours
out on the farm. We didn’t always get
to see him all the time when it was
busy in the springtime with planting or
with harvest, but we always knew, my
sisters and I, that he was there for us.
He didn’t get to every ball game, but
we always knew. We never had to ques-
tion his dedication and commitment to
us and to our mother, because moms
are in it, too. We know that certainly
because, typically, mostly the care-
giver for kids a lot of times, she needs
that support, too, that comes from that
committed family unit.

So we have to make policy, we have
to make things that support that in
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this place. I'm so disappointed with the
direction our country has gone the last
40 to 50 years that has broken that
apart.

I have an obligation to my wife and
my four kids. One of the most difficult
things in contemplating what goes on
with this role of service that I’ve been
blessed with by the voters in my dis-
trict is the time away from home.
Being from the west coast, it’s a heck
of a commitment. With a 5-hour plane
ride each way and all that, you don’t
just get to pop in like when I was in
the State legislature in Sacramento
and you get home most nights.

That’s the kind of thing that keeps
me worrying sometimes, worrying a
little bit: Am I doing right by my kids?
We do this here—I think anyone that
runs for office—ostensibly with the
idea that we’re trying to help the next
generation and preserve the country
and preserve our freedoms. But there’s
a sacrifice in this job. It kind of all
comes back to perspective.

Father’s Day, the other day, I got to
spend home with the family. All my
kids either got me a little something
or made a little card. Very, very touch-
ing things said in those cards reminded
me that, yeah, we are here trying to do
something for them, preserve their
rights, their opportunities, their lib-
erties, and that they understand, even
though I don’t always get to be home,
that it is for them.
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So that makes me feel good about
doing this—about taking on the huge
issues here, the long hours, the some-
times fruitless battles, and people
looking at us from the outside with
our, maybe, 10 percent approval rating,
wondering, What the heck are you
doing back there in Washington, D.C.?
We all know we’re here for a good rea-
son.

We have an obligation as dads to be
there for our wives and for our Kkids,
which is nothing new, but it’s the dedi-
cation. They need to know that we’re
there for them, that we’re fighting for
something, whether it’s our more day-
to-day jobs—if you’re a butcher or a
baker or a candlestick maker—or if
you’re back here getting to be part of
the U.S. Congress.

The importance of a dad to a son
can’t be overstated. You need a man in
the life to guide your son to the right
path, to be that strong voice, to keep
your son in the position, first of all, of
respecting his mother, of respecting his
sisters, of respecting women—of what
that role is supposed to be. They need
that, and a lot of them have lost out on
that. It’s sad. We see the tragedy.
Some of these kids are walking the
streets, and they grow up to be in
gangs and so much because they didn’t
have that.

A dad has a very strong role with his
daughters—to ensure that they know
they have value, that they aren’t some-
thing to be out there to be traded, as so
often happens when they don’t have
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that fatherly voice saying, You have
value, and you have self-respect—that
is so key to you. It keeps so many
times young girls out of trouble and on
that good path.

You can’t overstate that role of a fa-
ther on both sons and daughters and, of
course, that very strong support that’s
needed for your wife, who has to watch
the home fires when we’re off doing
things like this. She needs that.

So what I'm saying to the men who
are already fathers or who are would-be
fathers is, you’ve got a very important
task, extremely, the most important
task—to be that leader of your house-
hold. You need to stick with them
through thick and thin.

And men, be men. Don’t be some-
thing else. Grow up. You need to cast
off childish things when you’ve made
that commitment to a woman and to
fatherhood, because they’re watching
you. Your neighborhood is watching
you. It’s the most important thing
you’ll ever do.

So, Mr. Speaker, I conclude tonight
with the thought that, for there to be
one Nation under God, men have a very
key role in that. That’s being that fa-
ther, and that’s holding the family to-
gether. No matter what might come
and affect it, no matter what legisla-
tion or court decision might try to af-
fect or break that family union or
make confusing decisions for our chil-
dren, we have that role, and we can be
that guide for their whole lives. It is
rewarding for all of us.

With that, I appreciate the time, and
I appreciate the gentlelady from Mis-
souri (Mrs. HARTZLER) for leading this
discussion here tonight.

Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the gen-
tleman. That was very, very well said,
and I appreciate your encouraging the
men to be leaders of their households
and to make a difference for their chil-
dren—the next generation.

I appreciate all of my colleagues who
have come tonight so that we could
talk about the importance of the fa-
thers and how important it is to have
marriage strong in our country.

Every child deserves a mom and a
dad. You cannot say that fathers are
essential while also making them op-
tional. The presence of a father has
such a tremendous impact on the lives
of each and every child and on every
adult in America. Fathers not only rep-
resent the success of our children but
also the success of our Nation.

As we get closer to the Supreme
Court’s ruling concerning the Defense
of Marriage Act, it is crucial that we
weigh the entirety of the impact such a
decision will have on families. My col-
league from Oklahoma earlier cited the
President in this quote when he
stressed the importance of fathers. I
think it’s very, very good, and I want
to repeat it.

President Obama said:

As fathers, we need to be involved in our
children’s lives not just when it’s convenient
or easy and not just when they’re doing
well—but when it’s difficult and thankless,
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and they’re struggling. That is when they
need us most.

Every single child in this country de-
serves the opportunity to have a moth-
er and a father. That is why we must
uphold marriage. Not only must we
represent the future of our children but
also the future of our Nation.

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 8 o’clock and 56 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. NUGENT) at 12 o’clock and
45 minutes a.m.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 1947, FEDERAL
AGRICULTURE REFORM AND
RISK MANAGEMENT ACT OF 2013

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-117) on the resolution (H.
Res. 271) providing for further consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1947) to provide
for the reform and continuation of ag-
ricultural and other programs of the
Department of Agriculture through fis-
cal year 2018, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky (at the re-
quest of Mr. CANTOR) for June 17
through June 19 on account of medical
reasons.

——————

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE
RULES

AMENDMENT TO THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY FOR
THE 113TH CONGRESS

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on June
18, 2013, the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology adopted the attached amend-
ment to its Committee Rules:

Rule VI (b) of the Rules of the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology is amend-
ed to read as follows:

(b) SUBCOMMITTEES AND JURISDICTION.
There shall be five standing Subcommittees
of the Committee on Science, Sp-ace; and
Technology, with jurisdictions as follows:

The Subcommittee on Energy hall have juris-
diction over the following subject matters:
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all matters relating to energy research, de-
velopment, and demonstration projects
therefor; commercial application of energy
technology; Department of Energy research,
development, and demonstration programs;
Department of Energy laboratories; Depart-
ment of Energy science activities; energy
supply activities; nuclear, solar, and renew-
able energy, and other advanced energy tech-
nologies; uranium supply and enrichment,
and Department of Energy waste manage-
ment; fossil energy research and develop-
ment; clean coal technology; energy con-
servation research and development, includ-
ing building performance, alternate fuels,
distributed power systems, and industrial
process improvements; pipeline research, de-
velopment, and demonstration projects; en-
ergy standards; other appropriate matters as
referred by the Chairman; and relevant over-
sight.

The Subcommittee on Environment shall have
jurisdiction over the following subject mat-
ters: all matters relating to environmental
research; Environmental Protection Agency
research and development; environmental
standards; climate change research and de-
velopment; the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, including all activi-
ties related to weather, weather services, cli-
mate, the atmosphere, marine fisheries, and
oceanic research; risk assessment activities;
scientific issues related to environmental
policy, including climate change; remote
sensing data related to climate change at the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion (NASA); earth science activities con-
ducted by the NASA; other appropriate mat-
ters as referred by the Chairman; and rel-
evant oversight.

The Subcommittee on Research and Tech-
nology shall have jurisdiction over the fol-
lowing subject matters: all matters relating
to science policy and science education; the
Office of Science and Technology Policy; all
scientific research, and scientific and engi-
neering resources (including human re-
sources); all matters relating to science,
technology, engineering and mathematics
education; intergovernmental mechanisms
for research, development, and demonstra-
tion and cross-cutting programs; inter-
national scientific cooperation; National
Science Foundation, university research pol-
icy, including infrastructure and overhead;
university research partnerships, including
those with industry; science scholarships;
computing, communications, networking,
and information technology; research and
development relating to health, biomedical,
and nutritional programs; research, develop-
ment, and demonstration relating to nano-
science, nanoengineering, and nanotechnol-
ogy; agricultural, geological, biological and
life sciences research; materials research, de-
velopment, demonstration, and policy; all
matters relating to competitiveness, tech-
nology, standards, and innovation; standard-
ization of weights and measures, including
technical standards, standardization, and
conformity assessment; measurement, in-
cluding the metric system of measurement;
the Technology Administration of the De-
partment of Commerce; the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology; the Na-
tional Technical Information Service; com-
petitiveness, including small business com-
petitiveness; tax, antitrust, regulatory and
other legal and governmental policies re-
lated to technological development and com-
mercialization; technology transfer, includ-
ing civilian use of defense technologies; pat-
ent and intellectual property policy; inter-
national technology trade; research, develop-
ment, and demonstration activities of the
Department of Transportation; surface and
water transportation research, development,
and demonstration programs; earthquake
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programs and fire research programs, includ-
ing those related to wildfire proliferation re-
search and prevention; biotechnology policy;
research, development, demonstration, and
standards-related activities of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security; Small Business
Innovation Research and Technology Trans-
fer; voting technologies and standards; other
appropriate matters as referred by the Chair-
man; and relevant oversight.

The Subcommittee on Space shall have juris-
diction over the following subject matters:
all matters relating to astronautical and
aeronautical research and development; na-
tional space policy, including access to
space; sub-orbital access and applications;
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and its contractor and government-op-
erated labs; space commercialization, includ-
ing commercial space activities relating to
the Department of Transportation and the
Department of Commerce; exploration and
use of outer space; international space co-
operation; the National Space Council; space
applications, space communications and re-
lated matters; Earth remote sensing policy;
civil aviation research, development, and
demonstration; research, development, and
demonstration programs of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration; space law; her appro-
priate matters as referred by the Chairman;
and relevant oversight.

The Subcommittee on Oversight shall have
general and special investigative authority
on all matters within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology.

——
SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 330. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to establish safeguards and
standards of quality for research and trans-
plantation of organs infected with human
immunodeficiency virus (HIV); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce; in addition
to the Committee on the Judiciary for a pe-
riod 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.

——
ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 46 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until today, Wednes-
day, June 19, 2013, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

1893. A letter from the Secretary, Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule — Dual
and Multiple Associations of Persons Associ-
ated With Swap Dealers, Major Swap Partici-
pants and Other Commission Registrants
(RIN: 3038-AD66) received June 3, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

1894. A letter from the Secretary, Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans-
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mitting the Commission’s final rule — Proc-
ess for a Designated Contract Market or
Swap Execution Facility to Make a Swap
Available to Trade under Section 2(h)(8) of
the Commodity Exchange Act; Swap Trans-
action Compliance and Implementation
Schedule; Trade Execution Requirement
under Section 2(h) of the CEA (RIN: 3038-
AD18) received June 12, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1895. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — National
Organic Program (NOP); Amendments to the
National List of Allowed and Prohibited Sub-
stances (Crops and Processing) [Document
Number: AMS-NOP-12-0016; NOP-12-07FR]
(RIN: 0581-AD27) received June 10, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1896. A letter from the Management Ana-
lyst, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule —
Postdecisional Administrative Review Proc-
ess for Occupancy or Use of National Forest
System Lands and Resources (RIN: 0596-
AB45) received June 7, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

1897. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report on the amount of pur-
chases from foreign entities in Fiscal Year
2012, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 113 note; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

1898. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement and Acquisition Policy, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Defense Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation Supplement; Defense
Trade Cooperation Treaties with Australia
and the United Kingdom (DFARS 2012-D034)
(RIN: 0750-AH70) received June 12, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1899. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Assistant Secretary, Department of Defense,
transmitting a report to Congress regarding
additional Reserve Component equipment
procurement and military construction; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1900. A letter from the Director, Division of
Coal Mine Workers’ Compensation, Depart-
ment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Black Lung Benefits Act:
Standards for Chest Radiographs (RIN: 1240-
AAQ7) received June 14, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

1901. A letter from the Executive Director,
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s 2012 Annual
Report to the President and Congress; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

1902. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Irra-
diation in the Production, Processing, and
Handling of Animal Feed and Pet Food; Elec-
tron Beam and X-Ray Sources for Irradiation
of Poultry Feed and Poultry Feed Ingredi-
ents; Correction [Docket No.: FDA-2012-F-
0178] received June 11, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

1903. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the combined seventh, eighth, and
ninth quarterly reports on Progress Toward
Promulgating Final Regulations for the
Menu and Vending Machine Labeling Provi-
sions of the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act of 2010; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

1904. A letter from the Deputy Bureau
Chief, Wireline Competition Bureau, Federal
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Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Connect
America Fund (WC Docket No.: 10-90) re-
ceived June 11, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

1905. A letter from the Division Chief, Reg-
ulatory Affairs, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Application Procedures, Execution and Fil-
ing of Forms: Correction of State Office Ad-
dress for Filings and Recordings, Including
Proper Offices for Recording of Mining
Claims; Oregon/Washington [LLOR957000-
1.63100000-HD0000] (RIN: 1004-AE31) received
June 11, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

1906. 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 — Atlantic Highly Migra-
tory Species; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Fish-
eries [Docket No.: 120306154-2241-02] (RIN:
0648-XC651) received June 14, 2013, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

——————

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. ADERHOLT: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 2410. A bill making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2014, and for other purposes
(Rept. 113-116). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 271. Resolution providing
for further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1947) to provide for the reform and continu-
ation of agricultural and other programs of
the Department of Agriculture through fis-
cal year 2018, and for the other purposes
(Rept. 113-117). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

——————

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. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York (for himself, Mr. GIBSON,
and Mrs. LOWEY):

H.R. 2407. A bill to reauthorize the Hudson
River Valley National Heritage Area; to the
Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT (for himself and
Mr. AMASH):

H.R. 2408. A bill to prohibit the Depart-
ment of Justice from tracking and cata-
loguing the purchases of multiple rifles and
shotguns; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr.
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. SCHWEIKERT,
and Mr. GOSAR):

H.R. 2409. A bill to amend the National
Voter Registration Act of 1993 to permit a
State to require an applicant for voter reg-
istration in the State who uses the Federal
mail voter registration application form de-
veloped by the Election Assistance Commis-
sion under such Act to provide documentary
evidence of citizenship as a condition of the
State’s acceptance of the form; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.
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By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 2411. A bill to prohibit the Federal
Government from contracting with an entity
that has committed fraud or certain other
crimes; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

By Mr. BARBER (for himself and Mr.
HECK of Nevada):

H.R. 2412. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to consider the best interest of
the veteran when determining whether the
veteran should receive certain contracted
health care; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Mr. BRIDENSTINE (for himself,
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. STEWART,
and Mr. HARRIS):

H.R. 2413. A bill to prioritize and redirect
NOAA resources to a focused program of in-
vestment on near-term, affordable, and at-
tainable advances in observational, com-
puting, and modeling capabilities to deliver
substantial improvement in weather fore-
casting and prediction of high impact weath-
er events, such as tornadoes and hurricanes,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself, Mr.
SENSENBRENNER, Mr. GRIFFITH of Vir-
ginia, Ms. BROWNLEY of California,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS
of Illinois, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
DAINES, and Ms. LOFGREN):

H.R. 2414. A Dbill to require automobile
manufacturers to disclose to consumers the
presence of event data recorders, or ‘‘black
boxes’, on new automobiles, and to require
manufacturers to provide the consumer with
the option to enable and disable such devices
on future automobiles; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce, and in addition to
the Committee on the Judiciary, 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. CASSIDY (for himself, Mr.
KIND, Mr. LANCE, Mr. GUTHRIE, Mrs.
BLACKBURN, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico, Mr.
ROSKAM, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. PAUL-
SEN, and Mr. PETERS of California):

H.R. 2415. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to include information
on the coverage of intensive behavioral ther-
apy for obesity in the Medicare and You
Handbook and to provide for the coordina-
tion of programs to prevent and treat obe-
sity, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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 Mr. CLAY (for himself, Ms. BASS,
Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Ms. CLARKE, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois,
Mr. FATTAH, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms.
LEE of California, Ms. MOORE, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. JOHNSON
of Georgia, Mr. DAVID ScOTT of Geor-
gia, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Ms. SE-
WELL of Alabama, Mr. THOMPSON of

Mississippi, Mr. HORSFORD, Mr.
WATT, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms.

EDWARDS, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. MEEKS,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RUSH,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. TURNER):
H.R. 2416. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a special resource
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study regarding the proposed United States
Civil Rights Trail, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. FRANKS of Arizona (for him-
self, Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
LAMBORN, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr.
BROUN of Georgia, Mr. PITTS, Mr.
PITTENGER, Mr. LAMALFA, Ms.
CLARKE, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. STEWART,
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
JORDAN, Mr. PERRY, Mr. GOSAR, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Mr.
KLINE):

H.R. 2417. A bill to amend the Federal
Power Act to protect the bulk-power system
and electric infrastructure critical to the de-
fense and well-being of the United States
against mnatural and manmade electro-
magnetic pulse (““EMP’’) threats and
vulnerabilities; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Budget, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas (for him-
self, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and
Mr. REICHERT):

H.R. 2418. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to prohibit an individual who is the
subject of an outstanding arrest warrant for
a felony from receiving various cash benefits
under the Social Security Act; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. LOWEY:

H.R. 2419. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to provide coverage under such
Act for credit cards issued to small busi-
nesses, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 2420. A bill to authorize the Benjamin
Harrison Society to establish a memorial in
the District of Columbia to honor the patri-
ots of the American Revolutionary War and
the War of 1812; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Mr. PETERS of California:

H.R. 2421. A bill to provide biorefinery as-
sistance eligibility to renewable chemicals
projects, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PETERS of California (for him-
self, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms.
McCoLLUM, Mrs. DAVIS of California,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BERA of California,
Ms. CHU, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. HALL, Ms.
JACKSON LEE, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. NAD-
LER, Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Ms.
EDWARDS, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Ms. HAHN,
Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. PASCRELL, and
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida):

H.R. 2422. A bill to award a Congressional
Gold Medal to Sally K. Ride in recognition of
her exemplary service as an astronaut, phys-
icist, and science education advocate; to the
Committee on Financial Services.

By Mr. RUNYAN:

H.R. 2423. A bill to improve the authority
of the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to enter
into contracts with private physicians to
conduct medical disability examinations; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. NAD-
LER, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. CLARKE, Mr.

PAYNE, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. TSONGAS,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. FATTAH, Ms.
MENG, Mr. TURNER, and Mr. CROW-
LEY):

H.R. 2424. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Housing and Urban development to estab-
lish a program enabling communities to bet-
ter leverage resources to address health, eco-
nomic development, and conservation con-
cerns through needed investments in parks,
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recreational areas, facilities, and programs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Financial Services, and in addition to the
Committees on Education and the Work-
force, and Natural Resources, 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. TIERNEY (for himself, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. AN-
DREWS, and Mr. JONES):

H.R. 2425. A bill to amend title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to provide protection for company-pro-
vided retiree health benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. TONKO (for himself and Mr.
KENNEDY):

H.R. 2426. A bill to better integrate engi-
neering education into kindergarten through
grade 12 instruction and curriculum and to
support research on engineering education;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. MEADOWS (for himself, Mr.
MARCHANT, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona,
Mr. BONNER, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia,
Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. GRAVES of
Georgia, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. PITTS, Mr. WOLF,
Mr. WESTMORELAND, Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina, Mr. LAMBORN, Mrs.
BACHMANN, Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mr.
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. WALBERG, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mr.
CoOLLINS of Georgia, Mr. HUDSON, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. FORBES, Mr. HUNTER, Mr.
HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. BROUN of
Georgia, Mr. STUTZMAN, Mr.
PITTENGER, Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr. BAR-
TON, Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. NEUGE-
BAUER, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina,
Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY, Mr. NUGENT, Mr. JORDAN, Mr.
SALMON, and Mr. COLE):

H.J. Res. 50. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relating to parental rights; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BRALEY of Iowa:

H. Res. 269. A resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1947) to provide
for the reform and continuation of agricul-
tural and other programs of the Department
of Agriculture through fiscal year 2018, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan:

H. Res. 270. A resolution permitting official
photographs of the House of Representatives
to be taken while the House is in actual ses-
sion on a date designated by the Speaker; to
the Committee on House Administration.

———

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mr. STEWART introduced a bill (H.R.
2427) to provide for the relief of Lori
L. Rogers; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

———

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. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of

New York:
H.R. 2407.
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution

By Mr. SCHWEIKERT:

H.R. 2408.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. SALMON:

H.R. 2409.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Congress’ authority to regulate congres-
sional elections derives primarily from Arti-
cle I, Section 4, Clause 1 of the Constitution
(known as the Elections Clause). The Elec-
tions Clause provides that the states will
prescribe the ‘“Times, Places and Manner’ of
congressional elections, and that Congress
may ‘make or alter’” the states’ regulations
at any time, except as to the places of choos-
ing Senators. The courts have held that the
Elections Clause grants Congress broad au-
thority to override state regulations in this
area. Therefore, while the Elections Clause
contemplates both state and federal author-
ity to regulate congressional elections, Con-
gress’ authority is paramount to that of the
states.

By Mr. ADERHOLT:

H.R. 2410.

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 constitutional
provisions establish the congressional power
of the purse, granting Congress the author-
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their
purpose, amount, and period of availability,
and to set forth terms and conditions gov-
erning their use.

By Mr. GRAYSON:

H.R. 2411.

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 of America.

By Mr. BARBER:

H.R. 2412.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 18 section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution.

By Mr. BRIDENSTINE:

H.R. 2413.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 and Article I,
Section 8, Clause 18

By Mr. CAPUANO:

H.R. 2414.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1; and Article I,
Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. CASSIDY:

H.R. 2415.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted Congress under Article 1, Section 8
of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. CLAY:

H.R. 2416.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:
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THE COMMERCE CLAUSE: section 8 of ar-
ticle 1 of the Constitution.

By Mr. FRANKS of Arizona:

H.R. 2417.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas:

H.R. 2418.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1.

By Mrs. LOWEY:

H.R. 2419.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article One, Section Eight of the U.S. con-
stitution.

By Ms. NORTON:

H.R. 2420.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clauses 1 and 18 of section 8 of article I,
and clause 2 of section 3 of article IV of the
Constitution.

By Mr. PETERS of California:

H.R. 2421.

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. PETERS of California:

H.R. 2422.

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. RUNYAN:

H.R. 2423.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. SIRES:

H.R. 2424.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution.

By Mr. TIERNEY:

H.R. 2425.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. TONKO:

H.R. 2426.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause I

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.

Mr. STEWART:

H.R. 2427.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 9: No Money shall be
drawn from the Treasury, but in Con-
sequence of Appropriations made by Law

By Mr. MEADOWS:

H.J. Res. 50.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Parental Rights Amendment is intro-
duced pursuant to Article V: ‘“The Congress,
whenever two thirds of both Houses shall
deem it necessary, shall propose Amend-
ments to this Constitution . . .”

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:
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H.R. 75: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee.

H.R. 129: Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 148: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. KILMER, and
Ms. MOORE.

H.R. 164: Mr. RENACCI and Mr. ROTHFUS.

H.R. 182: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 198: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.

H.R. 272: Ms. CHU, Mr. VARGAS,
HUFFMAN, Mr. RUIZ, and Mr. LAMALFA.

H.R. 292: Mr. SERRANO.

H.R. 310: Mr. OWENS.

H.R. 318: Mr. WOLF.

H.R. 335: Mr. ALEXANDER.

H.R. 352: Mr. PEARCE.

H.R. 451: Mr. DESANTIS.

H.R. 460: Mr. PocAN and Ms. TITUS.

H.R. 485: Ms. BASS.

H.R. 525: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 641: Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 647: Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan and
Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 664: Mr. LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 685: Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. LATTA,
Mr. STEWARD, and Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 693: Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 698: Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 721: Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, and
Mrs. BUSTOS.

H.R. 725: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida.

H.R. 7565: Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
COURTNEY, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. TONKO, Mr. AL
GREEN of Texas, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr.
ALEXANDER, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. BARBER,
Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Ms. CASTOR of Florida,
Mr. DEUTCH, Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. MORAN, Mr. SIRES,
Mr. VARGAS, and Mr. GERLACH.

H.R. 763: Ms. GRANGER.

H.R. 795: Mr. POMPEO.

H.R. 797: Mr. BARR.

H.R. 809: Mr. ROE of Tennessee.

H.R. 904: Mrs. WAGNER.

H.R. 940: Mr. WOMACK.

H.R. 961: Mr. DEFAZIO.

H.R. 963: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida.

H.R. 1015: Ms. NORTON and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 1024: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 1076: Mr. CRAWFORD.

H.R. 1094: Mr. CLYBURN.

Mr.

H.R. 1102: Mr. TIERNEY and Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER.

H.R. 1122: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1125: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1148: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Ms.

SCHWARTZ, and Mr. CARSON of Indiana.

H.R. 1151: Mr. BUCHANAN.

H.R. 1155: Mr. RADEL.

H.R. 1179: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
PoLIsS, Mr. MAFFEI, Mr. SMITH of Washington,
Mr. PERRY, Mr. CRAWFORD, and Ms. FRANKEL
of Florida.

H.R. 1187: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Ms. SHEA-PORTER,
and Mr. GRAYSON.

H.R. 1213: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 1250: Mr. PETERS of California and Mr.
WALDEN.

H.R. 1274: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 1403: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1405: Mr. RAHALL.

H.R. 1416: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H.R. 1427: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico.

H.R. 1466: Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. RUSH, and Mrs.
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 1474: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1485: Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 1508: Ms. NORTON, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr.
CICILLINE, Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD, Ms. LINDA
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T. SANCHEZ of California, Mr. COHEN, and Mr.
BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 1528: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1553: Mr. BARROW of Georgia, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. TERRY, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. AUS-
TIN SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. FLORES, Mrs. LLUM-
MIS, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. PETRI, and Mr. KILMER.

H.R. 1595: Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1620: Ms. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 1622: Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 1643: Mr. O’'ROURKE and Mr. HECK of

Nevada.
H.R. 16563: Mr. HANNA, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mr. HURT, Mr. COOPER, Mr.

FITZPATRICK, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. HECK of Ne-
vada, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, Mr. RICH-

MOND, Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. BUCHANAN, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
BucsHON, Mr. KING of New York, Mr.

McCAauL, Mr. LONG, Mr. QUIGLEY, and Mr.
PERLMUTTER.

H.R. 1666: Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 1692: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1731: Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HONDA, Mr.
WAXMAN, and Mr. ENGEL.

H.R. 1733: Mr. WITTMAN and Mr. GUTHRIE.

H.R. 1750: Mr. HUELSKAMP and Mr. BARROW
of Georgia.

H.R. 1761: Mr. SCHRADER.

H.R. 1767: Mr. CARNEY.

H.R. 1771: Mr. FORBES and Mr. WILSON of
South Carolina.

H.R. 1781: Mr. RADEL.

H.R. 1792: Mr. ROTHFUS and Mr. MURPHY of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1809: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico and Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 1812: Ms. DELBENE.

H.R. 1823: Mr. WALDEN.

H.R. 1825: Mr. YOUNG of Indiana.

H.R. 1829: Mr. ROTHFUS.

H.R. 1830: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. DoOG-
GETT and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 1852: Mr. ENYART, Mr. LATTA, Mr.
MCcCLINTOCK, and Mr. CRAWFORD.

H.R. 1861: Mr. KLINE and Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 1871: Mr. NUGENT.

H.R. 1900: Mrs. BLACKBURN.

H.R. 1908: Mrs. BACHMANN
DESANTIS.

H.R. 1921: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT,
Mrs. CAPPS, and Ms. PINGREE of Maine.

H.R. 1999: Mr. O’ ROURKE and Mr. WELCH.

H.R. 2003: Mr. LATHAM.

H.R. 2004: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 2009: Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 2011: Mr. HECK of Nevada and Mr.
O’ROURKE.

H.R. 2016: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan.

H.R. 2019: Mr. UPTON, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
FLORES, Mr. STUTZMAN, and Mr. GIBSON.

H.R. 2020: Ms. McCoLLUM and Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 2030: Mr. O’ROURKE, Ms. FRANKEL of
Florida, and Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 2052: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 2053: Mr. BROUN of Georgia.

H.R. 2068: Mr. GRIJALVA and Ms. TITUS.

H.R. 2072: Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. JONES, and
Mr. COoLLINS of New York.

H.R. 2084: Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 2093: Mr. BRIDENSTINE and Mr.
LUETKEMEYER.

H.R. 2112: Mr. REED, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr.
NADLER, Mr. JEFFRIES, and Mr. MEEKS.

H.R. 2132: Mr. BERA of California.

H.R. 2146: Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 2172: Mr. LOWENTHAL.

H.R. 2182: Mr. COURTNEY.

H.R. 2195: Mr. PocAN, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. LEwIS, Mr. TONKO, and Mr.
LOWENTHAL.

and Mr.
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H.R. 2208: Mr. JOYCE.

H.R. 2218: Mr. OLSON, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. RODNEY
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois,
and Mr. Ross.

H.R. 2220: Mr. LONG.

H.R. 2238: Mr. GOWDY.

H.R. 2250: Mr. HANNA, Mr. FOSTER, and Mr.
HECK of Nevada.

H.R. 2273: Mr. HANNA, Mr. LATTA, and Ms.
FUDGE.

H.R. 2277: Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 2288: Ms. MATSUI, Mr. CROWLEY, and
Ms. BONAMICI.

. 2290: Mr. MCINTYRE.

. 2305: Mr. HECK of Nevada.

. 2310: Mrs. MILLER of Michigan.
. 2317: Ms. WILSON of Florida.

H.R. 2328: Mr. HECK of Nevada, Mr. LATTA,
Mr. KLINE, and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 2352: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 2383: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr.
CLEAVER, and Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 2384: Ms. NORTON, Mr. AL GREEN of
Texas, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. DELANEY, and Ms. BONAMICI.

H.R. 2399: Mr. YOHO, Mr.
MICHAUD, and Mr. GOSAR.

H.R. 2403: Mr. WESTMORELAND.

H. J. Res. 34: Mr. KILMER.

H. J. Res. 47: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mrs.
LUMMIS.

H. Con. Res. 4: Mr. BARRow of Georgia.

H. Con. Res. 16: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS
and Mr. PAULSEN.

Con. Res. 24: Mr. HECK of Nevada.

Res. 30: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.
Res. 104: Mr. RUIZ.

Res. 123: Mr. CASTRO of Texas.

Res. 136: Mr. WOLF.

Res. 212: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio.

Res. 229: Mr. VISCLOSKY.

. Res. 238: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H. Res. 263: Mr. FORBES and Mr. FORTEN-
BERRY.

H. Res. 265: Mr. HECK of Washington, Mr.
GALLEGO, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. CARTWRIGHT,
and Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD.

GIBSON, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or
statements on congressional earmarks,
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff
benefits were submitted as follows:

OFFERED BY MR. CAMP

The provisions that warranted a referral to
the Committee on Ways and Means in H.R.
1896, the International Child Support Recov-
ery Improvement Act of 2013, do not contain
any congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined
in clause 9 of rule XXI.

SUBMITTED FOR PRINTING PURSUANT TO
CLAUSE 9 OF RULE XXI

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative MCGOVERN or a designee to H.R.
1947, the Federal Agriculture Reform and
Risk Management Act of 2013, does not con-
tain any congressional earmarks, limited tax
benefits, or limited tariff benefits as defined
in clause 9 of rule XXI.
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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Spirit, place Your judgments
in the Earth so that the world’s inhab-
itants will learn righteousness. Today,
give our Senators a strong and vivid
sense that You are by their side. In
their downsitting and uprising, make
them aware of Your presence. By Your
grace, Lord, let no thoughts enter their
hearts that might hinder communion
with You, and let no word leave their
lips that is not meant for Your ears.
Surround them with the shield of Your
favor and give them mutual trust and
loyalty for their relationships with one
another.

We pray
Amen.

in Your merciful Name.

——————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore 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.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
leader remarks the Senate will be in a
period of morning business for an hour.
The Republicans will control the first
half, and the majority will control the
final half. Following that morning
business the Senate will resume consid-
eration of the immigration bill.

The Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m.
to 2:15 p.m. for our weekly caucus

Senate

meetings. At 3 o’clock there will be
four rollcall votes in relation to
amendments to the immigration bill.

Mr. President, I would simply add on
that, I have had a number of calls al-
ready this morning saying: You cannot
have the votes then. I have this. We
have meetings. We would like to have
the votes at 4 o’clock.

This bill, we have to move forward on
it. I was very happy we were able to get
consent to have these four votes start-
ing at 3 o’clock today. Time is of the
essence on this legislation. I have been
patient. We have all been patient wait-
ing to see what amendments people
want to offer. I want to make sure that
on some of these major issues people
have had the time to work through
them. We know some of the issues are
difficult. I have been told Senator
HOEVEN and Senator CORKER are trying
to work with the eight bipartisan Sen-
ators to come up with something they
believe is important for them to vote
on. I have no problem with that, but I
am just telling everybody, as I have
now for quite a long time, that we are
going to either file cloture on this on
Friday, Saturday, Sunday, or Monday.
We have to move forward on this legis-
lation.

So I urge people to work together to
come up with whatever amendments
they believe are important. Of course,
we are all looking at this major issue.
I have talked to the Republicans’ Gang
of 8 and the Democrats’ Gang of 8.
They are working on something deal-
ing with border security. I am not tell-
ing anyone what to do other than to do
it as quickly as you can.

The time has come to make decisions
on this important piece of legislation.
We say we have been on it 2 weeks. We
have really been on it longer than that.
That first week after the break there
were meetings going on all over this
Capitol on what we should do with im-
migration.

So I would hope people understand
that this may not be one of our normal

weekends where we shoot out of town
to go back to whereever we come from.
We have to move forward on this legis-
lation.

———
BUDGET CONFERENCE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I talked
yesterday at some length on the budg-
et. It is important. We are approaching
3 months where we have not been able
to go to conference on this budget.
This is so extremely important. I spent
yesterday morning at the NIH. I was
not able to meet with all the heads of
the Institutes, but I met with four of
them, plus Dr. Collins, who runs the
NIH, the National Institutes of Health.

I will have more to say about this
later, but South Africa, England,
France, India—China is increasing
their spending by almost 25 percent for
programs just like we have at NIH.
What are we doing at NIH? We are cut-
ting spending. They have been flat-
funded since about 2004. With the stim-
ulus bill, which is now going on 5 years
ago, we gave them a shot in the arm
because of Senator Specter. But that
money has long since been gone. They
are headed downhill, and they have
been for several years now. These won-
derful scientists we have there are
leaving.

One of the scientists from the Uni-
versity of Michigan, who, by the way,
is best friends with my chief of staff, is
basically staying away from NIH be-
cause you cannot have—and he is an
expert, one of if not the leading expert
in the world on melanoma. He is not
making application for NIH grants
anymore because they cannot do sci-
entific research when it is only avail-
able for a year or two. So I hope we can
move forward on this budget con-
ference and get something done on this
to set the Nation’s financial problems
in the right direction. We are not going
to get anything done unless we are able
to get something done on the budget.
We cannot do this.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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I am proud of the budget we passed. I
think it is a very good budget, but I re-
alize if we go to conference we may
have to change some of the things we
have in our budget. But we are never
going to get this done unless we sit
down and work this out, as we have
done for more than two centuries here
in conferences between the House and
the Senate.

————
STUDENT LOAN INTEREST RATES

Mr. REID. Finally, I see on the floor
my friend, the senior Senator from
Tennessee, who has been a longtime
Governor of his State. He has been the
Secretary of Education. We have an
issue coming up soon. If we do not
work something out in this body before
the end of this month, student loan in-
terest rates will go up a lot. If we do
nothing, they will double from 3.4 per-
cent to 6.8 percent. If we do what the
House wants to do, if we do what Sen-
ate Republicans want to do, these stu-
dent loans will be used to reduce the
debt. I do not think that is what we
should be doing with students. While
this is not the time to debate this
issue, everyone should be aware as we
deal with immigration over the next
couple weeks, we also have to keep this
matter on the radar screen that we are
going to have to do something about.

I have a number of meetings on this
today, and I am sure my Republican
colleagues have meetings throughout
the day, and we need to have as many
as we can to work something out to get
this done.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COWAN). The Republican leader is rec-
ognized.

—————

SENATE RULES

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, day
after day I have been coming to the
Senate floor to remind the majority
leader of the commitments he made to
the American people in 2011 and again
just a few months ago that he would
not break the rules of the Senate in
order to change the rules of the Senate;
that he would preserve the rights of
the minority in this body; that he
would not try to remake the Senate in
the image of the House, something that
could change our democracy in a very
fundamental way.

So the question remains:
keep his word?

Here is what he said on January 27,
2011:

I will oppose any effort in this Congress or
the next—

The one we are in now—
to change the Senate’s rules other than
through the regular order.

And here is what he said this year,
after I asked him to confirm that the
Senate would not consider any rules

Will he
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changes that did not go through the
regular order process:

That is correct. Any other resolutions re-
lated to Senate procedure would be subject
to a regular order process including consider-
ation by the Rules Committee.

Now, look, Mr. President, a Senator’s
word—especially the word of the ma-
jority leader—is the currency of the
realm in this Chamber—the currency of
the realm in this Chamber. As the ma-
jority leader himself said:

Your word is your bond . . . if you tell [a
Republican Senator or a Democratic Sen-
ator] you are going to do something, that is
the way it is.

He is entirely correct. Senators keep-
ing their word, well, that is just vital
to a well-functioning Senate. But it is
only part of the equation. We also need
well-established rules that are clear,
fair, and preserve the rights of all Sen-
ators—including those in the minor-
ity—to represent the views of their
States and of their constituents. That
is the other reason why I have been
pressing the majority leader on this
issue.

As a matter of principle, holding a
Senator to his or her word is impor-
tant, but so is preserving a Senate that
works the way it is supposed to. And
we cannot be assured of that until the
majority leader affirmatively states
that he will stay true to the commit-
ments he has made.

I understand my friend the majority
leader is under a lot of pressure. I have
known him for a long time, and deep
down I know he understands the far-
reaching consequences of ‘‘going nu-
clear.” I think he actually realizes how
terrible an idea that would be because
once the Senate definitively breaks the
rules to change the rules, the pressure
to respond in kind will be irresistible
to future majorities. The precedent
will have been firmly and dramatically
set.

Some Washington Democrats say:
Oh, they just want to limit the rules
change to nominations; they just want
to make a little adjustment on nomi-
nations, which is why they have been
hurtling the Senate toward a manufac-
tured fight over a couple of the Presi-
dent’s most controversial nominees.
But Republicans have been treating the
President’s nominees more than fairly.

At this point in President Bush’s sec-
ond term he had a total of 10 judicial
confirmations; and, by the way, the Re-
publicans were in the majority in the
Senate. President Bush, at this point
in his second term, with a Republican
majority in the Senate, had 10 judicial
confirmations. So far in his second
term, President Obama has had 26
judges confirmed—26, 26 to 10. Apples
to apples: at this point in President
Bush’s term, with a Republican Senate;
at this point in President Obama’s
term, with a Democratic Senate.

I would note that just yesterday the
Senate approved two more judicial
nominees. That leaves just five—just
five—available to the full Senate to be
confirmed. There are only five around
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here. Think about that. Of the 77 Fed-
eral judicial vacancies, the President
has not nominated anyone for most of
them, and only 5 remain on the Sen-
ate’s Executive Calendar. Moreover,
only one of those nominees has been
waiting more than a month to be con-
sidered.

So it is hard to see this as anything
other than a manufactured -crisis.
There is no factual basis for it—a man-
ufactured crisis. So the question is, a
crisis to what end? Where does this
lead us?

Well, one of the reasons the majority
leader has refrained from changing the
rules thus far is this: He fully under-
stands—he fully understands—that ma-
jorities are fleeting, but changes to the
rules are not, and breaking the rules to
change the rules would fundamentally
change the Senate.

Future majorities would be looking
to this precedent. I do not know what
the future holds, but 2 years from now
I could be setting the agenda around
here. Once deployed, the nuclear option
may have fallout in future Congresses,
actually forever altering the delibera-
tive nature of the Senate, which has
made it the institution where enduring
compromises between the parties have
been forged.

So it is time for sober consideration
of the direction in which the Senate is
being taken.

I yield the floor.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will be
in a period of morning business for 1
hour, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with
the time equally divided and controlled
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the Republicans control-
ling the first half.

The Senator from Tennessee.

———

FILIBUSTERS

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, for
the last few weeks, I have been listen-
ing to the Republican leader ask the
majority leader not to turn the Senate
into a place where a majority of 51 can
do anything it wants. I am on the Sen-
ate floor today to suggest three rea-
sons why I believe the majority leader
will not do that:

No. 1, he said he would not. Senators
keep their word.

No. 2, in 2007, the majority leader
said to do so would be the end of the
Senate. There have not been many ma-
jority leaders in the history of the Sen-
ate. I know none of them want to have
written on their tombstone: He pre-
sided over ‘‘the end of the Senate.”
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No. 3, the majority leader is an able
and experienced legislator. He knows if
Democrats find a way to use 51 votes to
do anything they want to do, it will
not be very long until Republicans find
a way, if we are in the majority, to use
51 votes to do whatever we want to do.

So let me take these three reasons
one by one. First, the majority leader
has given his word. The Republican
leader mentioned that. At the begin-
ning of the last two Congresses, at the
request of the Republican leader, I
worked with several Democrats and
Republicans to change the rules of the
Senate to make it work better. We suc-
ceeded in that. We talked about it, ne-
gotiated, and we voted those changes
through.

We eliminated the secret hold. We
abolished 169 Senate-confirmed posi-
tions. We expedited 273 more. We re-
duced the time to confirm district
judges. We made it easier to go to con-
ference. In exchange for all of that, the
majority leader said he would not sup-
port changes in the rules in this 2-year
session of Congress except through the
regular order. He said:

The minority leader and I have discussed
this on numerous occasions.

This is the Democratic leader.

The proper way to change the Senate rules
is through the procedures established in the
rules. I will oppose any effort in this Con-
gress or the next to change the Senate rules
other than through the regular order.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed, following my remarks, the ma-
jority leader’s comments.

Second, I was a new Senator 10 years
ago in 2003. I was absolutely infuriated
by what the Democrats did in the first
few months. For the first time in his-
tory, they used the filibuster to deny a
President’s judicial nominations for
the circuit courts of appeal. It had
never ever been done before. So Repub-
licans threatened the so-called ‘‘nu-
clear option.”” We threatened we would
change the rules of the Senate so we
could work our will with 51 votes.

Senator REID said at the time ‘‘that
would be the end of the Senate.” He
wrote that in his book called ‘‘The
Good Fight” in 2007. It is the most elo-
quent statement I have heard about
why changing the rules of the Senate
to give a majority the right to do any-
thing it wants with 51 votes is a bad
idea. I wish to read a few sentences
from Senator REID’s book ‘“‘The Good
Fight,” written in 2007.

Senator Frist of Tennessee, who was the
majority leader, had decided to pursue a
rules change that would kill the filibuster
for judicial nominations.

Sounds familiar.

And once you open the Pandora’s box, it
was just a matter of time before a Senate
leader who couldn’t get his way on some-
thing moved to eliminate the filibuster for
regular business as well. That, simply put,
would be the end of the United States Sen-
ate.

It is the genius of the Founders that they
conceived the Senate as a solution to the
small state / big state problem. And central
to that solution was the protection of the
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rights of the minority. A filibuster is the mi-
nority’s way of not allowing the majority to
shut off debate. And without robust debate,
the Senate is crippled. Such a move would
transform the body into an institution that
looked like the House of Representatives
where everything passes with a simple ma-
jority. And it would tamper dangerously
with the Senate’s advise-and-consent func-
tion as enshrined in the Constitution. If even
the most controversial nominee could simply
be rubber stamped by a simply majority, ad-
vise and consent would be gutted. Trent Lott
of Mississippi knew what he was talking
about when he coined the name for what
they were doing the nuclear weapon.

One more paragraph.

But that was their point. They knew—Lott
knew—if they trifled with the basic frame-
work of the Senate like that, it would be nu-
clear. They knew that it would be a very rad-
ical thing to do. They knew that it would
shut the Senate down . . . there will come a
time when we will be gone.

This is Senator REID talking.

There will come a time when we will all be
gone, and the institutions that we now serve
will be run by men and women not yet liv-
ing. And those institutions will either func-
tion well because we have taken care of them
or they will be in disarray and someone
else’s problem to solve. Well, because the Re-
publicans could not get their way getting
some radical judges confirmed to the Federal
bench, they were threatening to change the
Senate so fundamentally that it would never
be the same again. In a fit of partisan fury,
they were trying to blow up the Senate. Sen-
ate rules can only be changed by a two-
thirds vote of the Senate, or 67 Senators. The
Republicans were going to do it illegally
with a simple majority, or 51. Vice President
Cheney was prepared to override the Senate
Parliamentarian. Future generations be
damned.

Those are the words of the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada in 2007
eloquently explaining why this body is
so different from the House of Rep-
resentatives.

I ask unanimous consent not only to
have those remarks printed in the
RECORD but several more pages from
Senator REID’s excellent seventh chap-
ter entitled ‘“The Nuclear Option’ in
his book from 2007.

Third and finally, if the Democrats
can turn the Senate into a place where
a majority of 51 can do anything they
want, soon a majority of 51 Repub-
licans is going to figure out the same
thing to do. After 2014, some observers
have said we might even be in the ma-
jority. Senator MCCONNELL might be
the Republican leader and the majority
leader. After 2016, we may even have a
Republican President.

Preparing for that opportunity, I
wish to suggest the 10 items, briefly, I
wish to see on an agenda if we Repub-
licans are able to pass anything we
want with 51 votes, as the majority
leader has suggested.

No. 1, repeal ObamaCare.

No. 2, S. 2, that would be the second
bill if I were the leader. I would put up
Pell grants for kids. Like the GI bill
for veterans, Pell grants follow stu-
dents to the colleges of their choice—
creating opportunity at the best col-
leges in the world. Why don’t we do the
same thing for students in Kkinder-
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garten through the 12th grade, take the
$60 billion we spend, create a voucher
for 25 million middle- and low-income
children. It would be $2,200 for each one
of them, just the money we now spend.
Let it follow them to any school they
choose to attend, an accredited school,
public or private.

No. 3 on my list, complete Yucca
Mountain. I have spoken often of the
importance of nuclear energy to our
country. It provides 20 percent of all of
our electricity, 60 percent of our clean
electricity for those concerned about
climate change and clean air. Since
2010, the majority leader has stalled
the nuclear waste repository in Ne-
vada. That jeopardizes our 100 reactors.
That jeopardizes our source of 60 per-
cent of our clean electricity. If we had
51 votes in the Senate, we could direct
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
issue a license. We could direct the De-
partment of Energy to build Yucca
Mountain and we could fund the money
to do it.

The junior Senator from Nevada, who
shares Senator REID’s opposition to
that, said something about this re-
cently.

The day is going to come that either he is
here or not—

That is the majority leader.

—or the Republicans take control and it’s a
50-vote threshold. Those kinds of issues are
the ones that concern me the most. When
you are from a small State, you need as
many arrows in your quiver as possible to
fight back on some of these issues that you
can be overtaken by. Frankly, the 60-vote
threshold is what has protected and saved
Nevada in the past.

I ask unanimous consent to have
Senator HELLER’s comments printed in
the RECORD.

If all the Democrats who voted once
upon a time for completing Yucca
Mountain were to do so again, we could
get a bipartisan majority of 51 votes
today in the Senate to complete Yucca
Mountain. So make no mistake, a vote
to end the filibuster is a vote to com-
plete Yucca Mountain.

Here is the rest of my list—I will do
it quickly—that I would suggest to the
Republican leader, if he were majority
leader, as his priorities for a Senate
where we could pass anything we want-
ed with 51 votes.

Make the Consumer Protection Bu-
reau accountable to Congress. That
would be No. 4.

No. 5, drill in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge and build the Keystone
Pipeline.

No. 6, fix the debt. It ought to be No.
1. Senator CORKER and I have a $1 tril-
lion reform of entitlement programs
that would put us on the road toward
fixing the debt.

No. 7, right to work for every State.
We would reverse the presumption—
create a presumption of freedom, giv-
ing workers in every State the right to
work. States would have the right to
opt out, to insist on forced unionism,
the reverse of what we have today.

No. 8, No EPA regulation of green-
house gases.
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No. 9, Repeal the Death Tax.

Finally, No. 10, repeal Davis-Bacon,
save taxpayers billions by ending the
Federal mandate on contractors.

The Republican leader and I have
plenty of creative colleagues. They will
have their own top 10 lists. When word
gets around on our side of the aisle
that the Senate will be like the House
of Representatives and a train can run
through it without anyone slowing it
down, there will be a lot of my col-
leagues with their own ideas about add-
ing a lot of cars to that freight train.

Jon Meacham’s book about Thomas
Jefferson is one I have been reading. He
reports a conversation between John
Adams and Jefferson in 1798. Adams
said:

No Republic could ever last which had not
a senate strong enough to bear up
against all popular storms and passions . . .

And that—

Trusting the popular assembly for the
preservation of our liberties ... was the
mearest chimera imaginable.

Alexis de Tocqueville, while trav-
eling our country in the 1830s, saw only
two great threats for our young democ-
racy. One was Russia, one was the tyr-
anny of the majority.

Finally, as the Republican leader so
well stated, there is no excuse here for
all of this talk. The Democrats are
manufacturing a crisis. To suggest Re-
publicans are holding things up unnec-
essarily is absolute nonsense. In fact,
over the last two Congresses, we have
made it easier for any President to
have his or her nominations secured.

The Washington Post on March 18,
the Congressional Research Service on
May 23, said President Obama’s nomi-
nations for the Cabinet are moving
through the Senate at least as rapidly
as his two predecessors. The Secretary
of Energy was recently confirmed 97 to
0. There may be another three votes on
Cabinet-level nominees this week.

Then as the Republican leader said,
look at the Executive Calendar. Only
three district and two circuit judge
nominees are waiting for floor action.

As for filibusters, according to the
Senate Historian, the number of Su-
preme Court Justices who have been
denied their seats by filibuster is zero.
The only possible exception is Abe
Fortas, and Lyndon Johnson engi-
neered a 45-to-43 vote so he could hold
his head up while he continued to serve
on the Court.

The number of Cabinet members who
have been denied their seats by a fili-
buster in the history of the Senate is
Zero.

The number of district judges who
have been denied their seats by a fili-
buster in the history of the Senate is
zero. This is according to the Senate
Historian and the Congressional Re-
search Service.

So what are they talking about? I
know what they are talking about.
They are talking about circuit judges.
That is the only exception. Why is it
an exception? Because when I came to
the Senate 10 years ago, the Democrats
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broke historical precedent and blocked
five distinguished judges of President
Bush by a filibuster.

Republicans have returned the favor
and blocked two of President Obama’s
by a filibuster, which should be a les-
son for the future to those who want to
change the rules. About half the Sen-
ate are serving in their first term.
They may not know about the major-
ity leader’s statements in 2007. They
may not know about the history of the
Senate. They may have heard all of
these conflicting facts and not have the
right facts.

What I have given you is what the
Senate Historian and the Congressional
Research Service say are the facts. Of
course, there have been delays. My own
nomination was delayed 87 days by a
Democratic Senator. I did not try to
change the rules of the Senate. Presi-
dent Reagan’s nomination of Ed Meese
was delayed a year by a Democratic
Senate.

No one has ever disputed our right in
the Senate, regardless of who was in
charge, to use our constitutional duty
of advise and consent to delay and ex-
amine, sometimes cause nominations
to be withdrawn or even to defeat
nominees by a majority vote.

Yes, some sub-Cabinet members have
been denied their seats by a filibuster.
The Democrats denied John Bolton his
post at the United Nations.

Senator Warren Rudman told me the
story of how the Democratic Senator
from New Hampshire blocked his nomi-
nation by a secret hold. Nobody knew
what was happening. I asked Senator
Rudman what he did about it.

He said: I ran against the so-and-so
in the next election, and I beat him.

This is how Senator Rudman got to
the Senate.

In summary, the idea that we have a
crisis of nominations is absolute, com-
plete nonsense, totally unsupported by
the facts. It should be embarrassing to
my friends on the other side to even
bring it up. They should be congratu-
lating us for helping to make it easier
for any President to move nominations
through.

The advise and consent is a constitu-
tional prerogative that both parties
have always defended.

There are three reasons why the ma-
jority leader will not turn the Senate
into a place where a majority of 51 can
do anything it wants, in my judgment:
one, he said he wouldn’t, and Senators
keep their word; two, he said the nu-
clear option would be the end of the
Senate. No majority leader wants writ-
ten on his tombstone he presided over
the end of the Senate; three, if Demo-
crats turn the Senate into a place
where 51 Senators can do anything
they want, it will not be long before
Republicans do the same.

To be very specific, if Senator REID
and Democrats vote to allow a major-
ity to do anything they want in the
Senate and set that precedent, voting
to end the filibuster will be a vote to
complete Yucca Mountain.
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I come with respect to the Repub-
lican and the Democratic leaders, and
especially to this institution, to say
let’s end the threats, let’s stop the non-
sense, let’s get back to work on immi-
gration and the other important issues
facing our country.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Reid made the same commitment (if any-
thing, more broadly) on January 27, 2011,
when he said:

““The minority leader and I have discussed
this issue on numerous occasions. I know
that there is a strong interest in rules
changes among many in my caucus. In fact,
I would support many of these changes
through regular order. But I agree that the
proper way to change Senate rules is
through the procedures established in those
rules, and I will oppose any effort in this
Congress or the next to change the Senate’s
rules other than through the regular order.”

The storm had been gathering all year. and
word from conservative columnists and in
conservative circles was that Senator Frist
of Tennessee, who was the Majority Leader,
had decided to pursue a rules change that
would kill the filibuster for judicial nomina-
tions.

It is the genius of the founders that they
conceived the Senate as a solution to the
small state/big state problem. And central to
that solution was the protection of the
rights of the minority. A filibuster is the mi-
nority’s way of not allowing the majority to
shut off debate, and without robust debate,
the Senate is crippled. Such a move would
transform the body into an institution that
looked just like the House of Representa-
tives, where everything passes with a simple
majority. And it would tamper dangerously
with the Senate’s advise-and-consent func-
tion as enshrined in the Constitution. If even
the most controversial nominee could simply
be rubber-stamped by a simple majority, ad-
vise-and-consent would be gutted. Trent Lott
of Mississippi knew what he was talking
about when he coined a name for what they
were doing: the nuclear option.

And that was their point. They knew—Lott
knew—if they trifled with the basic frame
work of the Senate like that, it would be nu-
clear, They knew that it would be a very rad-
ical thing to do. They knew that it would
shut the Senate down. United States sen-
ators can be a self-regarding bunch some-
times, and I include myself in that descrip-
tion, but there will come a time when we
will all be gone, and the institutions that we
now serve will be run by men and women not
yet living, and those institutions will either
function well because we’ve taken care with
them, or they will be in disarray and some-
one else’s problem to solve. Well, because the
Republicans couldn’t get their way getting
some radical judges confirmed to the federal
bench, they were threatening to change the
Senate so fundamentally that it would never
be the same again. In a fit of partisan fury,
they were trying to blow up the Senate. Sen-
ate rules can only be changed by a two-
thirds vote of the Senate, or sixty-seven sen-
ators. The Republicans were going to do it il-
legally with a simple majority, or fifty-one.
Vice President Cheney was prepared to over-
rule the Senate parliamentarian. Future
generations be damned.

Given that the filibuster is a perfectly rea-
sonable tool to effect compromise, we had
been resorting to the filibuster on a few
judges. And that’s just the way it was. For
230 years, the U.S. Senate had been known as
the world’s greatest deliberative body—not
always efficient, but ultimately effective.
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There had once been a time when the
White House would consult with home-state
senators, of either party, before sending pro-
spective judges to the Senate for confirma-
tion. If either senator had a serious reserva-
tion about the nominee, the nomination
wouldn’t go forward. The process was called
“blue-slips.” The slips were sent to indi-
vidual senators. If the slips didn’t come
back, there was a problem. The Bush White
House ignored the blue-slip tradition, among
many other traditions, and showed little def-
erence to home-state senators.

We realized that if they were not going to
adhere to our blue slips or entertain any ad-
vice from us, then they were trying to sub-
vert the minority’s ability to perform its ad-
vise-and-consent function under the Con-
stitution. It was clear that Bush and Karl
Rove were going to try to load all the
courts—especially the circuit courts of ap-
peals, because you can’t count on Supreme
Court vacancies. And most of the decisions
are made by circuit courts anyway, so it
could be said that they are the most impor-
tant judicial nominees of all.

We Democrats made a decision that since
the White House was ignoring the Constitu-
tional role of the Senate, then we were going
to have to delay some of the more extreme
nominees. Be cautious and look closely was
the byword. One rule we tried to follow was
that if all Democrats on the Judiciary Com-
mittee voted no on a nominee, then we would
say, ‘“‘Slow down.”

The Republicans immediately complained
that they had never filibustered Clinton’s
judges, a claim that simply wasn’t true.
Frist himself had participated in the fili-
buster of the nomination of Judge Richard
Paez, which at the time had been pending in
the Senate for four years. When Senator
Schumer had called him on it on the Senate
floor, Frist had stammered to try to find a
way to explain how their use of the filibuster
was legitimate and ours wasn’t. And more-
over, it was a disingenuous claim. The rea-
son the Republicans didn’t deploy the fili-
buster that often when Clinton was Presi-
dent is that they had a majority in the Sen-
ate. and they had simply refused to report
more than sixty of President Clinton’s judi-
cial nominees out of committee, saving them
the trouble of a filibuster. In any case, the
U.S. Senate had never reached a crisis point
like this before,

In the early part of 2005, I hadn’t wanted to
believe it was true, and felt confident that
we could certainly avoid it. We make deals
in the Senate, we compromise. It is essential
to the enterprise. I was determined to deal in
good faith, and in a fair and open-minded
way, ‘“What I would like to do is say there is
no nuclear option in this Congress.”’ I said on
the floor one day, ‘‘and then move forward.”
Give us a chance to show that we’re going to
deal with these nominees in good faith and
in the ordinary course. And if you don’t
think we are fair, you can always come back
next Congress and try to invoke the nuclear
option. Because it would take a miracle for
us to retake the Senate next year.

Did I regret saying this? No. Because at
the time I believed it, and so did everyone
else.

And in any case, we had confirmed 204, or
95 percent, of Bush’s judicial nominations. It
was almost inconceivable to me that the Re-
publicans would debilitate the Senate over
seven judges. But the President’s man, Karl
Rove, was declaring that nothing short of 100
percent confirmation rate would be accept-
able to the White House, as if it were his pre-
rogative to simply eliminate the checks-and-
balances function of the Senate. Meanwhile,
we were at war, gas prices were spiking, and
we were doing nothing about failing pen-
sions, failing schools, and a debt-riven econ-
omy. Where was our sense of priorities?
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I had been pressing Majority Leader Bill
Frist in direct talks for a compromise—one
in which Democrats prevented the confirma-
tion of some objectionable judges and con-
firmed some that we didn’t want to confirm,
all in the interest of the long-term survival
of the Senate. But I had been getting no-
where. Those talks had essentially ceased by
the end of February. And then Senator Frist
began advertising that he was aggressively
rounding up votes to change the Senate
rules, and Republican senators, some quite
prominent, began to announce publicly that
they supported the idea. Pete Domenici of
New Mexico. Thad Cochran of Mississippi.
Ted Stevens of Alaska. Orrin Hatch of Utah.
I was so disappointed that they were willing
to throw the Senate overboard to side with a
man who, it was clear, was becoming one of
the worst Presidents in our history. Presi-
dent Bush tried at any cost to increase the
power of the executive branch, and had only
disdain for the legislative branch. Through-
out his first term, he basically ignored Con-
gress, and could count on getting anything
he wanted from the Republicans. But from
senators who had been around for a while
and had a sense of obligation to the institu-
tion, I found this capitulation stunningly
short-sighted. It was clear to me that Frist
wanted this confrontation, no matter the
consequences.

And as the weeks and months passed, it
dawned on me that Frist’s intransigence was
owed in no small part to the fact that he was
running for President. Funding the filibuster
so that extremist judges could be confirmed
with ease had become a rallying cry for the
Republican base, especially the religious
right. In fact, Senator Frist would be the
featured act at ‘‘Justice Sunday,” a raucous
meeting at a church in Louisville on the last
Sunday in April that was billed as a rally to
‘“Stop the Filibuster Against People of
Faith.”

This implied, of course, that the filibuster
itself was somehow anti-Christian. I found
this critique, which was becoming common
in those circles, to be very strange, to say
the least. Democratic opposition to a few of
President Bush’s nominees had nothing
whatsoever to do with their private religious
beliefs. But that did not stop James Dobson
of Focus on the Family of accusing me of
‘“‘judicial tyranny to people of faith.”

“The future of democracy and ordered lib-
erty actually depends on the outcome of this
struggle.” Dobson declared from the pulpit
at Justice Sunday.

So the battle lines were drawn.

All the while, very quietly, a small group
of senators had begun to talk about ways to
avert the looming disaster.

Earlier in the year, Lamar Alexander, the
Republican junior senator from Tennessee,
had gone to the floor and given a speech that
hadn’t gotten much notice in which he had
proposed a solution. Since under Senate
rules a supermajority of sixty votes is re-
quired to end a filibuster, and the makeup of
the Senate stood at fifty-five in the Repub-
lican caucus and forty-five in the Demo-
cratic, Alexander had suggested that if six
Republicans would pledge not to vote to
change Senate rules and six Democrats
would pledge to mnever filibuster judicial
nominees, then we could dodge this bullet.
This would come to be know as ‘‘the Alex-
ander solution.”

Of course, this was an imperfect solution—
if the minority, be it Democratic or Repub-
lican, pledged to never use the filibuster,
then you were de facto killing the filibuster
anyway and may as well change the rules.
But Alexander’s thinking was in the right di-
rection. In fact, I had begun talking quietly
to Republican senators one by one, can-
vassing to see if I could get to the magic
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number six as well, should Frist press a vote
to change the rules. If he wanted to go that
way, maybe we could win the vote outright,
without having to forge a grand compromise.

I knew we had Lincoln Chafee of Rhode Is-
land. So there was one. I thought we had the
two Mainers. Olympia Snowe and Susan Col-
lins. I thought we had a good shot at Mike
DeWine of Ohio. We had a shot at Arlen
Specter of Pennsylvania. Maybe Chuck
Hagel of Nebraska. I knew we had a good
shot at John Warner of Virginia. Warner, a
former Marine and secretary of the Navy,
was a man of high character. When Oliver
North ran as a Republican against Senator
Chuck Robb in 1994. Warner crossed party
lines to campaign all over Virginia against
North. I also felt that Bob Bennett of Utah
would, at the end of the day, vote with us.

But these counts are very fluid and com-
pletely unreliable. It would be hard to get
and keep six. We were preparing ourselves
for a vote, but a vote would carry great risk.

As it turned out, Alexander’s chief of staff
was roommates with the chief of staff of the
freshman Democratic senator from Arkan-
sas, Mark Pryor. Pryor, whose father before
him had served three terms in the Senate,
had been worrying over a way to solve this
thing. His chief of staff, a gravelly voiced
guy from Smackover, Arkansas, named Bob
Russell, got a copy of Alexander’s speech
from his roommate and gave it to Pryor. Al-
exander’s idea of a bipartisan coalition got
Pryor thinking, and he sought out the Ten-
nessean and began a quiet conversation
about it.

At the same time, Ben Nelson of Nebraska,
one of the more conservative Democrats in
the Senate, began having a similar conversa-
tion with Trent Lott. At some point they be-
came aware of each other’s efforts, and one
day in late March, Pryor approached Nelson
on the floor to compare notes.

Lott and Alexander would quickly drop out
of any discussions. Such negotiations with-
out Bill Frist’s knowledge proved too awk-
ward, particularly for Alexander, who was a
fellow Tennessean. And even though there
was antipathy between Lott and Frist over
the leadership shake-up in 2002, Lott backed
away as well.

But others were eager to talk.

Knowing what was at stake, John McCain
and Lindsey Graham began meeting sub rosa
with Pryor and Nelson. They would go to a
new office each time, so as not to arouse sus-
picion. These four would form the nucleus of
what would become the Gang of Fourteen,
the group of seven Republicans and seven
Democrats who would eventually bring the
Senate back from the brink. Starting early
on in their negotiations, Pryor and Nelson
came to brief me on their talks, and I gave
my quiet sanction to the enterprise. Senator
Joe Lieberman came to me and said that he
was going to drop out of the talks. I said,
“Joe, stay, we might be able to get it done.
It’s a gamble. But stay and try to work
something out.”

Each meeting would be dedicated to some
aspect of the problem, and there was a lot of
back and forth about what would be the spe-
cific terminology that could trigger a fili-
buster. Someone, probably Pryor, suggested
“‘extraordinary circumstances,”” and that’s
what the group would eventually settle on.
What that meant is that to filibuster a judi-
cial nominee, you’d have to have an
articulable reason. And a good reason, not
just fluff. Slowly, they were joined by others.
Ben Nelson approached Robert Byrd to ask if
he would join the effort. No one cares more
about the Senate than Byrd, and he agreed,
anything to preserve the rules. John Warner
was the same way, and it may have been
Warner’s presence in the negotiations that
would serve as the biggest rebuke to Frist.
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Ultimately, seven Republican senators would
step away from their leader, in an unmistak-
able comment on his recklessness.

Meanwhile, the drumbeat for the nuclear
option was intensifying in Washington, and
was beginning to crowd out all else. James
Dobson said that the faithful were in their
foxholes, with bullets whizzing overhead. In
mid-March, Frist had promised to offer a
compromise of some sort. A month later,
nothing. In mid-April, I was with the Presi-
dent at a White House breakfast and took
the opportunity to talk with him about it.
“This nuclear option is very bad for the
country, Mr. President,” I said. ‘“You
shouldn’t do this.”

Bush protested his innocence. “I’'m not in-
volved in it at all,” he said. ‘“Not my deal.”
It may not have been the President’s deal,
but it was Karl Rove’s deal.

A couple of days later, Dick Cheney spoke
for the White House when he announced that
the nuclear option was the way to go, and
that he’d be honored to break a tie vote in
the Senate when it was time to change the
rules. The President had misled me and the
Senate.

And that was the second time I called
George Bush a liar.

The first time was over the nuclear waste
repository located at Yucca Mountain, in my
home state of Nevada. I have successfully op-
posed this facility with every fiber in me
since I got to Washington, as it proposes to
unsafely encase tons of radioactive waste in
a geological feature that is too close to the
water table, crossed by fault lines, unstable,
and unsound. And Yucca Mountain posed a
grave danger to the whole country, given
that the waste—70,000 tons of the most poi-
sonous substance known to man—would have
to be transported over rail and road to the
site from all over America, past our homes,
schools, and churches. Not a good idea.
President Bush committed to the people of
Nevada that he was similarly opposed to
Yucca Mountain, and would only allow it
based on sound science. Within a few months
of his election, and with a hundred scientific
studies awaiting completion, Bush reversed
himself. When one lies, one is a liar. I called
him a liar then, and with his obvious duplic-
ity on the nuclear option revealed by the
Vice President’s pronouncement, I called the
President a liar again.

I then met again with Mark Pryor and Ben
Nelson. I knew that they were trying to close
a deal with the Gang of Fourteen. I was
afraid to tell them to stop, and afraid to go
forward. But I patted them on the back and
off they went.

“Make a deal,” I told them.

By this time, Bill Frist had been in the
Senate for a decade. An affable man and a
brilliant heart-lung transplant surgeon, he
had been two years into his second term
when Majority Leader Trent Lott had her-
alded Senator Strom Thurmond on his one
hundredth birthday in early December 2002
by saying that if Thurmond’s segregationist
campaign for the presidency in 1948 had been
successful, ‘“‘we wouldn’t have all these prob-
lems today.” The uproar over Lott’s com-
ments had wounded the Majority Leader, and
just before Christmas the White House had
in effect ordered that Frist would replace
Lott and become the new Majority Leader,
the first time in Senate history that the
President had chosen a Senate party leader.

As Majority Leader, Frist had almost no
legislative experience and always seemed to
me to be a little off balance and unsure of
himself. For someone who came from a ca-
reer at which he was consummate, this must
have been frustrating. When I became Minor-
ity Leader after the 2004 election, I obviously
got to watch Frist from a closer vantage
point. My sense of his slight discomfort in
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the role only deepened. In negotiations, he
sometimes would not be able to commit to a
position until he went back to check with
his caucus, as if he was unsure of his own au-
thority. Now, anyone in a leadership position
who must constantly balance the interests of
several dozen powerful people, as well as the
interests of the country, can understand the
challenges of such a balancing act. And to a
certain extent, I was in sympathy with Frist.
But my sympathy had limits. What Frist was
doing in driving the nuclear-option train was
extremely reckless, and betrayed no concern
for the long-term welfare of the institution.
There are senators who are institutionalists
and there are senators who are not. Frist was
not. He might not mind, or fully grasp, the
damage that he was about to do just to gain
short-term advantage, I reminded him: We
are in the minority at the moment, but we
won’t always be. You will regret this if you
do it.

By this time, the Senate was a swirl of ac-
tivity. More senators were taking to the
floor to declare themselves in support of the
nuclear option or issue stern denunciations.
Senator Byrd gave a very dramatic speech
excoriating Frist for closely aligning his
drive to the nuclear option with the religious
right’s drive to pack the judiciary. And he
insisted that Frist remain on the floor to
hear it.”” My wife and I will soon be married,
the Lord willing, in about sixteen or seven-
teen more days, sixty-eight years.” Byrd
said. ‘“We were both put under the water in
that old churchyard pool under the apple or-
chard in West Virginia, the old Missionary
Baptist Church there. Both Erma and I went
under the water. So I speak as a born-again
Christian. You hear that term thrown
around. I have never made a big whoop-de-do
about being a born-again Christian, but I
speak as a born-again Christian.

‘“Hear me, all you evangelicals out there!
Hear me!”’

Byrd was in his eighth term in the Senate,
and before that had served three terms in the
House. He has been in Congress about 25 per-
cent of the time we have been a country. So
his testimony carried great power.

Negotiations among the Gang of Fourteen
continued feverishly. Not even a panicked
Capitol evacuation in early May could stop
them. An unidentified plane had violated the
airspace over Washington, and the Capitol
had to be cleared in a hurry, but McCain,
Pryor, and Nelson continued talking none-
theless.

Joe Lieberman of Connecticut came to me
again, concerned. Talks had gotten down to
specific judges, and the group was trying to
hammer out a number that would be accept-
able to confirm. Senator Lieberman was wor-
ried that our side might have been giving
away too much, and that in his view the
group was in danger of hatching a deal that
would be unacceptable to Democrats. He
wanted to drop out. I told him again that he
couldn’t. The future of the country could
well depend on his participation.

‘““Joe. I need you there,” I told him. ‘“Help
protect us.”

Once the existence of the Gang of Fourteen
became known, once a ferocious scrutiny be-
came trained on them, the group started to
feel an even more determined sense of mis-
sion. They realized that they were doing
something crucial, and loyalty to party be-
came less important than loyalty to the Sen-
ate and to the country, at least for a little
while.

And until the day that a deal was struck,
the Republican leader’s office boasted that
no such deal was possible.

As if to underscore this point, and see his
game of chicken through to the end, Frist
actually scheduled a vote to change Rule
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Senate for
May 24.
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The Democratic senators came to see me
and told me that they had completed a deal
to stop the nuclear option. They had done it.
I told Pryor, Nelson, and Salazar, ‘“Let’s
hope it works.” It did. And on the evening of
May 23, 2005, the brave Gang of Fourteen, pa-
triots all—Pryor of Arkansas, McCain of Ari-
zona, Nelson of Nebraska, Graham of South
Carolina, Salazar of Colorado, Warner of Vir-
ginia, Inouye of Hawaii, Snowe of Maine,
Lieberman of Connecticut, Collins of Maine,
Landrieu of Louisiana, DeWine of Ohio, Byrd
of West Virginia, and Chafee of Rhode Is-
land—signed a Memorandum of Under-
standing, in which they allowed for the con-
sideration of three of the disputed judges,
and rabled a couple more. Personally I found
these judges unacceptable, but such is com-
promise. The deal that was struck was very
similar to that which I had proposed to Bill
Frist months before.

As Frist and I were just about to discuss
the Gang of Fourteen deal before hordes of
gathered press, Susan McCue, my chief of
staff, pulled me aside and said, ‘‘Stop smil-
ing so much. Don’t gloat.”

I didn’t gloat, but I was indeed smiling. I
couldn’t help it.

“I remain concerned,”” Heller told The
Washington Examiner. ‘“The nuclear option,
they claim will be limited only to judicial
nominations. But I don’t believe that for a
second. Once they get a taste of the 50-vote
threshold, I think this thing spreads to every
other issue.”

“The day is going to come that either he’s
not here or the Republicans take control and
if it’s a b50-vote threshold, those kind of
issues are the ones that concern me the
most,”” Heller said. ‘“When you’re from a
small state, you need as many arrows in
your quiver as possible to fight back on some
of these issues that you can be overtaken by.
And, frankly, this 60-vote threshold is what
has protected and saved Nevada in the past.”

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Ten-
nessee and I be allowed to engage in a
colloquy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCCONNELL. I wish to con-
gratulate my friend from Tennessee on
a brilliant presentation on the history
of the Senate and the current manufac-
tured crisis we face.

The only comment I would add, just
by way of reiterating the point my
friend has already made, the Senator
quoted Jefferson and Adams about the
tyranny of the majority.

Mr. ALEXANDER. That was
Tocqueville.

Mr. McCCONNELL. De Tocqueville.
Washington, when he was presiding
over the Constitutional Convention,
according to legend, asked what will
the Senate be like. He said: Well, it
will be like the saucer under the tea-
cup. The tea will slosh out of the cup,
down into the saucer, and cool off.

In other words, from the very begin-
ning, it was anticipated by the wise
men who wrote the Constitution that
the Senate would be a place where
things slowed down and were thought
over. That has been the tradition for a
very long time throughout the history
of our country.

Until the First World War, it was not
possible to stop a debate at all. Cloture
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was actually adopted by the Senate in
the late teens of the previous century
and then lowered in the 1970s to the
current two-thirds.

Looking at the history of our coun-
try, it is pretty clear to me that the
Senate has done exactly what Wash-
ington thought it would do, slow things
down and move them to the middle,
and has been a place where bipartisan
compromise was by and large achieved,
except in periods of time where either
side had a very big majority which, of
course, our friends on the other side
had in 2009 and 2010.

The American people took a look at
that and decided to issue a national re-
straining order and restore the kind of
Senate they are more comfortable with
that operates, to use a football anal-
ogy, between the two 4b-yard lines.
There is not a doubt in my mind that
if the majority breaks the rules of the
Senate, to change the rules of the Sen-
ate with regard to nominations, the
next majority will do it for everything.
The Senator from Tennessee has point-
ed that out.

I wouldn’t be able to argue a year
and a half from now, if I were the ma-
jority leader, to my colleagues that we
shouldn’t enact our legislative agenda
with a simple 51 votes, having seen
what the previous majority just did. I
mean, there would be no rational basis
for that.

It is appropriate to talk about what
our agenda would be. I would be, of
course, consulting with my colleagues
on what our agenda would be, but I
don’t think there is any doubt that vir-
tually every Member of the Senate Re-
publican conference would think re-
pealing ObamaCare would be job one of
a new Republican majority. I don’t
even have to guess is what likely to be
the No. 1 priority: repealing
ObamaCare.

The Senator from Tennessee men-
tioned drilling in ANWR. There has
been a majority in the Senate for quite
some time, both when the Democrats
were in the majority and when the Re-
publicans were in the majority, to lift
the ban against drilling in ANWR.

I think that would certainly be on
any top 10 list that I was able to put
together as majority leader. Approving
the Keystone Pipeline, we have gotten
as many as 60 votes for that. We have
gotten as many as 56 votes for ANWR.

What about repealing the death tax?
We had as many as 57 votes back in 2006
to repeal the death tax entirely. There
is a new bill being introduced this
afternoon by our colleague, Senator
THUNE of South Dakota, to get rid of
the death tax altogether, to get rid of
the dilemma every American faces. He
has to visit the IRS and the undertaker
on the same day, the government’s
final outrage.

These are the kinds of priorities our
Members feel strongly about. I think I
would be hard-pressed, with the new
majority—having just witnessed the
way the Senate was changed with a
simple majority by the current Demo-
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cratic majority—to argue that we
should restrain ourselves from taking
full advantage of this new Senate.

From the country’s point of view, it
is a huge step in the wrong direction. I
am not advocating that, but I would be
hard-pressed to say to our Members,
the precedence having been set, why
should we confine it to nominations.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I agree with the
Republican leader.

Of course, the distinguished majority
leader agrees with the Senator as well.
He said in his book in 2007—I read it,
but I will read it again—when talking
about the Republican efforts several
years ago, Republicans were so upset
with actual obstructionism, as opposed
to made up obstructionism, which is
what we see here. They were so upset
that this is what Senator REID said: If
the majority leader pursues a rules
change that would kill the filibuster
for judicial nominations. And once you
open that Pandora’s box, it was just a
matter of time before a Senate leader
who couldn’t get his way on something
moved to eliminate the filibuster from
regular business as well, and that, sim-
ply put, would be the end of the Sen-
ate.

What that means is the Senate would
be similar to the House. A freight train
could run through it. Many Senators
have not visited the House Rules Com-
mittee. I have. It is an interesting
place.

The Republicans can run the House
by a single vote. But if one goes up to
the Rules Committee—and I am sure
the distinguished Republican leader
has been there—there are thirteen
chairs, thirteen members.

How many Democrats do you suppose
have those chairs? Four. How many Re-
publicans have those chairs? Nine. It is
2 to 1 plus 1 majority in the House
Rules Committee. In the House of Rep-
resentatives, whatever the majority
wants to do it can do.

If we have a body with 51 votes to
make all the decisions, and if I and
others are deeply concerned about the
nuclear waste sitting around in some of
these 100 reactors—we have several of
us on both sides of the aisle who were
working on legislation like that—and
we want it put in a repository, legally,
where it is supposed to be, we have 51
votes, if they all vote the way they
voted before, to order the government
to open Yucca Mountain and put the
nuclear waste there. This is what we
can do with 51 votes.

The way our government is designed,
the House can order that, which they
have. The Senate hasn’t because the
majority leader has been able to make
this body stop and think about whether
it wanted to do this. I may not like
that result, but I prefer that process
for the good of the country to give us
the time to work things out.

I would ask the Republican leader,
hasn’t it always been the responsi-
bility, maybe the chief responsibility,
of the Republican leader and the Demo-
cratic leader to preserve this institu-
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tion? Newer Senators may not know as
much about it, may not have as long a
view as they have.

Over the time the minority leader
has been here, hasn’t that been—I
would ask through the Chair to the Re-
publican leader, hasn’t that been the
responsibility of the leaders of the Sen-
ate?

Mr. MCCONNELL. I will say to my
friend from Tennessee, the Senator is
absolutely right. The one thing the two
leaders have always agreed on is to
protect the integrity of the institution.

For those who may be observing this
colloquy, they probably wonder why it
is occurring. I wish to explain to our
colleagues—and to any others who may
be watching while this colloquy oc-
curs—Senate Republicans are tired of
the culture of intimidation.

We have seen it over in the executive
branch with the IRS and we have seen
it at HHS with regard to ObamaCare;
this feeling that if you are not in the
majority you need to sit down, shut up,
and get out of the way. That men-
tality, that arrogance of power, has
seeped into the Senate.

The culture of intimidation is this:
Do what I want to do when I want to do
it or I will break the rules of the Sen-
ate—change the rules of the Senate by
breaking the rules of the Senate. In
other words, it is the intimidation, the
threat that has been hanging over the
Senate as an institution for the last
few months. It needs to come to an
end.

I believe that is why the Senator
from Tennessee and myself would like
the majority leader to answer the ques-
tion does he intend to keep his word.

Senators shouldn’t have to walk on
eggshells around here, afraid to exer-
cise the rights they have under the
rules of the Senate. There is no ques-
tion that all Senators have a lot of
power in this body. This body operates
on unanimous consent. That means if
any 1 of the 100 wants to deny that, it
makes it hard. That is the way the
Senate has been for a very long time.

I want the culture of intimidation by
the majority in the Senate to come to
an end. The way it can end is for the
majority leader to say: My word is
good, and we will quit having this cul-
ture of intimidation hanging over the
Senate for the next year and a half.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I wish to con-
gratulate the Republican leader on his
remarks. It is important for those
watching to know there are plenty of
us here who know how the Senate is
supposed to work, and we are doing
that. We passed the farm bill, and we
passed the water resources bill, involv-
ing locks, dams, and ports in this coun-
try. We did that the way the Senate is
supposed to work. We worked across
party lines. We got a consensus, got
more than the majority, and did it.

We have eight Senators who have
come forward with an immigration
bill, a tough issue, but we are working
together to see if we can resolve that.
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I am part of a group of six or seven
Senators who are trying to lower inter-
est rates for 100 percent of students,
not just 40 percent. We are not trying
to ram it through with 51 votes, but we
are trying to get a consensus and then
pass it and send it to the House. Hope-
fully, they will do it.

When the great civil rights bills
passed, they were a consensus, and the
country accepted them because they
were important pieces of legislation.

When the Republican leader and I
were young—I was here and he was al-
most here—we saw Senator Dirksen
and President Johnson work together
to get a supermajority to say to the
country it is time to move ahead on
civil rights. That is the way the Senate
is supposed to work. Let’s stop the
threats, stop the intimidation and rec-
ognize the progress we have made and
get back to work on immigration.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I wish to conclude
by thanking the Senator from Ten-
nessee for a very impressive presen-
tation and for his reminding us all of
what makes the Senate great.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. FRANKEN. Are we in morning
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

——
MEDICARE

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
to talk about Medicare solvency. I
know that to many people the words
““Medicare solvency,’”” which is the abil-
ity of the Medicare program to meet
its financial obligations, sounds like an
invitation to a nice nap.

You and I pay into Medicare every
month, and we need to know that the
benefits we paid for will be there when
we need them, and not just that. I need
to know Medicare will be around to
cover my daughter and my new grand-
son when they become eligible. That is
what Medicare solvency is about.

A couple of weeks ago we got some
good news. According to the annual re-
port released by the Medicare board of
trustees, Medicare will stay solvent for
2 years longer than previously esti-
mated.

There are a lot of things that are
contributing to Medicare solvency, but
one big thing is health reform. In fact,
Medicare will be solvent for a total of
9 years longer than before we passed
health reform. Let me say that again.
The life of Medicare is 9 years longer
today than it was before we passed
health reform.

HHS Secretary Sebelius said:

The Affordable Care Act has helped put
Medicare on more stable ground without
eliminating a single benefit.

The point is that health reform is not
just about making our health coverage
more comprehensive, it is not just
making sure when we get sick we can
get the care we need, it is also making
Medicare more efficient. It is extending
the life of Medicare so that Medicare
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can Kkeep supporting our parents and
will be able to support our kids.

How exactly has health reform
helped extend the solvency of Medi-
care? Well, to start with, it stopped
Medicare from overpaying private in-
surers. As you might know, seniors can
choose to get their Medicare benefits
directly from the Medicare Program or
get them through a private insurance
program that gets paid by Medicare,
which is called Medicare Advantage.
Before we passed health reform, we
were overpaying these private insurers
by about 14 percent. So we reduced
what Medicare pays these private in-
surance companies. In fact, over the
next 10 years we are going to reduce
these insurance payments by about 14
percent, which CBO scored in 2010 as
saving Medicare $136 billion over 10
years.

I will note that we were told by some
of our colleagues that if we did this, in-
surance companies were going to leave
the market, that we weren’t going to
have Medicare Advantage anymore.
Well, so far, enrollment in Medicare
Advantage has gone up by 10 percent,
and I am glad about that because Medi-
care Advantage serves an important
purpose for millions of seniors across
our country.

We are also adjusting reimburse-
ments to hospitals downward. Why and
how does that work for hospitals?
When you insure 31 million people who
previously didn’t have insurance, hos-
pitals are no longer on the line for un-
compensated care when those 31 mil-
lion people go into the emergency
room. The hospitals aren’t left holding
the bag for all of those costs.

And we didn’t just extend the life of
Medicare by 9 years; while we were at
it, we expanded benefits for Medicare
beneficiaries. I go to a lot of senior
centers and nursing homes in my home
State of Minnesota, and I have to tell
you, seniors are very happy about their
new benefits. They are very happy
about the new free preventive care
they get—the wellness checkups and
the colonoscopies and the mammo-
grams. They know and we know that
an ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure.

Do you know what else we are doing
with that money? We are closing the
prescription drug doughnut hole—the
gap in coverage under Medicare where
seniors have to pay the full costs of
their prescription drugs in that gap.
Seniors are very happy about that. For
more than one-third of seniors, Social
Security provides more than 90 percent
of their income, and for one-quarter of
elderly beneficiaries, Social Security is
the sole source of their retirement in-
come. So when Medicare stops covering
the cost of their prescription drugs in
the doughnut hole, that is serious, and
sometimes these seniors have to decide
between food and heat and medicine.
Well, because we have been closing this
doughnut hole, many don’t have to
make that impossible choice anymore.

When I was running for the Senate
back in 2008, a nurse in Cambridge, MN,
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told me about a senior being hospital-
ized. She was being treated by the doc-
tors and nurses so that she would be
well enough to leave the hospital, and
when she left the hospital, they would
make sure to give her the prescriptions
she needed.

After a few days, this nurse would
call the pharmacy and ask: Has Mrs.
Johnson come in and filled those pre-
scriptions?

The pharmacist would say: No, she
hasn’t.

Why was that? Because she was in
the doughnut hole. And guess what. In
10 days or in 2 weeks or whatever, Mrs.
Johnson would end up back in the hos-
pital because she couldn’t afford her
medicine. These readmissions cost our
health care system a lot of money. But
now, because we are closing the dough-
nut hole as part of the health care law,
these seniors are able to get their med-
icine. This is improving their health,
and it is saving us money.

So we have increased benefits and ex-
tended the life of Medicare, and that
was done as part of health care reform.

Many of the provisions of the health
care reform law will make our health
care system more efficient and will
lower costs in the long run. I wish to
touch briefly on one I authored that is
already keeping costs down for families
in Minnesota and across our country.
The provision of the health care reform
law that I authored is based on a Min-
nesota law in a way. In 1993 Minnesota
wrote a law that insurance companies
had to report their medical loss ratio,
and that is the piece I wrote into the
law.

What is the medical loss ratio? Med-
ical loss ratio is the percentage of pre-
miums a health insurer receives that
goes to actual health care—to actual
health care, not to administrative
costs, not to marketing costs, not to
profits, not to CEO salaries, but actual
health care.

Starting in 1993 Minnesota health in-
surers had to submit to the commis-
sioner of commerce—the Minnesota
Department of Commerce—their med-
ical loss ratio. They had to compute it
and submit it. I took that and I put a
little wrinkle into it. I wrote some-
thing called the 80-20 rule, which says
that insurance companies have to
spend at least 80 percent of their pre-
miums on actual health care for small
group policies and individual policies
and 85 percent for large group policies,
and if they do not meet that, the
health insurer has to rebate the dif-
ference. Well, thanks to this provision
of the law, last year more than 12 mil-
lion Americans benefited from $1.1 bil-
lion in rebates from insurers that did
not meet the 80-20 rule, including
123,000 consumers in Minnesota.

In a new report, the Kaiser Family
Foundation estimates that premiums
in the individual market would have
been $1.9 billion higher last year if it
weren’t for the medical loss ratio rule
and they would have been $856 million
higher in 2011. That is more than $2.75
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billion in savings over the last 2 years
alone. Those savings are in addition to
the rebates consumers received. They
estimated that insurers would have
raised their rates that much more—
$2.75 billion more—if they hadn’t had
to meet the 80-20 rule. This is another
important way the health reform law is
keeping health care costs down. So the
rule I wrote into the law has already
saved Americans nearly $4 billion in
health care costs.

In fact, after going up at three times
the rate of inflation for a decade, over
each of the last 2 years health care
costs have gone up less than 4 percent
for the first time in 50 years. That is
according to data released by the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices.

Now, I am not saying we are done,
not by any stretch of the imagination.
We have more work to do. In fact, one
big thing we could do would be to allow
Medicare to negotiate directly with
pharmaceutical manufacturers on the
price of their drugs. The VA does this,
and they pay nearly 50 percent less for
the top 10 drugs than Medicare does. I
have a bill to allow Medicare to nego-
tiate directly with pharmaceutical
manufacturers, and I hope to work
with my colleagues to bring this pro-
posal to the floor.

At the end of the day, my job is
about strengthening what works in our
country and fixing what doesn’t. Medi-
care works. It works for seniors across
the Nation, it works for grandparents
from Pipestone to Grand Marais, and I
hope to work with my colleagues to
protect Medicare benefits for our par-
ents and grandparents, while strength-
ening the program for our children and
grandchildren.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHATZ). The assistant majority leader.

TRIBUTE TO RAY LAHOOD

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, when
President Obama was first elected back
in 2008, I can recall the transition pe-
riod because his transition office was
literally next door to my office in the
Federal building in Chicago. I can’t
think of a more exciting time. Here
was my colleague in the Senate who
had just been elected President of the
United States.

The whole world was beating a path
to his door. Security was at the highest
level, and I made a point of not inter-
rupting him—which I would have done
regularly when he was my Senate col-
league—during this historic and impor-
tant moment as he prepared to lead
America with the blessing and the
mandate of the American people.

I didn’t have a long list of requests—
well, I did, but I didn’t exercise it—but
I spoke to him once or twice about a
couple of things I thought might be
helpful to the country and to him. I
recommended to him one person to ap-
point to his Cabinet—one person. I
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urged him to appoint Ray LaHood as
America’s Secretary of Transportation.
I was confident that Ray LaHood would
serve America with the same integrity
and energy he had shown while serving
as a Member of Congress from our
State of Illinois. As Secretary Ray
LaHood prepares to leave this impor-
tant Cabinet post, I am pleased but not
a bit surprised to be able to say to the
President that I was right. He was an
excellent choice—in fact, one of the
best ever when it comes to the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

Make no mistake, Ray LaHood is a
proud Republican. I remember meeting
him first when he was a staffer for Bob
Michel, who was the Republican leader
in the U.S. House of Representatives.
Ray was a behind-the-scenes worker for
the Republican minority leader in the
House, and I knew he was from Peoria
but little else about him. When Bob
Michel announced his retirement, Ray
LaHood said he was going to run for
that position in Congress.

What surprised me was that some of
my closest Democratic friends in cen-
tral Illinois said they were going to fi-
nancially support and do everything
they could to elect Ray LaHood. And I
thought, this is really amazing. These
partisan friends of mine think Ray
LaHood, a Republican, is a good person
for this job.

So I started paying closer attention
to this new Congressman. As it turned

out, we became close friends. We
worked together. We had adjoining
congressional districts. Eventually,

when I was elected to the Senate, we
worked all through central Illinois on
common projects, and I was happy to
do it. Ray was not working with a
great appetite for publicity; he wanted
to get the job done, and he didn’t mind
giving credit to Democrats or Repub-
licans if we could achieve our goals,
the local goals we shared.

When he became Secretary of Trans-
portation I saw that same spirit of co-
operation and bipartisanship. Any time
I spoke to President Obama or Vice
President BIDEN about Ray LaHood,
their Secretary of Transportation, they
always said the same thing: He is the
best and we are sure glad he is part of
our team.

The President could not find anyone
better to carry out the transportation
agenda for America in his first term. I
believe history is going to record Ray
LaHood as one of the very best in that
position. He put millions of Americans
back to work with the $48 billion trans-
portation funding that was part of
President Obama’s Recovery Act. He
oversaw the creation of the Nation’s
first high-speed rail program, a pro-
gram that Illinois has participated in
with great commitment and excite-
ment. He also helped to create the
TIGER Program, a $2.7 billion invest-
ment in America’s future that has
built some of our Nation’s most signifi-
cant transportation projects. And he
helped save lives by focusing person-
ally on our national aviation system.
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He also had another safety campaign.
He conducted what he called a rampage
against distracted driving, people who
were texting or talking on cell phones
and trying to drive at the same time.
He traveled more widely and more fre-
quently than many professional pilots
did. As a Washington Post reporter
wrote a while back:

There are just two kinds of states: States
where [Ray LaHood has] been to spread his
gospel of safety and to inspect transpor-
tation systems and those States that he
plans to visit soon.

The people of Illinois are grateful to
Ray LaHood not only for his 4 historic
years as Transportation Secretary, but
also for his many decades of service as
staffer to Bob Michel and then a mem-
ber in his own right in our Illinois dele-
gation.

Ray was born and raised in Peoria,
IL. He stayed true to his Midwestern
values throughout his career. He start-
ed his public service as a teacher in a
classroom. He cut his political teeth
working for another top Republican
Congressman, Tom Railsback. As I
mentioned, then he went on to work
for Bob Michel. In 1994 he was elected
to Bob Michel’s congressional district,
the 18th District. The district stretches
from Peoria, south to the State cap-
ital, my hometown of Springfield.

There is a history of some pretty out-
standing Congressmen from that dis-
trict. I mentioned Bob Michel, and I
can include Everett McKinley Dirksen
as well. If you go far enough back in
history you will find there was a young
Congressman from a part of that dis-
trict by the name of Abraham Lincoln.

Ray is a great student of history. He
inspired a great effort to create the
Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Com-
mission, and I was honored to join him
as a co-chair with Harold Holzer of New
York. We observed President Lincoln’s
200th birthday in 2009 with suitable rec-
ognition and celebration across Amer-
ica.

Ray’s work helped students every-
where learn a little bit more about
President Lincoln and his role in
America’s history. Like his famous
predecessors, Ray LaHood has raised
the standard for civility and coopera-
tion in the Congress. In the darkest
hours of the House of Representatives
when people were at each other’s
throats, it was Ray LaHood who
reached across the aisle to a Demo-
cratic Congressman and said: Why
don’t we get together on a bipartisan
basis, with our families, for a weekend.
It seems so obvious and easy. Nobody
had ever thought about it before Ray.

Back in Illinois Ray used to convene
bipartisan meetings with local offi-
cials, State representatives, and his
dedication to his district and his serv-
ice in the House earned him the reputa-
tion as one of the best. When President
Obama nominated Ray for Transpor-
tation Secretary, all of us in Illinois
knew the President had chosen the
right person.

Ray’s legacy in DC will be substan-
tial, but it will be even greater back in
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Illinois. He has helped protect and
build Illinois during his tenure at the
Department of Transportation. It was
such a treat to be able to call the De-
partment of Transportation, to speak
to the Secretary of Transportation
about an Illinois project and have him
know instantly what you were talking
about.

The O’Hare Modernization Program
is a good example. There is hardly a
more important economic engine in
the northern part of our State than the
O’Hare Airport. The modernization of
O’Hare had reached a period of some
difficulty and controversy. Ray
LaHood stepped in, brought the parties
together, and put the Nation’s largest
airport expansion project back on
track.

Secretary LaHood, as I mentioned
earlier, brought high-speed rail to Illi-
nois. Last year we rode the first 110-
mile-an-hour train between Chicago
and St. Louis. He helped build a beau-
tiful new terminal at the Peoria Inter-
national Airport.

Secretary LaHood’s dedication to Il-
linois will be felt in every corner of Il-
linois for generations to come. People
will be able to travel faster and more
safely because of his work. He will
bring new businesses to the State by
those transportation investments, cre-
ating the jobs that we all want to see.

Ray LaHood is a leader with integ-
rity and character. He is also such a
good friend. I am going to miss him as
my partner in government when he re-
tires from the position of Secretary of
Transportation. The Washington Post
article I mentioned earlier had a won-
derful line. The reporter wrote:

Perhaps the most telling tidbit in
LaHood’s life is that he resided in
Washington for 30 years without once
getting a haircut here. A man truly
lives where he gets his haircut, and [for
Ray LaHood] that is in Peoria, [IL].

As Ray LaHood prepares to leave
President Obama’s Cabinet and spend
more time with his family, I wish the
best to him. His wife Kathy—who was
often at his side traveling back and
forth between Illinois and Wash-
ington—will have more time with Ray
and their four children: Amy, Sara,
Sam, and State Senator Darin LaHood
and their wonderful families too. I look
forward to working with Secretary
LaHood and his very able successor,
former Charlotte mayor Anthony Foxx,
to maintain and improve America’s
transportation systems and networks,
the backbone of our economy.

———
GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about the continuing toll of gun
violence on our Nation and on my
home State of Illinois.

This past week we lost too many
Americans, and too many Illinoisans,
to gunfire. Last Monday, 18-year-old
April McDaniel was sitting on her
porch in Chicago when a masked gun-
man in a car opened fire, killing April
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and wounding four of her friends. Last
Tuesday, four members of the Andrus
family in Darien, Illinois—including
the family’s two daughters, ages 16 and
22—were shot to death in an apparent
murder-suicide. On Thursday, 19-year-
old Robert Allen was killed in a drive-
by shooting on the South Side of Chi-
cago. And over the weekend, at least 6
were Kkilled and dozens more were
wounded in shootings across the Chi-
cago area.

This senseless violence is devastating
personally to the families involved,
and to all of us. Our thoughts and pray-
ers are with the victims and with their
families. The sad reality is that gun vi-
olence continues to be an epidemic in
America. Over 11,000 Americans are
murdered with guns each year. If you
count suicides and accidental shoot-
ings, the death toll from guns rises to
more than 31,000 Americans each year.
We have become almost used to this,
haven’t we? We hear about it every
night on the news and we begin to
think this is normal. But it isn’t nor-
mal in any country on Earth for so
many people to die from the use of fire-
arms.

You can get a sense of this grim toll
by reading the daily ‘“Gun Report’ by
New York Times columnist Joe Nocera.
The report compiles news stories about
shootings across the nation. For exam-
ple, yesterday’s Gun Report describes
shootings that took place over the
weekend. It mentions: a 3-year-old in
Columbus, Ohio and a 4-year-old in
Wichita, Kansas who were hit on Fri-
day by stray bullets; an 18-year-old girl
in Ankeny, Iowa, who was accidentally
shot and killed by her father on Fri-
day; a 30-minute shooting spree in
Omaha, Nebraska on Saturday that left
two dead and two critically injured; a
76-year-old man who shot and killed his
75-year-old wife on Saturday in
Cortlandt, New York after an argu-
ment; and a man who walked into a
Catholic church in Ogden, Utah and
shot his father-in-law in the head dur-
ing Sunday mass. These are just a few
of the shootings mentioned in one Gun
Report. And each new day brings an-
other long list of shootings in commu-
nities across America. It is appalling.

Last Friday marked 6 months since
the tragedy in Newtown when a gun-
man murdered 20 small children and 6
educators at Sandy Hook Elementary
School. In the 6 months since that
awful day, over 5,000 more Americans
have been killed by gunfire.

I commend my colleagues from Con-
necticut, Senator CHRIS MURPHY and
Senator RICHARD BLUMENTHAL, who
have come to this floor repeatedly to
call for reforms that will spare other
families the tragedy that the Newtown
families have suffered.

We need to heed those calls. We can-
not simply shrug our shoulders and
write off this epidemic of gun violence
as the cost of living in America.

There is some progress to report
when it comes to reducing gun vio-
lence. Officials at the local and state
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level are taking proactive steps that
are showing promising results.

In Chicago, for example, targeted po-
licing strategies and community-based
violence-prevention efforts have con-
tributed to a 31 percent reported de-
crease in homicides compared to last
year. The violence of this past week
shows that more needs to be done, but
this decline in killings is positive news.
I commend the local officials, includ-
ing mayor Rahm Emanuel, who are
doing everything they can to reduce
gun violence.

The General Assembly in Illinois just
passed important legislation that
would mandate background checks for
private gun sales and require reporting
of lost and stolen guns to law enforce-
ment, something we failed to do. It
should be a national law.

These are steps that will help keep
guns out of the hands of criminals and
the mentally ill. They will help reduce
crime and save lives.

Other States are stepping up as well,
with significant reforms passed in
States like Colorado, New York, Mary-
land and Connecticut.

But State action alone is not suffi-
cient. We need to do our part in Wash-
ington. Too often these guns cross
State lines. Too often States have
weak gun laws next to States with
strong gun laws. That is why Congress
needs to plug the gaping loopholes in
our Federal background check system
by passing legislation by Senator JOE
MANCHIN, a conservative Democrat
from West Virginia, and Senator PAT-
RICK TOOMEY, a conservative Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Congress also needs to pass a bill
with real teeth to crack down on straw
purchasing and gun trafficking, a bill
that I worked on with Senators LEAHY,
COLLINS, GILLIBRAND, and my colleague
from Illinois, MARK KIRK.

Members of Congress need to take a
stand on the issue of gun safety and
gun violence. There should be no more
hiding behind these empty, sham re-
form proposals written by the gun
lobby to accomplish nothing. And no
more claims that all we need to do is
just enforce the laws on the books be-
cause we know the gun lobby has put
loopholes in those laws that you can
drive a truck through.

I want to mention a few things Con-
gress should do to help reduce gun vio-
lence beyond the two items I men-
tioned. First, I will introduce legisla-
tion to encourage more crime gun trac-
ing by State and local law enforce-
ment. Crime gun tracing is a valuable
tool for criminal investigations. When
a gun is recovered in a crime, a police
department can ask the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explo-
sives, known as the ATF, to trace the
crime gun back to its first retail sale.
This information can help identify
criminal suspects and potential gun
traffickers. When all the crime guns in
an area are traced, law enforcement
can start to define and identify traf-
ficking patterns.
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ATF’s crime gun tracing system is
easy for law enforcement and it is free.
Several years ago I reached out and
challenged all of the law enforcement
agencies in Illinois to submit the guns
they had seized in crimes for tracing
through the ATF. I am pleased to re-
port that 388 Illinois agencies are now
using the system called eTRACE but
there are still thousands and thousands
of law enforcement agencies across
America that are not tracing their
crime guns.

The legislation I am introducing is
called the Crime Gun Tracing Act. It
will require law enforcement agencies
that apply for Federal COPS grants to
report how many crime guns they re-
covered in the last year and how many
they submitted for tracing. It will then
give a preference in COPS grant awards
to agencies that traced all the crime
guns they recovered.

To be clear, law enforcement agen-
cies should not just sit around and wait
for a bill to pass before they start trac-
ing crime guns. Tracing brings enor-
mous benefits at virtually no cost.
Agencies should not wait for this bill;
they ought to start tracing today if
they have not done so already. But the
reality is many police departments,
sheriffs’ offices, have not been doing
this. My bill will create an incentive
for them to start.

Let me say something else. The Sen-
ate needs to confirm a Director to head
the ATF. For the record, ATF has
never had a Senate-confirmed Director.
The Senate refused to confirm a Direc-
tor under President George W. Bush
and refused the second proposed Direc-
tor under President Obama. Now a
third candidate is being considered.

Since the Director position began re-
quiring Senate confirmation in 2006,
ATF has only had short-term Acting
Directors, temporary leaders.

Whether it is a Republican President
or a Democratic President, the gun
lobby and their friends in the Senate
have objected to every nominee. It
looks as if they are preparing to mount
an effort to stop the most recent nomi-
nee by President Obama, Todd Jones of
Minnesota.

To be effective and accountable, Fed-
eral law enforcement agencies need
Senate-confirmed leadership. But the
gun lobby has done everything it can
to keep this agency leaderless and
weak. This is beyond hypocritical.

After the tragedy in Newtown, Mr.
Wayne LaPierre of the National Rifle
Association appeared before our Senate
Judiciary Committee and said he op-
posed efforts to close gun loopholes be-
cause ‘‘we need to enforce the thou-
sands of gun laws that are currently on
the books.” Well, the agency that en-
forces Federal gun laws and refers gun
cases for Federal prosecution is the
ATF. In fact, for the past 15 years there
has been a provision written in an ap-
propriations bill, a gun lobby rider,
that prohibits any of ATF’s enforce-
ment functions from being moved to
another agency. So the NRA is making
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sure that the ATF is the only game in
town when it comes to enforcing gun
laws, and then they are making sure it
never has a permanent Director.

I want to put the gun lobby on no-
tice. If we can’t get a Senate-confirmed
Director for the ATF, then I am going
to move to repeal the rider and bring in
other Federal agencies with Senate-
confirmed leadership—such as the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation—to make
sure gun laws are enforced effectively
in this country. The National Rifle As-
sociation and the gun lobby cannot
have it both ways. They cannot com-
plain that the gun laws are not being
enforced and then stop any effort to
put a permanent leader in place at this
agency. The gun lobby has to make
that choice. If they want to enforce
gun laws on the books, they can work
with us to confirm a Director at the
ATF. If they want to keep blocking the
ATF from having a Director, we will
have to get other agencies involved to
make sure laws are enforced. It is that
simple.

In closing, I again extend my sym-
pathy and prayers to the victims and
families of gun violence. We have to do
our part in Washington to put an end
to this. We haven’t had the votes we
needed yet, but we should not give up.
The American people are counting on
us to make America safer.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that my last statement be
placed in a separate part of the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———
TYMOSHENKO IMPRISONMENT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss an issue that I hoped I wouldn’t
need to bring up today but unfortu-
nately I do. I am referring to the con-
tinued imprisonment of the former
Prime Minister of TUkraine, Yulia
Tymoshenko, who has now sat in jail
for almost 2 years.

In the fall of 2011 Ms. Tymoshenko
was imprisoned for a 7-year term on
charges that she abused her office in
connection with a natural gas contract
with Russia. I cannot judge the wisdom
of that contract, but what is deeply
troubling to me is the appearance of se-
lective and politically motivated im-
prisonment of a former political leader
in the democratic nation of Ukraine.

Ukraine is a promising and hopeful
new member of the community of free-
market democracies—one with a solid
future in the West. It has strong ties to
Europe and the United States.

This photo shows police officers lead-
ing former Ukranian Prime Minister
Yulia Tymoshenko out of the court-
room after the verdict in her case in
Kiev on October 11, 2011.

Ukraine is a great nation. It has
helped NATO in Bosnia, Libya, Iraq,
and Afghanistan. It is a major contrib-
utor and a valuable international
peacekeeper. It was an early leader in
throwing away the shackles of the So-
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viet Union and declaring its own inde-
pendence.

In 2004 Ms. Tymoshenko and count-
less other Ukrainians organized a se-
ries of historic protests known as the
Orange Revolution to address electoral
fraud in the Presidential election in
those days.

Ukraine’s future is clearly with the
community of democracies, and that is
why the imprisonment of this former
Prime Minister is so troubling. When a
nation is a member of a community of
democracies, it can’t selectively throw
its political opponents in jail for ques-
tionable policy decisions. If a poor pol-
icy decision is made, let the voters de-
cide at the ballot box.

In the neighboring dictatorship of
Belarus, 2010 Presidential candidate
Mikalai Statkevich, who had the te-
merity to run against the strong-man
dictator Viktor Lukashenko, still sits
in jail because he challenged the dic-
tator in an election. I might remind
my friends in Ukraine that they do not
want to be compared to Belarus. They
should be democratic.

Countless international human
rights groups and other countries have
decried the charges against Ms.

Tymoshenko and called for her release.
The Parliamentary Assembly of the
Council of Europe passed a resolution
in January of 2012 declaring that the
articles under which Ms. Tymoshenko
was convicted were overly broad in ap-
plication and effectively allow for ex
post facto criminalization of normal
political decisionmaking. Later that
year both the European Parliament
and our very own Senate passed resolu-
tions condemning the sentencing of Ms.
Tymoshenko and calling for her re-
lease.

The European Court of Human
Rights, which settles cases of rights
abuses after plaintiffs have exhausted
appeals in their home country courts,
recently considered this case and ruled
that Ms. Tymoshenko’s pretrial deten-
tion was unlawful, that the lawfulness
of her detention had not been properly
reviewed, her right to liberty had been
restricted, and that she had no possi-
bility to seek compensation for her un-
lawful deprivation. That is unaccept-
able.

I truly hope this ruling will finally
create the circumstances for a face-
saving way out of this mess. Unfortu-
nately and regrettably, it has not hap-
pened. That is why I joined my col-
leagues, Senators RUBIO, BOXER, BAR-
RASSO, MURPHY, and CARDIN, in submit-
ting a resolution on the matter. It is
simple and straightforward and ex-
presses continued concern about Ms.
Tymoshenko’s selective and politically
motivated detention.

I will close by saying that I was in
Ukraine last year. I met with Prime
Minister Azarov and President
Yanukovych. They were generous hosts
and very kind. They told me that
something would be done in a positive
way about Ms. Tymoshenko’s impris-
onment. That was a year ago and noth-
ing has happened. I was optimistic then
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and I will remain optimistic, but I
want the Ukraine Government to know
that we are going to hold them to the
standards of democracy. They cannot
imprison political opponents. You beat
them in an election, move on to lead,
and you are held accountable by the
people who vote.

I hope a decision will be made in the
near future to release Ms.
Tymoshenko.

Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
to speak as if in morning business for 7
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
IMMIGRATION REFORM

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, when
I closed last night I posed nine ques-
tions to Secretary Napolitano about
the immigration bill. She said that
when confirmed, she would answer
questions that Congress put before her.
My questions came at the end of her
hearing on the immigration bill, and
we have not received an answer now in
49 or 50 days. I would appreciate an-
swers to those questions.

I would like to speak about the
entry-exit system in the legislation be-
fore us. One of the concerns that has
been made about the immigration bill
before us is that it weakens current
law in several areas. Now, when I go to
my town meetings, I invariably get
somebody who says: We don’t need
more legislation; just enforce the laws
that are on the books. Those very same
constituents of mine would probably be
really chagrined at the fact that we
have legislation before us that would
weaken current law.

Well, we had a lengthy discussion
during the Judiciary Committee mark-
up about provisions dealing with crimi-
nal activity and deterring illegal immi-
gration in the future. I have found that
many existing statutes in this legisla-
tion—1,175 pages—have been revised
and watered down, which sends exactly
the wrong signal that should be sent to
the people who seek to intentionally
break our laws.

The sponsors of the bill have claimed
that the bill will make us safer. They
insist that the people will ‘‘come out of
the shadows,” thus allowing us to
know exactly who is here, where they
are, and whether they are a national
security risk.

We have talked a lot about the need
for border security in the last week. I
think it is the most important thing
we can do for our national security and
to protect our sovereignty. Border se-
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curity is what the people demand. This
legislation has weak border security
provisions.

Amazingly, when I bring up border
security, I am told by proponents of
the bill that we don’t need to put our
entire focus on the border. Well, tell
that to the people of grassroots Amer-
ica. These authors remind me that
about 40 percent of the people here ille-
gally are visa overstays or people who
never returned to their home country.
I don’t dispute that 40-percent figure. I
couldn’t agree more that visa
overstays need to be dealt with as
much as people who are here undocu-
mented and did not come here on a
visa. We need to know who is in our
country and when they are supposed to
depart, and then we need to know if
they actually leave.

We realized this way back in 1996
when we created the entry-exit system.
At that time, Congress—and still
today—under the law, called for a
tracking system to be created, and this
followed the first bombing of the World
Trade Center. We knew there were gap-
ing holes in our visa system, and that
is why the entry-exit system was set
up. Unfortunately—and the people of
this country probably don’t believe
this—we had legislation calling for this
system to be in place and it still is not
in place. Administration after adminis-
tration—and that is Democratic, Re-
publican, and now Democratic—dis-
missed the need to implement an effec-
tive entry-exit system, thumbing their
noses at the laws on the books. So here
we are today—17 years later—won-
dering when that system and mandate
from Congress will be achieved.

When introduced, the bill before us
did nothing to track people who left by
land. It did nothing to capture bio-
metrics of foreign nationals who de-
parted. We approved an amendment in
committee that made the underlying
bill a little bit stronger, but it fell
short of current law. Current law says
we should track all people who come
and go by using biometrics. It says the
entry-exit system should be in place at
all air, sea, and land ports. We already
know that anything less than what is
in current law will not be effective.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice has stated that a biographic exit
system, such as the one set forth in the
underlying legislation, will only hinder
efforts to reliably identify overstays
and that without a biometrics exit sys-
tem, ‘“‘DHS cannot ensure the integrity
of the immigration system by identi-
fying and removing those who have
overstayed their original period of ad-
mission—a stated goal of US-VISIT.” If
we don’t properly track departures, we
won’t know how many people are over-
staying their visas and we won’t have
any clue of who is in our country.

Some will say: We can’t afford it.
Some will say: Our airports aren’t de-
vised in such a way to capture bio-
metrics before people board airplanes.
They will find any excuse not to imple-
ment current law, and that is why this

June 18, 2013

current law hasn’t been executed in the
last 17 years.

This is a border security and national
security issue. Without this system in
place, we are not in control of our im-
migration system.

Senator VITTER’s amendment, which
is pending, would ensure the current
law is met before we legalize millions
of people. I encourage my colleagues to
understand how this bill weakens our
ability to protect the homeland. I also
encourage the adoption of the Vitter
amendment when we vote at 3 o’clock.

I yield the floor.

———————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

BORDER SECURITY, ECONOMIC OP-
PORTUNITY, AND IMMIGRATION
MODERNIZATION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 744, which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 744) to provide for comprehensive
immigration reform and for other purposes.

Pending:

Leahy/Hatch amendment No. 1183, to en-
courage and facilitate international partici-
pation in the performing arts.

Thune amendment No. 1197, to require the
completion of the 350 miles of reinforced,
double-layered fencing described in section
102(b)(1)(A) of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 before registered provisional immigrant
status may be granted and to require the
completion of 700 miles of such fencing be-
fore the status of registered provisional im-
migrants may be adjusted to permanent resi-
dent status.

Landrieu amendment No. 1222, to apply the
amendments made by the Child Citizenship
Act of 2000 retroactively to all individuals
adopted by a citizen of the United States in
an international adoption and to repeal the
pre-adoption parental visitation requirement
for automatic citizenship and to amend sec-
tion 320 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act relating to automatic citizenship for
children born outside of the United States
who have a United States citizen parent.

Tester amendment No. 1198, to modify the
Border Oversight Task Force to include trib-
al government officials.

Vitter amendment No. 1228, to prohibit the
temporary grant of legal status to, or adjust-
ment to citizenship status of, any individual
who is unlawfully present in the United
States until the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity certifies that the US-VISIT System (a
biometric border check-in and check-out sys-
tem first required by Congress in 1996) has
been fully implemented at every land, sea,
and air port of entry and Congress passes a
joint resolution, under fast track procedures,
stating that such integrated entry and exit
data system has been sufficiently imple-
mented.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am en-
couraged that later today the Senate
will vote on four amendments to the
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immigration bill. I hope it is an indica-
tion that the Senate is going to begin
considering amendments in an orderly
and efficient way. I would encourage
Senators to file their amendments and
come to the floor and offer them. I
share the majority leader’s wish to
make progress on this important legis-
lation. We know the immigration sys-
tem is sorely in need of reform and now
is the time to do it.

Last week we should have disposed of
several amendments to the bill before
us, but in the Senate, progress requires
cooperation. Instead of going forward
and actually having Senators take po-
sitions and vote up or down, we had ob-
jection after objection from the oppo-
nents of this legislation who put the
Senate in the unenviable position of
having the public see us as voting
“maybe.”” We know why people get dis-
couraged with Congress. They don’t re-
alize that there is a small number of
people blocking any voting. They ex-
pect us to vote for or against some-
thing. There are going to be political
costs to voting for or voting against,
but they expect us to vote. It comes
with the job. And when people objected
to proceeding to comprehensive immi-
gration reform, that cost us several
days. Again, the American public sees
the Senate as voting ‘‘maybe.”’

Well, I am one Senator willing to
take the consequences of voting for or
against something and not voting
“maybe.” I think most Senators would
prefer voting yes or no and not maybe.
In fact, when we finally ended the fili-
buster and were able to vote to proceed
to the bill, 84 Senators stood up and
said, Let’s proceed. They voted in favor
of doing so. They know they are going
to risk some criticism for doing that,
but at least they had the courage to do

it.

We still have a tiny handful of Sen-
ators who keep on trying to say vote
“maybe.” It is frustrating because that
initial delay was not necessary. It
didn’t add to the debate. It simply hin-
dered the Senate’s consideration of the
bill. In fact, opponents of the bipar-
tisan legislation have even objected to
adoption of the Judiciary Committee
substitute bill despite widespread
praise from both Republicans and
Democrats for how we conducted our
proceedings and our overwhelming bi-
partisan vote to get the bill to the full
Senate. This was a bill where almost
all of the amendments accepted in
Committee were on a bipartisan vote.
Additionally, over 40 amendments of-
fered by Republicans were accepted by
the Committee.

So the votes against even proceeding
to this bill indicate that at least 15
Members of the minority are so dug in
against comprehensive immigration re-
form that they are unalterably op-
posed. They want us to vote maybe to
duck the issue. They want to duck the
issue. That is not a profile in courage.
Those few Senators should not further
obstruct the 84 Senators who appear
ready to go to work on this bill and
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vote for or against it. The question is
whether the other Members of the Re-
publican Party will follow those who
seek to delay the Senate’s consider-
ation or whether they will work with
us to pass a good bill.

More than 100 amendments have been
filed to the comprehensive immigra-
tion reform bill, but over the last 2
weeks we have only voted once on the
motion to table an amendment that al-
ready had been defeated in committee.

I began this process with a spirit of
cooperation. I offered an amendment
on behalf of myself and Senator HATCH,
the senior member of the Republican
Party, to strengthen our visa program
for visiting foreign artists who come to
perform with nonprofit arts organiza-
tions. I was then willing, following the
procedures and the cooperation I have
known here in the Senate for decades,
to give consent to Senator GRASSLEY
to set aside my amendment and offer
his amendment relating to border secu-
rity. Unfortunately, when we asked for
the same courtesy so that other Sen-
ators, Republicans and Democrats
alike, could call up additional amend-
ments, there was an objection. I was
expected to cooperate and follow this
normal procedure, but the second we
asked for the other side to do that, it
was: Oh, no, we can’t do it. The rules
have to be different.

Then when the majority leader of-
fered a unanimous consent request to
have votes on the Grassley amendment
and others in a manner that Senate Re-
publicans, including the Senate Repub-
lican leader just a few days ago, had
been insisting on with respect to
amendments and legislation and nomi-
nations, the minority objected.

Then when the majority leader asked
that a group of amendments offered by
Senators on both sides of the aisle be
allowed to be offered, again there was
an objection.

So it is with great effort that we are
trying to work through amendments.
But like the minority’s treatment of
nominations, even consensus amend-
ments are being objected to and de-
layed. We have been unable to get an
amendment by the Republican Senator
from Nevada pending because there is
Republican objection to a Republican
Senator offering an amendment which
is probably going to pass with over-
whelming support from both Repub-
licans and Democrats. It is no wonder
public approval of Congress in last
week’s Gallup poll is 10 percent. At a
time when so many Americans are in
favor of reforming the Nation’s broken
immigration system, we in the Senate
should be working together to meet
that demand and reflect what the peo-
ple of America want.

The President spoke again last week
about immigration reform and what is
needed. The President had with him a
broad cross-section of those supporting
our efforts from business and labor to
law enforcement, clergy, and from both
sides of the aisle. Just as I worked with
President Bush in 2006 when he sup-
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ported comprehensive immigration re-
form, I urge Senate Republicans to
work with us now. Senators from both
sides of the aisle worked together to
develop this legislation—Senators from
both sides of the aisle.

Then Senators from the Judiciary
Committee considered it and adopted
more than 130 amendments to improve
it, almost all of them with a bipartisan
vote. Senators from both sides of the
aisle need to come together now to de-
feat debilitating amendments and pass
this legislation.

One of the procedural disputes that
has delayed us is the application of
what the Majority Leader has termed
the ‘“McConnell rule’’ to provide for 60-
vote thresholds for adopting amend-
ments. Senate Republicans are now ob-
jecting to their leader’s own rule. That
is why the Majority Leader on Thurs-
day took the action left to him to
move forward on the bill and moved to
table Senator GRASSLEY’s amendment,
which I had worked with Senator
GRASSLEY to allow him to offer and
have pending. I am glad that we have
now gotten agreement to treat Repub-
lican and Democratic amendments
equally.

Though I am encouraged that we will
begin voting on this legislation, I be-
lieve that the Senate should not have
gone down the path insisted upon by
the Republican leader when he de-
manded supermajority votes of 60 by
the Senate on so many amendments
and legislation. He has made every-
thing subject to a filibuster standard. I
have tried to have the Senate act by a
majority vote, which is the practice 1
would favor. Unfortunately, the Repub-
lican leader has prevailed over and
over again and Republicans have in-
sisted on 60-vote thresholds for the
adoption of amendments. That is the
rule on which they have insisted. And
late last week, the minority objected
to its own rule when the Majority
Leader asked for consent to set votes
for the Senate. They cannot insist
upon a rule for one side and not the
other. They cannot have it both ways.
I understand why the Majority Leader
has asked for the same consents on
which the Republican leader has in-
sisted for years, following what the
Majority Leader has termed the
“McConnell rule.”

What Republican Senators were in-
sisting upon is a simple majority
threshold for their amendments and a
60-vote barrier for Democratic Sen-
ators’ amendments. That is not fair. I
am ready to work with the Majority
Leader, the Republican leader, the
Chairman and ranking member of the
Rules Committee, the ranking member
of the Judiciary Committee and other
interested Senators on reestablishing
majority rule in the Senate except in
special circumstances. That new ar-
rangement will have to follow our work
on this bill and not delay or be applied
retroactively to undermine comprehen-
sive immigration reform.

With respect to Senator GRASSLEY’S
amendment, which was tabled last
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week, I note that it was tabled by a bi-
partisan majority of 57 votes. That in-
cluded five Republican votes. Of
course, this was an amendment, as
most people knew on the floor, that
had been considered by the Judiciary
Committee. It was defeated by a bipar-
tisan vote of two-thirds of the com-
mittee. It would have undermined and
unfairly preempted the pathway to
earn citizenship. It would have made
the fates of millions seeking to come
out of the shadows to join American
life unfairly depend on circumstances
way beyond any control they might
have. I am troubled by proposals that
contain false promises in which we
promise citizenship, but it is always
over the next mountain: We are going
to give citizenship, but not quite yet.
It is almost like Sisyphus pushing that
rock up the hill. I want the pathway to
be clear and the goal of citizenship at-
tainable. It can’t be rigged by some
elusive precondition. We should treat
people fairly and not have their fates
determined by matters beyond their
control. No undocumented American
controls the border or is responsible for
its security. The things that are being
set up to Kkill this bill would have
blocked my grandparents from coming
to Vermont from Italy and would have
blocked the parents and grandparents
of many of the Senators now serving in
the Senate. So I don’t want people to
move out of the shadows or to be stuck
in some underclass. Just as we should
not fault the DREAMers who were
brought here as children, we should not
make people’s fates and future status
dependent on border enforcement con-
ditions over which they have no con-
trol.

This legislation is far too important
to be subject to needless delay, and I
hope the votes today signal an end to
the delay we have experienced until
this point. We should have a healthy
and vigorous debate on the bill re-
ported out of the Judiciary Committee.
Central to that debate is considering
and voting on amendments.

One of the bright moments so far
during this debate, in the view of the
American public, was the way Repub-
licans and Democrats alike worked in
the Senate Judiciary Committee to get
this bill before us in the full Senate.
The public debate was followed online
by thousands of people. We brought up
amendments, we debated them, and
then we voted on them. Nobody voted
maybe; they voted yes and they voted
no. The American public responded
overwhelmingly, saying this was the
way to go, and I think Republicans and
Democrats on the floor justly praised
the way it was done in the Judiciary
Committee. There were 18 of us work-
ing together, and I compliment the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa for
working with us. Although he dis-
agreed with the outcome, we worked
together to get that debate finished.
We went into the evenings and we
worked all day for a couple of weeks
and we got it done. But now all 100 of
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us should stand here and do the same
thing. Demands for different voting
standards for Republican and Demo-
cratic amendments are wrong.

A couple of weeks ago, the distin-
guished Republican leader spoke at an
event. I was sitting there. He knew I
was following him to speak. He said,
On a matter of this importance, all
amendments should be subject to a 60-
vote threshold. Well, I have had a dif-
ferent view in the past, but I said, OK
then, we will do that for both Demo-
cratic and Republican amendments,
but let’s get it done. Having different
standards for Republicans and Demo-
crats is not how the Judiciary Com-
mittee considered this legislation. It is
also not how the majority of Ameri-
cans expect us to conduct the debate.
The tactics of last week undermine the
Senate’s work on this important bill.
Those who have already decided to op-
pose this bill at the end of the Senate’s
consideration can vote against it, but
they should not dictate the work of 84
Senators who are ready to go forward
and vote.

I call on all Senators to please file
their amendments to this bipartisan
legislation by Thursday and work with
us, if need be, on Friday and Saturday
and through the weekend, so we can
make much-needed progress on this
legislation without further delay.

Mr. President, is there a division of
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is equally divided.

Mr. LEAHY. I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield 10 minutes of
my time to Senator THUNE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

AMENDMENT NO. 1197

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I think
we all agree our immigration system is
broken and it needs to be fixed. Unfor-
tunately, every time Congress has tried
to fix our immigration system, prom-
ises of a more secure border are never
upheld. The bill we have in front of us
today is following the same path as
past immigration bills.

Under this bill it is certain that 12
million people in this country who are
here illegally will receive legal status
soon after the bill is enacted. However,
the border security provisions of this
bill are again nothing more than prom-
ises which, again, may never be upheld.

When I talk to the people I represent
in the State of South Dakota, one of
the questions I get over and over is,
When is our Federal Government going
to keep its promises when it comes to
the issue of border security?

The second question is, Why do we
need more laws when we are not en-
forcing the laws we currently have on
the books?

It is time that we follow through on
promises of a more secure border.

Actually, you have to go back to 1996,
which is the first time Congress spoke
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on this issue. At that time Congress
stipulated that we needed to have a
double- and even triple-layered fence
system on the border.

Well, you roll time forward to 2006—
10 years later—with the Secure Fence
Act. Congress again passed a law re-
quiring a double-layered fence, this
time indicating very specific locations,
totaling around 850 miles—even above
the current 700-mile requirement.
Eighty Senators voted for that bill. Let
me repeat that. Eighty Senators, Re-
publicans and Democrats, in a bipar-
tisan way voted in 2006, under the Se-
cure Fence Act, for 850 miles of double-
layered fence.

Well, you go again forward to 2008. As
part of the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, Congress specified this time
that not less than 700 miles of fencing
would be required. To date, of course,
of this requirement, only about 40
miles of the double-layered fencing has
been completed.

During debate on the Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations Act
in 2010, an amendment was offered to
require the completion of at least 700
miles of reinforced fencing along the
southwest border, and this time with a
specific timeline, a specific date in
mind: December 31, 2010. That amend-
ment was agreed to on the Senate
floor. There were 54 votes in favor of it,
including 21 Democrats, 13 of whom are
still here today. But the fence has still
not been completed.

The amendment I have offered,
amendment No. 1197, simply requires
that we implement current law, com-
pleting 350 miles of double-layered
fencing prior to RPI status being
granted. The completion of this section
of the fence would be a tangible, visible
demonstration that we are serious
about this issue of border security.
After RPI status is granted, the re-
maining 350 miles required by current
law would have to be constructed dur-
ing the 10-year period before registered
provisional immigrants can apply for
green cards. So 350 miles before RPI
status; 350 miles after. I think it is a
reasonable way of approaching this
issue.

People have gotten up and said: Well,
this fence is old school. It is not the
only answer. It requires a combination
of technology and manpower and sur-
veillance, but there is an important
place for infrastructure to play in this.
A double-layered fence, which was
called for by Congress first in 1996,
again in 2006, again in 2008—for which
there was broad bipartisan support
here in the Senate—should be some-
thing on which we follow through.

One of the other issues that has been
raised is, well, there is not money to do
this. There is money appropriated in
this bill. Mr. President, $6.5 billion is
appropriated, $1.5 billion of which is
dedicated to infrastructure. If you look
at what it would cost to build a double-
layered fence, the estimates are about
$3.2 million per mile. So the 350 miles
we call for before RPI status is granted
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would run in the range of $1 billion—
sufficient within the money already al-
located in the bill.

But my point, very simply, is this:
We have made promises and commit-
ments to the American people over and
over and over again in a bipartisan way
here in the Senate which have not been
followed through on.

Now, the Senator from Alabama, who
offered an amendment very similar to
this at the Judiciary Committee mark-
up, is here on the floor and has been a
leader in terms of trying to secure our
borders—an issue that I think most
Americans, before we deal with any
other aspect or element of the immi-
gration debate, believe ought to be ad-
dressed.

I would simply ask the Senator, if I
might through the Chair, does he think
building 40 miles out of a 700-mile re-
quirement is keeping the promise we
made to build a border fence that is
adequate to deter illegal crossings?
Secondly, doesn’t infrastructure, such
as a double-layered fence, enhance the
effectiveness of border control agents
and surveillance technologies along the
border—recognizing again that it is not
the only answer; it is combined with,
complemented by other forms of border
security? But it is important, in my
view, that we have a visible, tangible
way in which we make it very clear
that this is a deterrent to people com-
ing to this country illegally.

We want people to come here legally.
We are a welcoming nation. We are a
nation of immigrants, but we are a na-
tion of laws, and we have to enforce the
laws. We have not been doing that, and
we have not been keeping the promises
we made to the American people when
it comes to border security and more
specifically when it comes to the build-
ing of the fence.

So I would ask my colleague from
Alabama, through the Chair, about his
views on this and whether we have fol-
lowed through on a level that is any-
where consistent with what we prom-
ised to the American people. Secondly,
doesn’t the Senator think this infra-
structure component is an important
element when it comes to the border
security part of this debate on immi-
gration reform?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from South Dakota.
He is exactly correct. This is a failure
of Congress and the administration. As
soon as some discretion was given to
the administration to not build a fence,
they quit building a fence, and we are
so far behind what we promised the
American people.

I say to Senator THUNE, I remember
being engaged in the debate in both of
those years, 2006 and 2008. We actually
came up with a fund. We funded suffi-
ciently the fence construction that
needed to be done. We told the Amer-
ican people we were going to do it. We
were proud of ourselves. Actually, I re-
member giving a hard time to my col-
leagues because in 2006 we authorized
the fence but there was no money. So
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it was later that we finally forced the
money to be appropriated because the
issue was, you say you are for a fence,
you go back home and say: I voted for
fencing and barriers, and then you do
not put up the money. So the money
was even put up, and it still did not
happen as required by law.

I say to Senator THUNE, I think you
said it so clearly. That is why the
American people are rightly concerned
about amnesty first with a promise of
enforcement in the future. Even when
we pass laws that plainly say a fence
shall be built, we put up money to
build that fence, and it does not happen
in the future.

So what we are asked to do with this
legislation is to grant amnesty imme-
diately. That will happen. That is the
one thing in this bill that will happen.
But we need to ask ourselves: What are
the American people telling us?

A recent poll showed that by a 4-to-
1 margin the American people said: We
want to see the enforcement first. Then
we will talk about the amnesty. Do
your enforcement first.

The Senator’s question is, How will it
work? Well, we have discussed that
over the years. The greatest example of
how it works is in San Diego. That
area was in complete disarray, with vi-
olence, crime, drugs. It was an eco-
nomic disaster zone. There was a very
grim situation in San Diego. There
were all kKinds of illegality at the bor-
der. They built a triple-layer secure
fence, and across that entire area ille-
gality ended totally, virtually. Almost
no illegality is continuing at that
stretch of the border today. Crime was
dramatically reduced. Economic
growth occurred on both sides of the
border. It was highly successful.

So several things happen. First, you
end the illegality with a good fence.
Second, it reduces dramatically the
number of Border Patrol officers need-
ed to make sure illegal crossings are
not occurring because there is a force
multiplication of their ability. So you
can save a lot of money by having
fewer people. When people see a very
secure fence, they decide it is not
worth the attempt, so they don’t even
try to cross. That reduces the stress on
the Border Patrol, the number of de-
portations, and the number of people
who have to be sent back. Building a
fence reduces costs and saves money in
the long run and really achieves what I
think the American people have asked
us to achieve.

I say to Senator THUNE, I think your
amendment is very reasonable. It cer-
tainly puts us on a path to completing
the kind of barriers that are necessary.
As the Senator said, it comes nowhere
close to saying there is a fence across
the entire border. It would just be at
the areas where it would be most effec-
tive.

Mr. THUNE. I say to my colleague
from Alabama—and, again, I thank
him for his leadership on this issue,
both past and present—what we are
talking about here is something that is
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a part of the solution. This is not the
totality. This is not the entirety.

People come down here and say: Well,
you cannot just build a fence. People
will tunnel under it. They will climb
over it.

Of course they will. But coupled with
additional Border Patrol agents, cou-
pled with surveillance, coupled with
modern technologies, it is a composite
solution, if you will, but it still very
clearly is a deterrent. It is a visible,
tangible message and deterrent that we
want people to come to this country le-
gally, we want to discourage illegal im-
migration. I think the fence is part of
the infrastructure component of that
border security solution, and it is
something we have all made commit-
ments on in the past.

I think it is very hard to ask people
to vote for an immigration reform bill
that includes the legalization compo-
nent to it if we are not going to follow
through on the promises we have made
because the American people have
heard this before. Promises, promises
is something they have heard plenty of
in the past when it comes to this issue.
We have yet to follow through on this
with the exception of the 36 miles that
I mentioned that have been built. But
commitments were made in 1996, re-
quirements to do this in 2006. As the
Senator said, in 2008 the money was
added. That was a 76-to-17 vote here in
the Senate. Seventy-six Senators from
both parties voted to fund this in 2008.
In 2006, 80 Senators, including now-
President Obama, who at that time was
a Senator, now-Vice President BIDEN,
who at that time was a Senator, and at
that time Senator Hillary Clinton all
voted for the Secure Fence Act in 2006.

So, again, I am not suggesting for a
minute that it is the only solution, the
cure-all, the panacea that is going to
address this issue, but I think it is
something that is very real, very tan-
gible, very visible. It is something we
have made a commitment on to the
American people, and I think it is
something on which we ought to follow
through. It certainly ought to be a re-
quirement—a condition, if you will—in
this legislation before some of these
other elements come to pass because if
it is not, it will never get done, as we
have already seen going back to 1996.

So I hope that on amendment No.
1197, when it is voted on this afternoon,
we will have the same strong bipar-
tisan support we have had in the past
on this issue. I hope, again, as the Sen-
ator from Alabama and I have dis-
cussed, we will follow through on a
commitment we made to the American
people and do something really mean-
ingful on the issue of border security.

With that, I say to my colleague
from Alabama that, again, I appreciate
his strong voice on this issue, and I
hope he and I will be joined by many
others today.

Mr. SESSIONS. I say to Senator
THUNE, thank you for your leadership
in offering a clear legislative proposal
that will work. It is my observation
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that things that get proposed around
here that do not work often are passed;
things that will actually work are dif-
ficult to get passed.

I say to Senator THUNE, I do not
know if you realize that all of the spon-
sors of the legislation have talked a
good bit about fencing that might
occur, having a report on fencing. What
we do know is that it did not require
fencing anywhere in the bill. But in
case anybody had any doubt about
that, Senator LEAHY, the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, offered an
amendment that explicitly stated that
nothing in the bill shall require the
construction of any fencing at the bor-
der. So despite what others have heard
about this being the toughest bill ever
and it is going to do more for enforce-
ment than we have ever had, it, in fact,
weakens and almost guarantees we will
not have additional fencing, which
would certainly be a component, in my
mind, of a stronger, tougher enforce-
ment mechanism.

Fencing barriers do, I believe, help
the President, who should lead on this,
who should say clearly to the world:
Our border is secure. We are building
fences and do not come. The number of
people who would attempt to come
would drop a lot if we made that clear
statement.

I thank the Senator for his good
work.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I will say
in closing, again, this is not—the bor-
der is 2,000 miles long. This requires 700
miles. So it would be put in those areas
where, as the Senator from Alabama
noted, it is most needed.

With that, I yield the floor and ask,
when the time comes, for support on
amendment No. 1197.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, last
week I previewed an amendment I will
be offering, hopefully, as early as this
afternoon, on the underlying immigra-
tion bill. This is an amendment which
the Democratic majority leader and at
least one or two other Members of the
Senate have called a poison pill.

I find that somewhat bizarre, espe-
cially in light of what others have said
about this amendment, which I will
talk about briefly. It strikes me as un-
usual that anytime anyone offers a dif-
ferent idea by way of an amendment
that people do not like they call it a
poison pill, as if that was the only op-
tion. You either take it without the
amendment or you accept the amend-
ment and it kills the legislation.

We know the truth is far different. In
fact, several members of the so-called
Gang of 8 who have been very much in-
volved in negotiating the underlying
bill have different opinions, which ac-
tually I find somewhat refreshing but
not all that surprising.

Senator FLAKE, for example, from Ar-
izona, said, ‘‘I don’t think it is a poison
pill,” on June 12. Senator RUBIO said of
my results amendment, “It’s an excel-
lent place to start.” I am grateful for
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their comments. Senator BENNET, a
Senator from Colorado, on the other
side of the aisle and Senator FLAKE ar-
gued that ‘‘they are not afraid of add-
ing a requirement to nab 90 percent of
would-be border crossers.” That was at
the Christian Science Monitor break-
fast on June 12. Senator BENNET went
on to say, “I have every confidence
that we are going to meet the mark
well before the 10 years.”” He said that
on June 12 as well.

The interesting point about this dis-
cussion is the very same measurement
or standard that is in my amendment
actually comes from the bill that was
introduced by the Gang of 8: 100 per-
cent situational awareness of the bor-
der and a 90-percent apprehension rate.
All my amendment did is to say: OK,
you set the standard, but we are going
to make sure the Federal Government
actually keeps its promises because,
unfortunately, the history is littered—
recent history, in particular—with bro-
ken promises by the Federal Govern-
ment, particularly when it comes to
immigration.

My amendment is necessary. My re-
sults amendment, which I will describe
further, is necessary because in its cur-
rent form, the underlying bill does not
include a genuine border security trig-
ger. You do not have to take my word
for it. Last week, the assistant Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DURBIN of Illi-
nois, himself said quite explicitly that
while the original proposal—as he de-
scribed it in January 2013, he said: ‘“‘A
pathway to citizenship needs to be con-
tingent upon securing the border.”” He
said that in the context of the bipar-
tisan framework for comprehensive im-
migration reform.

But later on he was quoted in the Na-
tional Journal, on June 11, saying,
“The Gang of 8 bill has delinked the
pathway to citizenship and border en-
forcement.”” The bill that is being sold
today delinks the pathway to citizen-
ship and border enforcement. My
amendment would reestablish the very
same linkage the gang themselves
trumpeted in January 2013.

I think this is a remarkable admis-
sion, that the current bill delinks the
pathway to citizenship and border se-
curity. I think most Members of the
Senate believe that whatever we do in
terms of the status of people who are
currently here in undocumented sta-
tus, that one thing we have to do is to
make sure we do not ever deal with
this issue again by failing to deal sen-
sibly and responsibly with border secu-
rity and enforcement.

Basically, the approach of the pro-
ponents of the underlying bill, as cur-
rently written, before my amendment,
is: Trust us. Trust us. I have to say
that you do not have to be a pollster to
know there is not an awful lot of trust
toward Washington and the Congress
and the Federal Government. It is easy
to understand why with all of the var-
ious scandals or things that have been
represented one way that turn out to
be another way.
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There is a trust deficit in Wash-
ington, DC.

For those of us who believe that
doing nothing on immigration reform
is not an option, what I would like to
do is to do something to make things
better. But in order to get there, we
are going to have to guarantee that
border security and the interior en-
forcement provisions and the reestab-
lishment of basic order to our broken
immigration system is accomplished in
this bill; otherwise, it is not going to
happen.

In the words of Ronald Reagan, I
think we should ask people to trust,
but we should also verify that trust is
justified. I am not sure some of my col-
leagues appreciate how essential bor-
der security is to immigration reform.
For the past three decades, the Amer-
ican people have been given one hollow
promise after another about the Fed-
eral Government’s commitment to se-
cure our borders.

The rhetoric from Washington has
been impressive, but the results have
been pathetic. The reality on the
ground in Texas and in other border
States has been quite different. Let me
put it this way. A decade after the 9/11
terrorist attacks that killed 3,000
Americans in New York, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security has gained
operational control of less than 45 per-
cent of our southern border—45 per-
cent. The Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity said: ‘“The border is secure.’”” The
President said: ‘It is more secure than
it has ever been’’—45 percent secure.
For that matter, it has been more than
a decade since the 9/11 Commission rec-
ommended another important require-
ment that is contained in my amend-
ment, which is a nationwide biometric
entry-exit system.

It has been 17 years since President
Clinton signed legislation mandating
such a system. So we wonder why there
has been such a lack of confidence and
a trust deficit between the American
people and Washington when it comes
to immigration reform and fixing our
broken immigration system. It is be-
cause they have been sold one hollow
promise after another.

We still do not have a biometric
entry-exit system that President Clin-
ton signed into law 17 years ago, even
though about half of illegal immigra-
tion occurs when people come into the
country legally and overstay their visa
and simply melt into the great Amer-
ican landscape. That is where 40 per-
cent of our illegal immigration comes
from. We are asking the American peo-
ple to trust us again?

Until Congress acknowledges our
credibility problem when it comes to
enforcing our immigration laws, in-
cluding border security, and until such
time as we take serious action to fix it,
we are never going to get true immi-
gration reform, and we will never be
able to pat ourselves on the back and
say: You know what. This is not going
to happen again.
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My amendment goes beyond mere
promises and platitudes. It demands re-
sults. It creates a mechanism for en-
suring them. Under my amendment,
probationary immigrants are not eligi-
ble for legalization until after the
United States-Mexico border has been
secured and until after we have a na-
tionwide biometric entry-exit system
at all airports and seaports and after
we have a nationwide E-Verify system,
which allows employers to verify the
eligibility of individuals who apply for
jobs to work legally in the country.

That is what a real border security
trigger looks like. That is why it is so
important. Because we need to
incentivize everybody who cares pas-
sionately about border security and re-
storing the rule of law to our broken
immigration system, on the one hand,
and those who, on the other hand, more
than anything else want an oppor-
tunity for people to eventually become
American citizens, even if they have
entered the country illegally, after
they have paid a fine and proceeded
down a tough but fair path to citizen-

ship.
What we need to do is incentivize the
executive branch, the legislative

branch, and the entire bureaucracy to
make sure we guarantee that those will
happen. This is the only way I know of
to do it. Unfortunately, many of our
colleagues do not want a real trigger
when it comes to border security.
Above all, they want a pathway to citi-
zenship. I am not convinced beyond
that they have much concern for
whether we keep our promises with re-
gard to border security. They are hop-
ing that once again the American peo-
ple will put their faith in empty prom-
ises.

But the time for empty promises is
over when it comes to our broken im-
migration system. If we are ever going
to push immigration reform across the
finish line, which I want to do, we need
to guarantee results. My amendment
does that. I would contend that rather
than my amendment being the poison
pill, the failure to pass a credible pro-
vision ensuring border security and in-
terior enforcement will be the poison
pill that causes immigration reform to
die.

That is not a result I want. I want us
to see a solution. I do not want the sta-
tus quo because the status quo is bro-
ken. It serves no one’s best interests. I
am just amazed at some of my col-
leagues who are resisting this amend-
ment. Why will they not take yes for
an answer? Why will they not take yes
for an answer on something that unites
Republicans and Democrats, who are
actually desperately interested in find-
ing a solution and believe the status
quo is simply unacceptable?

As I have repeatedly emphasized, my
amendment simply uses the same bor-
der security standards as the under-
lying Gang of 8 bill. They are the ones
who came up with the standard 100 per-
cent situational awareness. They are
the ones who came up with a 90-percent
apprehension rate.
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But their bill reiterates a promise
but guarantees no results. We have had
27 years of input since the 1986 am-
nesty, and we still do not have secure
borders. Now it is beyond time to guar-
antee not just more promises or inputs
but real outputs.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. The latest data shows
that U.S. authorities apprehended
about 90,000 people along the United
States-Mexico border between October
of last year and March of this year.
Given that we apprehend fewer than
half of illegal border crossers, this
means we still have hundreds of thou-
sands of people coming into the coun-
try across our southern border every
year.

The problem, it will not surprise the
Presiding Officer, is particularly seri-
ous in my State because we have the
largest common border with Mexico,
1,200 miles.

As the New York Times reported this
last weekend: ‘“The front line of the
battle against illegal crossings has
shifted for the first time in over a dec-
ade away from Arizona to the Rio
Grande Valley of South Texas.”’

Indeed, on one day in the Rio Grande
Valley Sector, the Border Patrol de-
tained 700 people coming across the
border; 400 of them were from countries
other than Mexico—400 of them. During
the fiscal year which began last Octo-
ber, the number of apprehensions in
South Texas has increased by 55 per-
cent, with more than 94,000 apprehen-
sions just in the Rio Grande Valley.

I was in South Texas a few weeks ago
meeting with property owners, ranch-
ers, law enforcement officials, and oth-
ers deeply concerned about the rising
tide of illegal immigration. But not
only is this a national security issue
because people are coming from coun-
tries other than Mexico, including
countries that are of special concern
because they are state sponsors of ter-
rorism, this is also a major humani-
tarian issue.

In Brooks County last year, 129 bod-
ies were found, people coming across
ranchland after suffering from expo-
sure because they have come from Cen-
tral America, they have come from
China, and they have come from the
Middle East. They have come from all
over the world, and we have seen a
sharp increase in the number of people
die because they are trying to navigate
our broken immigration system.

One final point about immigration
reform. Whatever legislation we pass in
this Chamber will necessarily have to
g0 to the House of Representatives.

If we want the Senate bill to have
any chance of passing in the House and
becoming law, we need to include real
border security measures and a real
border security trigger. Our House col-
leagues have made that abundantly
clear. In other words, my amendment
is not a poison pill, it is the antidote
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because it is the only way we are ever
going to truly have bipartisan immi-
gration reform.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DON-
NELLY). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be allocated 8
minutes and that the remaining Demo-
cratic time be under the control of the
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. MUR-
PHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to
add my support to S. 744, the com-
prehensive immigration bill we have
been debating over the past week.

I first wish to thank the eight Sen-
ators who came together to draft this
bipartisan bill. They have done an ex-
traordinary job. And I wish to particu-
larly thank Senator LEAHY for his bril-
liant leadership as chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee.

Immigration reform is an important
priority that for far too long has been
left unaddressed. We all agree that the
current system is broken. The bill be-
fore us is a realistic approach to fixing
this broken system. That is certainly
better than continuing the failed sta-
tus quo.

I have long been an advocate for com-
prehensive and commonsense immigra-
tion reform that is tough but also fair.
Standing here, addressing my col-
leagues, urging immigration reform, I
cannot help but remember the 2006 and
2007 immigration debates and the many
calls to pass immigration reform dur-
ing that time.

Today, 6 years later, we still have
not passed needed reform, responded to
the overwhelming call to do so from
the American people, and moved our
immigration system into the 21st cen-
tury. Today we once again have the
chance to act and pass comprehensive
immigration reform.

This bill includes strong border secu-
rity measures to better protect our na-
tional security and to ensure that
those trying to come to the United
States for better opportunities do so le-
gally. It calls for persistent surveil-
lance of the entire border, for the ap-
prehension of 90 percent of the illegal
entries, and makes the investments in
infrastructure and technology we need
to meet these tough goals.

The Secretary of Homeland Security
would be required to submit both a
comprehensive southern border secu-
rity strategy and a southern border
fencing strategy to Congress, plans to
achieve these goals, before the 11 mil-
lion immigrants waiting in the shad-
ows could even begin the very tough
but fair earned path to citizenship.
This rigorous path includes criminal
background and national security
checks; paying fines, fees, and taxes;
learning civics and English; and going
to the back of the immigration waiting
line.

The bill before us also improves
worksite enforcement to better protect
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all workers and wages, and it makes
changes to our immigration system
that will help us retain the bright and
talented leaders of today and tomorrow
and reduce backlogs and inefficiencies.

As we continue this debate, I am
hopeful the Senate will have the oppor-
tunity to consider three amendments I
have filed.

In the 1990s, Liberian refugees fled a
brutal civil war that killed more than
150,000 people and displaced more than
half of the population. Since then,
these individuals have been granted
temporary protected status or deferred
enforced departure, granted by the ad-
ministration because the conditions in
their home country of Liberia were too
dangerous for them to return. Many of
these individuals have now been legally
residing—Ilegally residing—in our coun-
try for more than 20 years, paying
taxes, holding jobs, and being part of
our communities.

Amendment No. 1224 would clarify
one aspect of the merit-based track
two system, ensuring that it makes eli-
gible these Liberians and others who
were granted TPS or DED due to dan-
gerous or inhospitable conditions in
their home countries and who meet the
10-year minimum requirement for long-
term alien workers.

This bill intended to include these
populations. However, the long-term
alien section of the bill uses the term
“lawfully present.” Since this term is
not defined by statute and could be
subject to interpretation, these Libe-
rians and others in similar situations
could be inadvertently excluded from
this track. The intention was always to
include these individuals. I ask my col-
leagues to work with me to correct this
so these deserving individuals, whom
four different Presidents have sup-
ported, are not left behind on a techni-
cality.

The second amendment, No. 1223, rec-
ognizes the longstanding role that li-
braries have played in helping new
Americans learn English, American
civics, and integrate into our local
communities. It ensures that they con-
tinue to have a voice in these critical
efforts. Across the United States, li-
braries are the cornerstone of all sorts
of educational activities. In fact, ac-
cording to the Institute of Museum and
Library Services (IMLS), more than 55
percent of new Americans use a public
library at least once a week.

Libraries offer learning opportunities
to new Americans in a trusted environ-
ment. We have to recognize the vital
importance of libraries as we ask indi-
viduals to come forward to learn
English, to learn civics, and to learn
the skills that are required to partici-
pate fully in the life of the American
people.

This amendment expands on the re-
cent partnership between U.S. Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services (USCIS)
and IMLS, and ensures that libraries
remain a keystone and a resource for
new Americans. This amendment
would add the IMLS as a member of
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the Task Force on New Americans to
help direct integration policy and clar-
ify the role that libraries will continue
to play in facilitating these services.

I have also filed an amendment with
Senators SCHUMER and CASEY, No. 1233
that would upgrade the immigration
bar on expatriate tax dodgers. I au-
thored an amendment to the 1996 immi-
gration law that prohibits citizens who
renounced their citizenship in order to
avoid taxation from reentering the
United States. I was prompted to act
after hearing about a raft of wealthy
U.S. citizens who gave up their citizen-
ship to avoid paying taxes but would
obtain reentry to the United States
very easily and continue, effectually,
to live their lives as Americans, even
though they were for, tax purposes, for-
eigners.

One of the more egregious examples
was Kenneth Dart, a billionaire who, in
the early 1990s, renounced his Amer-
ican citizenship to avoid paying U.S.
taxes. He became a citizen of Belize
and then was appointed by the Govern-
ment of Belize to be a consular officer
in Sarasota, FL, Mr. Dart’s hometown.
This ruse and other ruses such as this
must be stopped. My amendment would
make it clear that the Department of
Homeland Security must stop this
flouting of the law by people who avoid
taxes by changing their citizenship and
then freely return to the United
States.

I look forward to action on these
amendments during this debate. This is
an important debate. Indeed, the
strong bipartisan vote that brought us
to this moment procedurally captures
the overwhelming recognition that we
need to fix the system. We need to
move forward.

This is a situation where we have a
bipartisan bill that has overwhelming
support in the United States. We must
move it forward, amend it appro-
priately as I have suggested, pass it,
and then send it to the House with the
hope and the expectation that the
President will sign this bill, opening a
new era in this country for the millions
who are seeking to be Americans.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. MURPHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business
for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SYRIA

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, there is
so much good flowing through the
veins of this country. We are, by and
large, a compassionate, just people. It
hurts us deeply to see pain and suf-
fering in places that don’t enjoy the
relative safety and security of Amer-
ica.

We are, more so than ever before, a
powerful people. We are the one re-
maining superpower with a military
that dwarfs all others and a record of
throwing our weight around in all cor-
ners of the globe.
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Mixed correctly, this combination of
goodness and power can be a trans-
formation. It can lighten the load of
oppressed peoples. It can lift the disen-
franchised. It can cure diseases.

There is one fatal trap that comes
with these defining characteristics of
21st century America, a tripwire that
has ensnared our Nation too many
times in recent history. This is the be-
lief that there are no limits to what
this combination of goodness and
power can achieve. In a word, that trap
is hubris. I rise because I fear we are on
the verge of falling into this trap once
again.

In April, the Presiding Officer and I,
as well as several other Members of the
Senate and the House, visited the Kilis
refugee camps of Turkey and Syria.
These were reportedly the best of the
refugee camps set up to shelter Syrian
families fleeing the blood and carnage
of that country’s civil war. It is not a
place I would have wanted to stay for
another hour.

We met a girl who had half her face
scarred by a Syrian rocket attack. I
met a little orphan boy whose parents
had been felled by the ruthless tactics
of Bashar al-Asad. We were there for an
afternoon, but we didn’t need to spend
more than 10 minutes in that place to
be deeply moved by the case of the ref-
ugees.

Of course, Syria presents not only a
humanitarian imperative, Syria is of
immense strategic importance to the
United States. The Asad regime has
been a thorn in our side for years, and
now his refusal to step down has cre-
ated a bloody conflict that is in real
time destabilizing a region that is crit-
ical to our national security interests.
Even worse, the fight has drawn in
Islamist groups affiliated with al-
Qaida. A failure to root out their influ-
ence and reduce their presence threat-
ens to hand them a new base of oper-
ation with which to plot attacks
against Americans.

It is easy to see why American inter-
vention is so tempting. It is easy to see
why President Obama has chosen to
act: a humanitarian crisis, a strategic
interest, a uniquely American blend of
goodness and power tells us we can,
that we must try to make things bet-
ter.

Here is the rub. It is not enough for
there to be a will. There also has to be
a way.

Today in Syria I do not believe there
is that way. I do not believe this Con-
gress should give the President the
ability to escalate America’s role in
the Syrian conflict without a clear set
of goals and a clear sense that we can
achieve these goals.

Let’s start with the odds attached to
our first objective, overthrowing
Bashar al-Asad. The unfortunate re-
ality is that the momentum is with the
Asad regime. With the help of
Hezbollah and Qasem Soleimani, a sen-
ior Iranian Quds Force commander,
Asad has driven the rebels from the
key town of Qusayr, and his forces are
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now battering the rebels’ positions in
Aleppo.

American-supplied automatic weap-
ons are not going to be enough to
change this reality. While antitank and
anti-aircraft weapons, along with ar-
mored vehicles, could give the advan-
tage to the Syrian opposition, this
would, frankly, invite another more
sinister problem. The Syrian opposi-
tion is not a monolithic force. It is an
interlocking, sometimes interdepend-
ently operating, sometimes independ-
ently operating, force.

Our favored faction is the Free Syr-
ian Army, but they are currently far
from the most effective fighting force
of the opposition.

Today the most effective fighting
unit of the rebels is Jabat al-Nusra, an
Islamist extremist group with demon-
strable ties to al-Qaida. If we give
heavy weaponry to the FSA, there is
virtually no guarantee these weapons
will not find their way to Jabat al-
Nusra, a group that represents the very
movement we are fighting across the
globe.

In fact, we have been down this road
before. In the eighties, we gave power-
ful weapons to the mujahedin in Af-
ghanistan, freedom fighters that we
supported in their war against the So-
viets. Of course, as we all know, after
kicking out the Soviets, those fighters
later formed the foundation of the
Taliban, providing a staging ground in
Afghanistan for al-Qaida’s plans
against the United States.

Let’s take our second objective. Even
if we are successful in toppling Asad, it
matters to us greatly who takes the
reins of Syria next. I can’t imagine we
are getting into this fight just to turn
the country over to the al-Nusra front
or another Iranian- or Russian-backed
regime. But if we do care about which
regime comes next, and we should,
then we need to admit we aren’t inter-
vening in Syria for the short run. We
are in this for the long haul. Why? Be-
cause as we all learned in history class,
these upheavals run a pretty predict-
able course. There is first the revolu-
tion and then there is the civil war.

Iran nor Russia will allow a U.S.-
backed Free Syrian Army to simply
stand up a new government. Certainly,
Jabat al-Nusra and other extremist
groups are not going to do the lion’s
share of the early fighting and then
just walk away with no role in the new
government.

Then we have to admit we are in the
medium and in the long term deciding
to arm one side of what promises to be
a very complicated multifront heavily
proxied civil war.

One may say there is still an interest
to negotiate the politics and the mili-
tary logistics of this second conflict.
To that I would ask, what is the evi-
dence we have ever gotten this tight-
rope right in the past? Recent history
tells us America is pretty miserable at
pulling the strings of Middle Eastern
politics. In Afghanistan, after 10 years
of heavy military presence, many ex-
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perts think that when we leave, the
place is going to look pretty much like
it did before we got there. If we can’t
effect change with tens of thousands of
troops, how are we going to do it in
Syria with just guns and cash?

There is a risk that our assistance
could actually make things worse.
Would it not embolden the Iranians,
the Russians or the extremists to fight
harder against the new regime if they
know they are backed by American
money and arms?

As we saw in our disastrous occupa-
tion of Iraq, American presence often
attracts extremists, not repels them.
Our money and arms become bulletin
board material for extremist groups
around the globe. Why would we want
to help al-Qaida’s recruitment by put-
ting a big red, white, and blue target
on Damascus for years to come?

The bottom line is this: Not every-
where where there is an American in-
terest is there also a reason for Amer-
ican military action. In Syria, with a
badly splintered opposition, a potential
nightmare follow-on civil war, I believe
the odds are slim that U.S. military as-
sistance will make the difference that
the President believes it will make.
And I worry that our presence could
harm, not advance, our national secu-
rity interests.

There is, thankfully, another way.
Given the atrocities occurring within
Syria and the potential for further de-
stabilization in the region, the United
States cannot and should not simply
walk away from Syria. We should dra-
matically increase our humanitarian
aid—both inside and outside Syria. We
should help improve conditions at the
refugee camps in Turkey and Jordan,
and help other nations bearing the bur-
den of displaced persons, such as Leb-
anon and Iraq, deal with the influx of
people. Put simply, we should con-
centrate our efforts on humanitarian
help inside Syria and on making sure
the conflict doesn’t spill outside of
Syria’s borders.

At the very least, our Nation’s role in
Syria deserves a full debate in Congress
before America commits itself to a
course of action with such potentially
huge consequences for our national in-
terests. According to published press
reports, the administration has indi-
cated it does not intend to seek con-
gressional approval before shipping
arms to the Free Syrian Army—at a
time, I would note with some irony,
when the United States still officially
recognizes the Asad government.

The Foreign Relations Committee
has done its work here, and I commend
Chairman MENENDEzZ. We have had
hearings, we have held a debate and a
vote on a resolution, but now that the
President has announced these new
steps, it is incumbent upon the full
Senate to ask questions of the adminis-
tration’s short-term and long-term
goals, and to debate the consequences
of American intervention fully. This is
serious business, and the American
public deserves a full debate.
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I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KAINE). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the Senate as if in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Presiding
Officer for these few extra minutes. I
intend to speak until 12:45.

There is a lot to say about the immi-
gration bill, and obviously there are
amendments that are pending.

One, the Thune amendment would
delay the process of bringing people
out of the shadows until 350 miles of
double-layer fencing is complete. This
could have the impact of delaying the
process for years. I note with some in-
terest that the Senator from Texas,
Senator CORNYN, believes there is no
more fencing required in the State of
Texas.

Fencing is important. Surveillance is
more important. This bill alone as
presently written includes $1.5 billion
of fencing for the southern border as a
trigger to begin adjustment of status
for those in RPI status, but it doesn’t
arbitrarily dictate the number of miles
of double-layer fencing that should be
built. I think we should leave that to
the best judgment of the Border Patrol.

I would point out that back in 2007,
the Senators from Texas added an
amendment to an appropriations bill
that said: If the Secretary determines
the use or placement of resources is
not the most appropriate means to
achieve and maintain operational con-
trol over the international border. We
currently have 352 miles of pedestrian
fencing, 298 miles of vehicle fencing
along the southern border, which is
where the Border Patrol said it is most
effective.

The Vitter amendment has the same
limitations. We agree, and in the bill
an exit-entry system is created. The
bill mandates that before anyone re-
ceives a green card, an entry-exit sys-
tem must be in place in all air and sea
capabilities.

I want to remind my colleagues who
keep referring back to 1986—and I was
around at that time—there was no real
provision for border security there.
There are provisions here. And I want
to emphasize that we know exactly
from the Border Patrol the technology
that is needed in each sector in order
to get 90-percent effective control of
the border and 100-percent situational
awareness, and these are detailed in
important technology—which is the
real answer to border security.

I am absolutely confident that with
the implementation of this technology-
based border security system, we can

(Mr.
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absolutely guarantee the American
people—but, more importantly, the
head of the Border Patrol—I will have
a statement from him early this after-
noon, and he will say that if we imple-
ment the technology—which they gave
us the detailed list of—he is confident
we can have 90-percent effective con-
trol of our border and 100-percent situ-
ational awareness.

I hope my colleagues who are con-
cerned about border security—and le-
gitimately they are—will pay attention
to the statement of the head of the
Border Patrol who says unequivocally
that if we adapt these specific enforce-
ment capabilities and technology, we
will be able to have control of our bor-
der. That is an important item in this
debate and it is incredible detail.

Also in this legislation we need to
give them the flexibility where there is
the improved technology, et cetera. We
do need more people to facilitate move-
ment across our ports of entry, but we
have 21,000 Border Patrol. Today, on
the Arizona-Mexico border there are
people sitting in vehicles in 120-degree
heat. In 1986, we had 4,000 Border Pa-
trol. We now have 21,000. What we need
is the technology that has been devel-
oped in the intervening years.

I would be more than happy to say to
my colleagues that if we have a provi-
sion that this strategy must be imple-
mented and is providing 90-percent ef-
fective border control, that would serve
as a trigger.

I hope my colleagues will reject the
pending Vitter and Thune amendments
and we will move on with the legisla-
tive process.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

————
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:43 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN).

———————

BORDER SECURITY, ECONOMIC OP-
PORTUNITY, AND IMMIGRATION
MODERNIZATION ACT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 3
p.m. will be equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees for debate on the pend-
ing amendments.

The Senator from Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I come to the floor today to ask my
colleagues to join us in supporting the
historic comprehensive immigration
bill that is before us today.

We worked hard on the Judiciary
Committee to craft a strong bipartisan
bill that bolsters our economy, secures
our borders and promotes opportunity
for both businesses and families.

I thank all of those involved in the
original bill—Senators SCHUMER,
MCCAIN, DURBIN, GRAHAM, MENENDEZ,
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RUBIO, BENNET and FLAKE. I thank the
members of the Judiciary Committee
who all had a hand in changes to the
bill. And I specifically want to thank
Senator HATCH who worked with me on
the I-Squared—Immigration Innova-
tion—bill. The bill on the floor today
contains many of the provisions from I-
Squared that encourage more Amer-
ican innovation.

As you know, we passed this com-
prehensive immigration bill out of
committee on a bipartisan vote of 13 to
5 and I am hopeful we can build that
same Kkind of broad-based support on
the Senate floor.

This is not going to be simple. It is
not going to be easy. But the most im-
portant thing—the reason I am opti-
mistic we can get something done—is
the fact that we are all coming at this
from the same basic starting point:

Democrats and Republicans, Sen-
ators from border States and Senators
from inland States, we can all agree on
this: Our current immigration system
is broken. And changes must be made.

The question now is how those
changes should come about, and that is
why we are having this debate—to find
that common ground and pass a bill
that is ultimately stronger because it
reflects the needs and priorities of both
parties and all regions of the country.

Passing comprehensive immigration
reform will be a vital step forward for
our country. It will be vital to our im-
migrant communities, who have been
separated their families for too long. It
will be vital to our security. And its
will be vital to our economy, to
strengthening our workforce, address-
ing our long-term fiscal challenges and
promoting innovation.

There are many strong and compel-
ling arguments for immigration re-
form, but let me begin with the eco-
nomic impact on our businesses and
major industries.

Minnesota is a big agriculture State,
just like the State of Wisconsin,
Madam President, and I can’t tell you
how many farmers and agricultural
businesses I have heard from who tell
me they rely on migrant workers and
other immigrants to keep their oper-
ations going. I have heard it from high-
tech startups, too, as well as big tech-
nology companies like 3M, St. Jude and
Medtronic. I have heard it from the
homebuilders and the construction
companies, even hospitals and health
care providers.

These businesses represent a vast
range of industries and interests. But
when it comes to immigration reform,
they all agree: It is critical to their op-
erations, and it is a vital engine for
growth and innovation.

In fact, history shows that immi-
grants have helped America lead the
world in innovation and entrepreneur-
ship for generations:

More than 30 percent of U.S. Nobel
Laureates were born in other coun-
tries. Ninety of the Fortune 500 compa-
nies were started by immigrants, and
200 were started by immigrants or their

June 18, 2013

children, including 3M, Medtronic, and
Hormel in Minnesota.

Workers, inventors, scientists and re-
searchers from around the world have
built America. And in an increasingly
global economy, they are a big part of
keeping our country competitive
today.

If we want to continue to be a coun-
try that thinks, invents and exports to
the world, then we can not afford to
shut out the world’s talent. It doesn’t
make sense to educate tomorrow’s in-
ventors and then send them back
home, so they can start the next
Google in India or France.

That’s why I introduced the I-
Squared Act with Senator HATCH to
make much needed reforms to allow
our companies to bring in the engi-
neers and scientists they need to com-
pete on the world stage.

One of the things that bill would do
is increase fees on employment-based
green cards, so that we can also rein-
vest in or own homegrown innovation
pipeline by funding more science, tech-
nology, engineering and math initia-
tives in our schools.

In my State the unemployment rate
is at 5.4 percent. We actually have job
openings for engineers, we have job
openings for welders, and we want
those jobs to be filled from kids who go
to the University of Minnesota. We
want those jobs filled by kids who get
a degree at a tech school in Minnesota.
But right now we have openings and we
have to do a combination of things. We
have to be educating our own kids and
making sure if there is a doctor coming
from another country who is willing to
study at the University of Minnesota
or in Rochester, MN, and then wants to
do his or her residency right in Amer-
ica in an underserved area in a place
such as inner-city Minneapolis or a
place such as Deep River Falls, MN, we
let them do that residency or intern-
ship there instead of sending them
packing to their own country.

Much of the legislation that was in
the I-Squared bill, as I mentioned, is
included right here in the bill we are
considering. The health care leaders’
provision I mentioned originally,
called the Conrad 30 bill, something I
worked on with Senator HEITKAMP and
Senator MORAN and others—that is
also in this bill.

Here’s something else that’s just
good sense: Bringing the roughly 11
million undocumented workers out of
the shadows.

Immigrants who are ‘‘off the grid”
can not demand fair pay or benefits,
and there are those who seek to take
advantage of that. It’s a bad thing for
the American workers whose wages are
undercut. And it’s a bad thing for the
American families whose undocu-
mented relatives are being exploited.

In addition to the economic implica-
tions, having millions of undocumented
people living in our country poses a se-
rious threat to both our national secu-
rity and public safety.

This bill takes the only rational and
feasible approach to bringing these
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people out of the shadows, by creating
a fair, tough and accountable path to
citizenship for those who have entered
the country illegally or overstayed
their visas.

It’s not an easy path. You have to
pay fines, stay employed, pass a back-
ground check, go to the back of the
line, learn English and wait at least 13
years to become a citizen.

And if you have committed a felony
or three misdemeanors, you’re not eli-
gible. You have to go back to your
home country.

Keep in mind, none of these steps to-
wards citizenship would even begin
until we had done what is necessary to
secure our borders.

This bill immediately appropriates
$4.5 billion towards adding more border
patrol agents, more fencing, and more
technologies like aerial surveillance to
prevent illegal crossings over the
southern border. That is money that is
being committed today, not a promise
for future spending or something de-
pendent on future Congresses. That
money will be spent to make our bor-
der more secure.

I think it is important to recognize
that these new efforts would come on
top of all the progress we have already
made in recent years. Some estimates
show that net illegal migration over
the Mexican border is actually nega-
tive—meaning more people are going
back or being sent back to Mexico than
are coming here illegally. We have seen
a sea change over the last few years
and much of it, of course, is because of
enforcement efforts going on, many
funded by this Congress.

But preventing illegal immigration
isn’t just about stopping people at the
border. It’s also about removing the in-
centive for people to come here ille-
gally in the first place.

The way we do that is by requiring
employers to start using the E-Verify
system, so they can check whether or
not a person is authorized to work in
this country. And to ensure the
smoothest possible transition, we do it
over a b-year phase-in period based on
the size and type of the company. So
smaller companies, farmers—those who
find it harder to use the system, they
will go later.

I believe our compromise on the
workplace enforcement issue is a good
one, and it’s reflective of the bi-par-
tisan, balanced approach that this bill
takes overall, on so many other com-
plex issues.

The economic and security argu-
ments for reform are compelling. But
we know there is so much more to this.

This is about maintaining America’s
role as a beacon for hope and justice in
the world, particularly for those seek-
ing refuge and asylum.

This is something we know a lot
about in Minnesota, where we have al-
ways opened our arms to people fleeing
violence in their home countries. Min-
nesota is home to the largest Somali
population in North America and the
second largest Hmong population in
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the United States. We actually have
the first Hmong woman legislator, Mee
Moua. We are better off because of the
incredible diversity and entrepre-
neurial spirit these people have
brought to our state.

We are proud of the work these peo-
ple have done. We know and we believe
we are better off because of the incred-
ible diversity and entrepreneurial spir-
it these people have brought to our
State from other countries.

Just as we have granted asylum to
people fleeing violence in other coun-
tries, we must also look after those
fleeing violence here at home. That is
why I feel so strongly about the need
to ensure immigrant victims of domes-
tic violence are not forced to suffer in
silence.

The bill we are considering includes
two amendments I introduced in the
Judiciary Committee that would pro-
tect immigrants who are victims of do-
mestic violence and elder abuse. No
person who is being abused should be
forced to live in fear because they are
worried they will lose their immigra-
tion status if they speak up. Children
should not be forced to live in fear ei-
ther. So we need to change our laws to
ensure that families are not being torn
apart by a system that is not only inef-
ficient and expensive, but cruel: 64,500
immigrant parents were separated
from their citizen children during the
first 6 months of 2010 as a result of de-
portation. So this bill is about pro-
tecting families. It is also about build-
ing families.

If I can say one thing about the do-
mestic abuse issue, I cannot tell you
how many cases we had when I was
prosecutor where in fact the case would
come into the office and the victim
would be an immigrant. The perpe-
trator, we would have found, was
threatening to get her deported or get
her mother deported, if she was illegal,
or get her sister deported or a family
member deported if she reported it to
the police. This bill fixes a lot of that
by the way it handles the U visa pro-
gram as well as other amendments I in-
cluded, and it makes it easier to pros-
ecute these perpetrators.

As I mentioned, this bill is also about
building families. Minnesota leads the
country in international adoptions,
and I've seen the incredible joy an
adopted child from another country
can bring to a new mom or dad. That’s
why I have introduced with Senators
COATS and LANDRIEU a set of amend-
ments to improve our system for inter-
national adoptions, so that more chil-
dren can find a loving home here in the
United States.

This bill is vital to our economy and
to our national security, but most im-
portantly it is vital to maintaining
America’s remarkable heritage as a na-
tion of immigrants.

I am myself here because of Slove-
nian and Swiss immigrants. My
grandpa on my dad’s side worked 1,500
feet underground in the iron-ore mines
of Ely, MN. His family came to north-
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ern Minnesota in search of work, and
the iron ore mines and forests of north-
ern Minnesota seemed the closest thing
to home in Slovenia. My grandpa never
graduated from high school, but he
saved money in a coffee can so my dad
could go to college.

My dad earned a journalism degree
from the University of Minnesota and
was a newspaper reporter and long-
time columnist for the Star Tribune.
My mom was a teacher and she taught
second grade until she was 70 years old.
Her parents came from Switzerland to
Milwaukee where my great grandma
ran a cheese shop. The Depression was
hard on their family and out of work
for several years, my grandpa made
and sold miniature Swiss chalets made
out of little pieces of wood.

So I stand here today on the shoul-
ders of immigrants, the granddaughter
and great-granddaughter of iron ore
miners and cheese-makers and crafts-
men, the daughter of a teacher and
newspaper man and the first
woman elected to the Senate from the
State of Minnesota.

It could not have been possible in a
country that didn’t believe in hard
work, fair play and the promise of op-
portunity. It could not have been pos-
sible in a country that didn’t open its
arms to the risk-takers, pilgrims and
pioneers of the world.

So this is a very special and enduring
part of the American story. And we
need to be sure it continues for future
generations in a way that is fair, effi-
cient and legal.

Passing this bill is important to our
economy. It is important to our global
competitiveness. It is important to our
national security. And it is important
millions of families throughout the
U.S. who want to come here and live
that dream my grandparents and great
grandparents lived.

It’s too important for us not to act.
To my colleagues, join us in passing
this bill. Let’s get it done.

I yield the floor.

Madam President, I note the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, I be-
lieve we must fix the immigration bill
to make it fairer for women. The bill
proposes a new merit-based point sys-
tem for allocating green cards to fu-
ture immigrants. Simply put, the point
system makes it harder for women
than for men to come to this country.
The theory behind the merit system is
that we should give immigration pref-
erences to people who hold advanced
degrees or work in high-skilled jobs.
This idea ignores the discrimination
women endure in other countries.

Too many women overseas do not
have the same educational or career
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advancement opportunities available
to men in those countries. In practice,
the bill’s new point system takes that
inequitable treatment abroad and ce-
ments it into our immigration laws.
This bill reduces the opportunities for
immigrants to come under the family-
based green card system.

Currently, approximately 70 percent
of immigrant women come to this
country through the family-based sys-
tem. This legislation increases the
amount of employment-based visas.
This bill basically moves us away from
the family-based system and into eco-
nomic considerations. There is nothing
wrong with that, but we should be fair
to women while we are doing it. The
immigration avenues favor men over
women by nearly a 4-to-1 margin.

Using the past as our guide, it is easy
to see how the new merit-based system,
with heavy emphasis on factors such as
education and experience, will dis-
advantage women who apply for green
card status. We all want a stronger
economy, but we should not sacrifice
the hard-won victories of the women’s
equality movement to get it. Ensuring
that women have an equal opportunity
to come here is not an abstract policy
cause to me.

When I was a young girl, my mother
brought my brothers and me to this
country in order to escape an abusive
marriage. My life would be completely
different if my mother was not able to
take on that courageous journey. I
want women similar to her—women
who don’t have the opportunities to
succeed in their own countries—to be
able to build a better life for them-
selves here. These disparities in the
immigration bill are fixable.

Later this week a number of my fe-
male Senate colleagues and I will in-
troduce a proposal that will address
the disparities in the new merit-based
system. Let’s improve immigration re-
form to make this bill better for
women who deserve a fair shake in our
green card system.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
coming up, we will be voting on some
amendments. I just want to share a few
thoughts as we gather in advance of
that. One of the comments made ear-
lier by one of our good Senators indi-
cated a belief that this immigration
bill is going to raise the salaries of
American workers. I think that is what
was said. I have to point out that is not
accurate.

This is a very serious issue we are
confronting. This legislation does the
opposite of what was said and creates
an unprecedented flow of new workers
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into America—the likes of which we
have not seen before—and it will have
a direct result of depressing job oppor-
tunities and wages of American citi-
zens. It will affect immigrants who are
legally here and also looking for work.
It will impact the wages of African
Americans, Hispanics, and any other
group in America.

Here is the reason why: Under our
current law, the legal flow of persons
to America would be 1 million a year,
and that is the largest of any country
in the world. Over 10 years, that will
rise to 10 million people. At this point,
we now have 11 million immigrants
here, plus a backlog of approximately 5
million more immigrants, which will
total approximately 15 million people
who would be legalized in very short
order under this legislation.

Some say, well, they are already
working here, so there is not a problem
on employment. But many of those
workers are in the shadows, under-
employed, maybe working part-time in
restaurants or other places, and all of a
sudden they will be given legal status.
At that point, they will be able to
apply for any job in America. This will
be good for them, but the question is,
Is it our duty to give our first responsi-
bility to those who have entered ille-
gally? Don’t we have a responsibility
to consider how it will impact people
who are unemployed today and are out
looking for work?

Since 1999, we know wages have
dropped as much as 8 percent to 9 per-
cent. Wages are declining, not going up
in America today. One of the big rea-
sons, according to Professor Borjas at
Harvard, is that the flow of labor from
abroad creates an excess of labor and
that causes wages to decline. It is just
a fact, and that is the way that works.

In addition to that, we have our cur-
rent law that allows temporary work-
ers and guest workers who come for a
period of time, and then they can work.
What happens to that flow of workers
today? They will double the number of
people who will be coming in as tem-
porary workers. Everyone has to un-
derstand that many of them come for 3
yvears with their family after which
they can reup for another 3 years. They
also compete for a limited number of
jobs that legal immigrants would be
competing for as well as citizens would
be competing for.

So there is this bubble of 15 million
that is accepted at once and a doubling
of the current flow of nonimmigrants.
In addition to that, the annual immi-
grant flow into our country will in-
crease at least 50 percent. It could be
more than that. So that would go from
1 million a year to 1.5 million a year.
Over 10 years, that is 15 million.

There are 300 million people in this
country, and as elected officials, they
are our primary responsibility. If this
legislation were to pass—the 8,000
pages in this bill—it would allow 30
million people to be placed on a perma-
nent path to citizenship over this 10-
yvear period, and that is well above
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what would normally be 10 million peo-
ple. In addition to that, the flow of so-
called temporary guest workers will be
double what the current rate is.

Madam President, how much time is
there on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 17 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask to be notified in 5 minutes.

I believe Senator VITTER’S airplane
has been delayed. His amendment is
projected to come up. I don’t know if it
will be called up if he is not able to get
back.

He has an excellent amendment that
deals with a fundamentally flawed part
of our immigration system that the
bill before us makes worse, not better.
It absolutely and indisputably does
make it better.

This is the current situation: Six
times Congress in the last 10 or 15
years has passed legislation to require
an entry-exit visa system. It is re-
quired that it be biometric. In other
words, it would require fingerprints or
something like that. Normally, finger-
prints would be utilized.

People are fingerprinted when they
come into the country. It goes into the
system, but we are not checking when
anybody leaves. People legally come on
a visa, and they leave. Because we
don’t use a system when people leave
the country, nobody knows whether
they left. Forty percent of the people
who enter the country illegally are
coming through visa overstays. They
get a legal visa, and they just don’t
leave. People don’t even know if they
left because they are not clocked out.

The 9/11 Commission said this is
wrong. We need a biometric entry and
exit system at land, sea, and airports.

What does this bill do? It eliminates
that language that is already in law,
passed by Congress, and inexplicably
has never been carried out. The bill
merely requires a biographic or elec-
tronic exit system. It does not require
a fingerprint-type exit system. Not
only that, it only requires it at air and
seaports, not the land ports. The 9/11
Commission said that would not work
because people come in all the time by
air and leave by land, so we cannot rely
on it. It will not establish the right in-
tegrity to know whether somebody
overstayed. That makes perfect sense.

Senator VITTER attempts to address
that. He suggests that we have an inte-
grated biometric entry-exit system op-
erating and functioning at every land,
air, and seaport—not just air and sea—
prior to the processing of any applica-
tion for legal status pursuant to the
original biometric exit law, the 2004 In-
telligence Reform Act, recommenda-
tions. That is what the current law
says.

In addition to that, before the imple-
mentation of any program granting
temporary legal status, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security Secretary
must submit written certification of
the deployment of the system which
will then be fast-tracked and approved
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through streamlined House and Senate
procedures. This amendment is added
to the current bill, and it will be effec-
tive in accomplishing what we need. In
other words, it has a little trigger that
says they don’t get their legal status
until the government does what they
have been directed to do by Congress
for over 10 years and have failed to do.

We have had a pilot test at the At-
lanta airport, for example, where peo-
ple go to the airport, catch a plane
back home to England, Jordan, India
or wherever they go, put their finger-
prints on a machine, and it reads them
as they go through the airport. What
they found was that out of 29,744 people
in that pilot test, 175 were on the
watch list for terrorism or warrants
were out for their arrest or other seri-
ous charges were against them. They
were able to identify them before they
fled or left the country, and that is
what the whole system was about.

They found it didn’t slow down the
airport and that it didn’t cost nearly
what people are saying it will cost.
Some have said it would be $25 billion,
and that is totally inaccurate. Accord-
ing to this report, it will not cost any-
thing like that. Police officers have
fingerprint reading machines in their
automobiles. You can go by there, put
your fingers on there to read your
print, and if you have a warrant out for
arrest for murder or drug dealing or
terrorism, you get apprehended.

They recently caught a terrorist—ac-
tually from Alabama—and prosecuted
him in Alabama. He was trying to get
on a plane in Atlanta.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has consumed 5 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair, re-
serve the remainder of my time, and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, let
me congratulate the Gang of 8 for their
assiduous work on this immigration
bill, as well as Senator PAT LEAHY, the
chairman of the committee, for doing a
lot of good work.

There is much in this bill I support.
I support the pathway to citizenship. I
support the DREAM Act. I support pro-
viding legal status to the foreign work-
ers who are working in agriculture. We
have to have strong border security. I
support that effort.

Let me tell my colleagues what I do
not support. What I do not support is
that at a time when nearly 14 percent
of Americans do not have a full-time
job, at a time when youth unemploy-
ment is somewhere around 16 percent
and kids from California to Maine are
desperately seeking employment, I do
not support the huge expansion in the
guest worker program that will allow
hundreds of thousands of entry-level
guest workers to come into this coun-
try.

This is important for at least two
reasons. We have Kids all over America
who are wondering how they are going
to afford to be able to go to college.
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Many of these young people are going
out looking for summer jobs, looking
for part-time jobs in order to help them
pay for college. That is terribly impor-
tant. We should not pass legislation
which makes it harder for young people
to get jobs in order to put away a few
bucks to help pay for college.

Then there is another group of peo-
ple, and those are young people whom
we don’t talk about enough. Not every-
body in America is going to college.
There are millions of young people who
graduate high school and want to go
out and start their careers and make
some money and move up the ladder.
There are others who have dropped out
of high school. We cannot turn our
backs on those young people. They
need jobs as well. If young people—
young high school graduates, for exam-
ple—are unable to find entry-level jobs,
how will they ever be able to develop
the skills, the experience, and the con-
fidence they need to break into the job
market? And if they don’t get those
skills—if they don’t get those jobs and
that income—there is a very strong
possibility they may end up in anti-
social or self-destructive activities.

Right now, on street corners all over
this country, there are kids who have
nothing to do. And what are they doing
when they stand on street corners?
What they are doing is getting into
drugs, they are getting into crime,
they are getting into self-destructive
activity. We already have too many
young people in this country using
drugs. We already have too many
young people involved in criminal ac-
tivity. As a nation, we have more peo-
ple in jail than any other country on
Earth, including China. Let’s put our
young people into jobs, not into jails.

As I have heard on this floor time
and time again, the best antipoverty
program is a paycheck. Well, let’s give
the young people of this country a pay-
check. Let’s put them to work. Let’s
give them at least the entry-level jobs
they need in order to earn some income
today, but even more importantly, let’s
allow them to gain the job skills they
need so they know what an honest
day’s work is about and can move up
the economic ladder and get better jobs
in the future.

At a time when poverty in this coun-
try remains at an almost 50-year high,
and when unemployment among young
people is extremely high, I worry deep-
ly that we are creating a permanent
underclass—a large number of people
who are poorly educated and who have
limited or no job skills. This is an issue
we must address and must address now.
Either we make a serious effort to find
jobs for our young people now or we are
going to pay later in terms of increased
crime and the cost of incarceration.

Now, why is this issue of youth un-
employment relevant to the debate we
are having on immigration reform? The
answer is obvious to anyone who has
read the bill. This immigration reform
legislation increases youth unemploy-
ment by bringing into this country,
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through the J-1 program and the H-2B
program, hundreds of thousands of low-
skilled, entry-level workers who are
taking the jobs young Americans need.
At a time when youth unemployment
in this country is over 16 percent and
the teen unemployment rate is over 25
percent, many of the jobs that used to
be done by young Americans are now
being performed by foreign college stu-
dents through the J-1 summer work
travel program.

Other entry-level foreign workers
come into this country through the H-
2B guest worker program. We have
heard a lot of discussion about high-
tech workers and how they can create
jobs and all that. That is an issue for
another discussion. Right now, what we
are talking about is hundreds of thou-
sands of foreign workers coming into
this country not to do great scientific
work, not as great entrepreneurs to
start businesses, not as Ph.D. engi-
neers, but as waiters and waitresses,
kitchen help, lifeguards, front desk
workers at hotels and resorts, ski in-
structors, cooks, chefs, chambermaids,
landscapers, parking lot attendants,
cashiers, security guards, and many
other entry-level jobs.

Does it really make sense to anyone
when so many of our kids are des-
perately looking for a way to earn an
honest living that we say to those kids:
Sorry, you have to get to the back of
the line because we are bringing in
hundreds of thousands of foreign work-
ers to do the jobs you can do tomor-
row?

The J-1 program for foreign college
students is supposed to be used as a
cultural exchange program—a program
to bring young people into this country
to learn about our customs and to sup-
port international cooperation and un-
derstanding. That is why it is adminis-
tered by the State Department. But in-
stead of doing that, this J-1 program
has morphed into a low-wage jobs pro-
gram to allow corporations such as
McDonald’s, Dunkin Donuts, Disney
World, Hershey’s, and many other
major resorts around the country to re-
place American workers with cheap
labor from overseas.

BEach and every year companies from
all over this country are hiring more
than 100,000 foreign college students in
low-wage jobs through the J-1 summer
work travel program. Unlike other
guest worker programs, the J-1 pro-
gram does not even require businesses
to recruit or advertise for American
workers. What they can do is pay min-
imum wage. They don’t have to adver-
tise for American workers. And guess
what. For the foreign worker, they do
not have to pay Social Security tax,
they don’t have to pay Medicare tax,
and they don’t have to pay unemploy-
ment tax. So, essentially, we are cre-
ating a situation where it is absolutely
advantageous for an employer to hire a
foreign worker rather than an Amer-
ican worker.

So what I have done is introduced
two pieces of legislation to address this
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issue. No. 1 basically says while I
strongly support cultural programs—
bringing young people here from
abroad is a great idea—at this moment,
with high unemployment, we cannot
have those people competing with
young Americans for a scarce number
of jobs. So we eliminate the employ-
ment element of the J-1 program.

The second bill says if we can’t do
that—and I hope we can—at the very
least we need a jobs program for Amer-
ican kids, not just a summer jobs pro-
gram but a yearlong jobs program.
Let’s not turn our backs on kids who
want to get into the labor market, who
want to develop a career. They need
something in the summertime, they
need something year round, and we
have introduced legislation to do just
that.

My time has expired. I yield my time,
if he wants it, to Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

AMENDMENT NO. 1197

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
we will soon be voting on the Thune
amendment, and I rise to speak in sup-
port of the Thune amendment.

The Thune amendment would
strengthen the bill and beef up the
triggers that precede the legalization
program.

The Thune amendment would ensure
that current law regarding double-
layer fencing is implemented.

Over the years, administration after
administration—and not just Democrat
or just Republican but both—has failed
to enforce the laws on the books. The
American people don’t want more laws
that will simply be ignored, they want
the laws on the books to be enforced.
This amendment offered by Senator
THUNE would ensure that the border is
more secure before any legalization
program is carried out.

In a new CNN poll released just
today, 36 percent of those polled said
they favored a path to citizenship for
people who have come to this country
undocumented. But 62 percent of those
polled said it is more important to in-
crease border security to reduce or
eliminate the number of immigrants
coming into the country without per-
mission from our government. So if we
stand with the American people, and if
we want the border secured, we will
vote for the Thune amendment.

It is this simple: When issues come
up in my town meetings in my State of
Iowa and people are asking what is
going on with immigration, and we sit
down and try to explain to the people
how this bill is moving along or what it
might include, invariably there are a
lot of people in the audience who say
we don’t need more legislation, we need
to have the laws on the books enforced.
I think this is backed up by this poll
we have heard about from CNN today.

In addition to that, I think it very
much clarifies that people want the
laws on the books enforced. But, more
importantly, they expect people who
take an oath to uphold the Constitu-
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tion and the laws would actually carry
out the laws they are elected to carry
out. So I hope my colleagues will vote
for the Thune amendment.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to amendment No.
1197, offered by the Senator from South
Dakota, Mr. THUNE.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from California (Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HARKIN), and the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SHELBY), and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 54, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 151 Leg.]

The

YEAS—39
Alexander Crapo Manchin
Ayotte Cruz McConnell
Barrasso Enzi Moran
Blunt Fischer Paul
Boozman Grassley Portman
Burr Hatch Pryor
Chambliss Heller Risch
Chiesa Hoeven Roberts
Coats Isakson Scott
Coburn Johanns Sessions
Collins Johnson (WI) Thune
Corker Kirk Toomey
Cornyn Lee Vitter

NAYS—54
Baldwin Graham Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson
Begich Heinrich Reed
Bennet Heitkamp Reid
Blumenthal Hirono Rockefeller
Boxer Johnson (SD) Rubio
Brown Kaine Sanders
Cantwell King Schatz
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Landrieu Shaheen
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Coons Levin Tester
Cowan McCain Udall (CO)
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Warner
Flake Merkley Warren
Franken Murkowski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murphy Wyden

NOT VOTING—T7

Cochran Inhofe Wicker
Feinstein Mikulski
Harkin Shelby

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
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for the adoption of this amendment,
the amendment is rejected.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 1222

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I
offer this amendment. It is a technical
amendment, three technical but impor-
tant changes to the Child Citizenship
Act of 2000. Senator COATS, Senator
BLUNT, and Senator KLOBUCHAR have
helped lead this effort. I have explained
it numerous times on the floor. I think
the leaders have agreed on a voice vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have
spoken with the distinguished ranking
member, Mr. GRASSLEY. I understand
we are able to agree to the Landrieu
amendment by voice vote.

I ask unanimous consent that the 60-
vote threshold with respect to the Lan-
drieu amendment be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I urge the
question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1222) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1228

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to a vote on amendment No. 1228 of-
fered by the Senator from Louisiana,
Mr. VITTER.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Before we do that, I
wish to remind everybody the next
vote will be a 10-minute vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, this
amendment is very simple but it is im-
portant. It would finally demand and
require execution and enforcement of
the so-called US-VISIT system, an
entry-exit system to catch visa
overstays. This system was first man-
dated by Congress in 1996. We have had
six additional votes by Congress de-
manding it then. The 9/11 terrorists
were visa overstays. As a result, this
system was strongly recommended, one
of the top recommendations of the 9/11
Commission. We must put this in place
as we act on immigration. This amend-
ment would get that done.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. I agree that we need to
better track visa overstays. But a fully
biometric entry-exit system at all air,
sea, and land ports of entry is the kind
of unrealistic trigger we can’t adopt.
Implementation of this amendment
would be prohibitively expensive and
cause all kinds of delays.

In the Judiciary Committee we
adopted an amendment offered by Sen-
ator HATCH which presents a more rea-
sonable approach.
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I would urge a
amendment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 9 seconds remaining.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, we have
talked about this since 1996 and 9/11
happened. When are we going to do it if
not now?

I urge support of the amendment.

Mr. LEAHY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) and
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SHELBY), and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 1562 Leg.]

’

“no’” vote on this

YEAS—36
Alexander Cruz McConnell
Barrasso Enzi Moran
Blunt Fischer Paul
Boozman Grassley Portman
Burr Hatch Pryor
Chambliss Heller Risch
Chiesa Hoeven Roberts
Coats Isakson Scott
Coburn Johanns Sessions
Corker Johnson (WI) Thune
Cornyn Kirk Toomey
Crapo Lee Vitter

NAYS—58
Ayotte Gillibrand Murray
Baldwin Graham Nelson
Baucus Hagan Reed
Begich Heinrich Reid
Bennet Heitkamp Rockefeller
Blumenthal Hirono Rubio
Cantwell King gcﬁacz .
Cardin Klobuchar chumer
Carper Landrieu Shaheen
Casey Leahy Stabenow
Collins Levin Tester
Coons Manchin Udall (CO)
Cowan McCain Udall (NM)
Donnelly McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Flake Murkowski Wyden
Franken Murphy

NOT VOTING—6

Cochran Inhofe Shelby
Harkin Mikulski Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for the adoption of this amendment,
the amendment is rejected.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote and to lay that motion on the
table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1198

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 2
minutes of debate equally divided prior
to the vote on amendment No. 1198, of-
fered by the Senator from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, this
amendment will include the tribal rep-
resentatives on the DHS Border Task
Force.

In this country within 100 miles of
the border we have 13 Indian reserva-
tions, some of them right on the bor-
der. If we are going to make sure the
borders are secure in the north and the
south, Indians need to be a part of the
conversation, our Native American
friends. They have a unique govern-
ment-to-government status. As I said
before, their input is critically impor-
tant.

This amendment would not be cost-
ing anything, has bipartisan support,
and it will add tribal representatives—
two on the north and two on the south-
ern region—to the Department of
Homeland Security Border Task Force.
I encourage a ‘‘yea’ vote on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have no problems with this amend-
ment. It ensures that tribal commu-
nities are represented.

The bill’s task force is a new and
independent entity designed to provide
recommendations about immigration
and border security. Mr. TESTER is add-
ing four additional members to the
task force to ensure that the tribes are
represented; however, this amendment
does not fundamentally change the
bill.

There is no opposition to making
sure that the tribes have a voice in pol-
icy. Of course, this task force doesn’t
have any real power, it only makes rec-
ommendations. The Secretary isn’t re-
quired to address their concerns or
enact their recommendations. Too
often, the Secretary does not take into
consideration our recommendations.
Even now she has a hard time imple-
menting laws.

So, again, while the amendment is
noncontroversial, Members should
know this task force is a figleaf for ac-
tual border security.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) and
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), the
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Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE),
the Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SHELBY), and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 1563 Leg.]

YEAS—9%4

Alexander Fischer Murkowski
Ayotte Flake Murphy
Baldwin Franken Murray
Barrasso Gillibrand Nelson
Baucus Graham Paul
Begich Grassley Portman
Bennet Hagan Pryor
Blumenthal Hatch Reed
Blunt Heinrich Reid
Boozman Heitkamp X

Risch
Boxer Heller
Brown Hirono Roberts
Burr Hoeven Roc];efeller
Cantwell Isakson Rubio
Cardin Johanns Sanders
Carper Johnson (WI) Schatz
Casey Johnson (SD) Schumer
Chambliss Kaine Scott
Chiesa King Sessions
Coats Kirk Shaheen
Coburn Klobuchar Stabenow
Collins Landrieu Tester
Coons Leahy Thune
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn Levin Udall (CO)
Cowan Manchin Udall (NM)
Crapo McCain Vitter
Cruz McCaskill Warner
Donnelly McConnell Warren
Durbin Menendez )
Enzi Merkley Whitehouse
Feinstein Moran Wyden

NOT VOTING—6

Cochran Inhofe Shelby
Harkin Mikulski Wicker

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for the adoption of this amendment,
the amendment is agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote and lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I am here to
speak to what is a historic debate here
on the floor of the Senate; that is, the
debate we are having with regard to
comprehensive immigration reform.
We have a major opportunity here in
the Congress to finally pass meaning-
ful, strong, bipartisan legislation. Im-
migration reform is something Con-
gress has grappled with in fits and
starts for over a decade. In fact, I re-
member the summer 7 or 8 years ago
when this Senate came very close to
passing comprehensive immigration re-
form and fell just short of that goal.

Today the need to act has become
imperative. We cannot ignore it. There
are constituents in Colorado from
across the spectrum who are hard-
working. They are small business own-
ers, religious leaders, farmers, and citi-
zens. They believe that now is the
time.

If we look at our economy, it is be-
ginning to gain strength. Our economy
is beginning to get its legs under it.
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Our economy also needs the labor mar-
ket certainty that would come from
immigration reform. So let’s seize this
opportunity to pass commonsense leg-
islation that our constituents expect.

I am looking right over the dais.
Above the dais, I see ‘‘e pluribus
unum,” which translates to ‘‘out of
many, one.” That is a simple motto
which is engraved in this great Senate
Chamber, and it is one of the daily re-
minders that we are a nation of immi-
grants. Throughout our history, mil-
lions of immigrants—including my an-
cestors and the Presiding Officer’s—
braved hardship and great risks to
come here. Why was that? They sought
freedom, opportunity, and a better life
for their families. Today’s immigrants,
in that same spirit, continue to brave
great risks and hardships to obtain the
American dream.

We have heard from fellow Ameri-
cans who are opposed to fixing our bro-
ken system. There are those among us
who unfortunately see immigrants as a
burden on our country or want to enact
overly punitive measures to punish un-
documented immigrants. I ask that
they remember that our country was
built and forged by immigrants whose
blood and sweat built the America we
know today.

To oppose this legislation, with all
due respect, is to deny the promise our
ancestors and even the Framers ex-
pected us to extend to those outside
our borders. Yes, we are a nation of
laws, and we don’t take lightly the vio-
lation of our laws, but we are also a na-
tion that welcomes foreigners who
want to build the American dream.

I would like to challenge my col-
leagues to remember that we are a bet-
ter, stronger country because of our
immigrants whose first glimpse of
America was the Statue of Liberty em-
blazoned with the words of poet Emma
Lazarus:

Give me your tired, your poor,
huddled masses yearning to breathe free.

Our country and our economy were
built from the ground up by the hard
work and ingenuity of immigrants and
their families. In recent years, one in
four of America’s new small business
owners has been an immigrant. One in
four high-tech startups in America was
founded by immigrants. And 40 percent
of Fortune 500 companies—when they
started—were created by first- or sec-
ond-generation immigrants. If we look
at our system today, unfortunately, be-
cause it is broken, it has made it hard-
er for would-be business owners as I
just described to create jobs and help
spur our Nation’s economic develop-
ment.

Let me give another example. Right
now our system invites the best and
brightest from all over the world to
come and study at our top universities.
Once they have the training they need
to create a new invention or build a
new business—listen to this—our sys-
tem tells them to go back home. That
is not right.

I am pleased, honored, humbled, and
a little bit proud that I have worked

your
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for years with Coloradans at my side to
solve this problem and to make the
United States a place where entre-
preneurs are encouraged to stay, build
businesses, and grow our economy. In
that vein, I want to thank the Gang of
8 for their hard work in crafting a bill
that is built upon those principles. En-
trepreneurs embody the American
dream.

Fixing our broken system is about
more than businesses and startups; it is
principally about families. To say that
our current broken immigration sys-
tem is bad for our families would be an
understatement. Thousands of fa-
thers—myself included—gathered with
their families this past weekend to cel-
ebrate Father’s Day. I couldn’t help
but think of the thousands of fathers
our immigration system has separated
from their loved ones or the countless
fathers living today in Colorado who
struggle with the fear every day that
they could be separated from their
families.

There are fathers like Jorge, who has
been living in the United States for 23
years. He is the proud father of four
U.S. citizen children, including a U.S.
Army corporal. He has been contrib-
uting to our economy in Colorado and
therefore to the American economy
and his community for many years.
With immigration reform, Jorge will
be able to come out of the shadows,
where he will finally be able to realize
the American dream without the con-
stant fear of being deported and sepa-
rated from his children. As I have sug-
gested, unfortunately Jorge’s situation
is not unique. The fact that our current
system has brought us to the place
where at any moment thousands of
families can be ripped apart is just not
right.

This bill would give Jorge and mil-
lions of others like him a tough but
fair shot at earning legal status and
eventually citizenship. Make no mis-
take. This process will not be without
significant cost, and it will not be easy.

Let me explain how I draw that con-
clusion. In order to get earned legaliza-
tion, Jorge will have to pass a back-
ground check, pay back taxes, pen-
alties, and fees, demonstrate work his-
tory, learn English, and go to the back
of the line behind others who have also
gone through the process. This is a
tough but fair road ahead. It is a path
negotiated by Senators of both parties
and supported by the American people.

Today there are an estimated 11 mil-
lion undocumented immigrants in the
United States. Some cross the border
illegally, others have overstayed their
visas. Regardless of how they came, the
overwhelming majority of these folks,
just like Jorge, are trying to earn a liv-
ing and provide for their families.

There are thousands of immigrants
in Colorado who are working in the
shadows, where they are vulnerable to
exploitive employers paying them less
than minimum wage, making them
work without overtime, and denying
them any of the benefits given to their
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other employees. That pushes down
standards for all workers. What I am
saying is that our current immigration
system has fostered an underground
economy that exploits a cheap source
of labor while depressing wages for ev-
eryone else.

My conclusion is that this bill will
ensure that businesses are all playing
by the same set of rules, and it in-
cludes tough penalties for businesses
that do not. The underlying bill imple-
ments an effective employment verifi-
cation system that will prevent iden-
tity theft, the hiring of unauthorized
workers, and send a clear message that
will help prevent future waves of ille-
gal immigration. It is a commonsense
solution. It is the kind of solution I
have heard Coloradans ask for.

I will now turn my attention to the
border. This legislation contains his-
toric resources and measures to better
secure our borders. Last week I heard
time and time again: Borders first, bor-
ders first. To the Coloradans who ex-
pect border security, as I do, I say the
best thing we can do for border secu-
rity is pass a comprehensive immigra-
tion reform bill.

We have made significant progress
over the past several years. We have
put $17 billion in resources into pro-
tecting our borders. As a result, illegal
border crossings are at their lowest
levels in decades. Let’s be clear. There
is still room for significant improve-
ment, and the strong border security
provisions in this bill help us get there.
In fact, the underlying bill would be
the single biggest commitment to bor-
der security in our Nation’s history.
Why? It would put another $6.5 billion
on top of what we are already spending
toward stronger, smarter, more innova-
tive security along our borders. It
would also direct the Secretary of
Homeland Security to submit to Con-
gress a comprehensive border security
plan and a southern border fencing
strategy. Moreover, the legislation
would delay the process of granting
legal status to immigrants until the
plan and strategy have been deployed,
a mandatory employment verification
system has been implemented, and an
electronic biographic entry-exit sys-
tem is in place at major airports and
seaports.

Finally, this legislation would hold
employers more accountable if they
knowingly hire undocumented workers.
We are saying that no longer will we
tolerate an underground market of
workers who are illegally employed
and many times exploited.

As I begin to close, I would like to
turn to a special group of Coloradans
who would be helped. This is a group
about whom we all should care and
about whom I deeply care, and that is
our students. I am very pleased and ex-
cited that the provisions for the
DREAM Act are included in the com-
prehensive immigration reform bill we
are considering.

I have stood alongside a steadfast
group of my colleagues as we fought for
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passage of the DREAM Act for many
years. Along the way I have talked to
and more importantly listened to
countless Colorado students who have
looked me in the eyes and asked for
their government to help give them
status, opportunity, and potential so
they can go on to be the next genera-
tion of American leaders without the
daily fear of deportation. We are talk-
ing about thousands of Colorado stu-
dents who were brought to the United
States at a very young age. It wasn’t
their decision to be brought here, but
they came here with their parents.
That cohort—literally thousands of
these wonderful, enthusiastic, ener-
getic Coloradans—is poised to graduate
college or join the military and in the
process strengthen our country and
grow our economy. Let’s do the right
thing by the DREAMers.

I say and implore my colleagues, let’s
not stand in the way of what Ameri-
cans want and what our economy
needs. Our Nation will be stronger
when our borders are secure, when em-
ployers are held accountable for the
workers they have hired, when jobs are
filled with qualified and documented
workers who contribute to the econ-
omy and undocumented workers who
are currently here are held accountable
and given an opportunity to earn their
legal status and then citizenship.

So for my colleagues who are here
today and are serious about fixing our
broken immigration system, let’s actu-
ally have a serious debate to improve
this legislation. Let’s vote on amend-
ments with a sincere intent to really
improve this bill. Let’s work produc-
tively to find a bipartisan solution to
this huge national issue in the same
way the Gang of 8 has worked for the
past many months.

As I said in my opening remarks, we
have a historic opportunity to finally
pass comprehensive immigration re-
form. We have an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to show the Senate at its best.
Having the opportunity to openly and
honestly debate this legislation is one
of the many reasons we ran to serve in
the Senate in the first place. The pub-
lic has placed their trust in us to get
this right, and we can.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise to
present and discuss the next amend-
ment I personally offered which I am
going to be bringing to the Senate
floor; that is, amendment No. 1330, to
prohibit anyone who has been con-
victed of offenses under the violence
against women and children act from
gaining legal status under the bill.

I think if we ask the American people
if they support the outline that has
been presented as the guiding outline
for the Gang of 8, the vast majority
would say we absolutely support those
principles. I would say I support those
principles as they were enumerated.
The trouble is, in my opinion, when we
actually read the bill—and let’s re-
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member, particularly as we are in the
middle of the debacle of executing
ObamaCare, it is important to read the
bill, it is important to know what is in
the bill—in my opinion, the trouble is
when we actually read the bill, it
doesn’t stand up to those principles. It
doesn’t match.

One example is the absolute commit-
ment made by the Gang of 8 early on in
this process that individuals with a se-
rious or significant criminal back-
ground would not get legal status and
would be deported. They were very spe-
cific about that. In their bipartisan
framework for comprehensive immi-
gration reform, which the authors of
this bill—the so-called Gang of 8—re-
leased in January of this year—they
said very specifically:

Individuals with a serious criminal back-
ground or others who pose a threat to our
national security will be ineligible for legal
status and subject to deportation.

It is very clear.

But then, again, when we actually
read the bill, I believe it comes up far
short of that. It does not include sig-
nificant crimes, serious crimes which
it should include as a disqualification.

One of the areas I think is the clear-
est example of that is offenses under
the Violence Against Women Act, of-
fenses that have to do with domestic
violence, with child abuse. Those are
serious violent offenses that every
American citizen—particularly
women—would certainly consider very

consequential, very significant, very
serious, undermining their funda-
mental security.

This Vitter amendment No. 1330,

which I will be presenting and getting
a vote on later in this debate, is sim-
ple. It simply says those criminal of-
fenses, a conviction of any of those
criminal offenses under the Violence
Against Women Act—we are talking
about domestic violence, we are talk-
ing about child abuse—are disquali-
fiers. Nobody can gain legal status if
they are convicted of any of those of-
fenses. That is a disqualifier and it is
grounds for deportation.

Again, it is very important to read
the bill. It is very important that if
anything passes here, it actually
matches the promises made to the
American people, the rhetoric the
American people have heard for weeks
and months. This is an important area
where we need to get it right.

So I hope all of my colleagues, Demo-
crats and Republicans, agree that these
are serious offenses. Certainly, every-
body seemed to agree in the important
discussion about the Violence Against
Women Act. Certainly, everybody
seemed to agree then that those of-
fenses that are all about domestic vio-
lence and child abuse are very serious,
very significant, involve or threaten vi-
olence, and certainly they should be
disqualifiers for a person becoming le-
galized under this bill and they should
be grounds for immediate deportation.
I hope this is beyond debate. I hope
this amendment, as it should, gets
widespread bipartisan support.
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I very much look forward to con-
tinuing this discussion about amend-
ment No. 1330. I very much look for-
ward to getting the vote it will get be-
cause it deserves to get it—and I will
demand it—and I very much hope for
and look forward to a strong bipartisan
vote in support of stopping violence
against women, in support of fur-
thering the protections of the Violence
Against Women Act.

Thank you. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). The Senator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
know the parties are working on a
unanimous consent agreement for the
next tranche of amendments to come
forward. I expect and hope mine will be
one of them, but it is not quite com-
pleted yet. So rather than ask for
unanimous consent to call up my
amendment now, what I would like to
do is just talk about it a little bit and
explain to my colleagues what is in it.

We call my amendment the RE-
SULTS amendment because it is nec-
essary, because in the current form of
the so-called Gang of 8 bill, it does not
include any genuine guarantee of bor-
der security. My colleagues don’t have
to take my word for it. All they have
to do is take a look at the chart behind
me. Senator DURBIN, one of the four
Democrats and four Republicans who
were responsible for coming up with
the so-called Gang of 8 bill, said in Jan-
uary that in that bill, a pathway to
citizenship ‘‘would be contingent upon
securing the border.” He said that in
January. I think a lot of people took
him and others at their word, only to
find out otherwise in June, 6 months
later—June 2013—when he was quoted
as saying that the gang has ‘‘delinked
the pathway to citizenship and border
enforcement.”

What that means is the underlying
bill gives a promise—another hollow,
unenforceable promise—and, based
upon our experience, I think the Amer-
ican people would be justified in saying
they are asking us to trust them at a
time when there is a genuine trust def-
icit with regard to the Federal Govern-
ment. We have heard too many prom-
ises. We want guarantees that these
promises will be delivered on, and that
is what my amendment is all about.

In the underlying bill, all we have
is—first of all, we have a 100-percent
situational awareness requirement and
a 90-percent apprehension requirement
of people who are crossing the border
illegally. But all that is required in the
underlying bill is the submission of a
plan and substantial completion of
that plan for which nobody has seen
the contents. That is 10 years from
now. I don’t think anyone would be out
of bounds in saying there may be good
intentions—people may actually be-
lieve what they say, but how can we
possibly know that some unwritten
plan that is going to be in place 10
years from now will actually be suc-
cessful in accomplishing the very goals
that were set out in the bill?
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My amendment is slightly different
because it embraces those same stand-
ards, including 100 percent situational
awareness and 90 percent cross-border
apprehensions, and it says a person
can’t transition from probationary sta-
tus to legal permanent residency until
it is certified that they have accom-
plished those goals. What that does,
simply stated, is—it doesn’t punish
anything, but it lines up all of the in-
centives for those of us who want to se-
cure the border and have a border im-
migration system that actually works
and incentives for those for whom a
pathway to citizenship is the holy
grail; that is what they want more
than anything else. So it realigns in-
centives on the right and the left and
gets us in a position where we can ac-
tually look the American people in the
face and say we have as close as hu-
manly possible a guarantee that these
promises will ultimately be kept.

My amendment requires the Sec-
retary of the Department of Homeland
Security and the Commissioner of Cus-
toms and Border Protection and the
Department of Homeland Security in-
spector general, in consultation with
the Government Accountability Office
and the Comptroller General, to jointly
certify that the following triggers are
met before registered provisional im-
migrants can adjust to lawful perma-
nent residency or green card status.
First, as I said, the Department of
Homeland Security has to have
achieved and maintained full situa-
tional awareness of the entire southern
border for not less than 1 year. That
means the Department of Homeland
Security has the capability to conduct
continuous and integrated monitoring,
sensing or surveillance of each and
every l-mile segment of the southern
border or its immediate vicinity.

Some may say: Full border situa-
tional awareness? How are we going to
do that? Are we going to link Border
Patrol agents arm to arm across a
2,000-mile border? Are we going to just
build a fence, as some have advocated,
along the 2,000-mile border? The fact is
we are going to use the best technology
and the best strategy to make sure the
resources our U.S. military has de-
ployed in Afghanistan and Iraq and
which have been tested along the
southern border are available for bor-
der control, so that by virtue of radar,
eyes in the sky, dirigibles, and un-
manned aerial vehicles, a combination
of these connected to the sensors on
the ground will make sure the Border
Patrol knows what is happening along
the border when people try to cross and
enter illegally. Then it is up to them to
hit the 90-percent operational control
requirement in both the underlying bill
and in my amendment.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity is required to achieve that oper-
ational control for not less than 1 year,
meaning it has an effectiveness appre-
hension rate of not less than 90 percent
in each and every sector of the south-
ern border.
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I saw this morning that Senator
MCcCAIN said he expects to have a letter
from the head of the Border Patrol
which states that standard is immi-
nently doable, given the proper re-
sources. So if it is imminently doable,
then I would like to suggest, contrary
to what the majority leader said a few
days ago, that this amendment is not a
poison pill. This amendment would
give the American people the con-
fidence that we are actually going to
do what is technologically feasible and
which I believe they have a right to ex-
pect if we are going to be generous in
the way we treat the 11 million people
who are here and provide them not
only an opportunity to apply for proba-
tion and to work, if they qualify and if
they maintain the terms of that proba-
tion, but if they are successful, to ulti-
mately apply 10 years hence for legal
permanent residency for those who
want that and who have played by the
rules.

The third trigger in my amendment
is one that maintains the underlying
provision requiring the Department of
Homeland Security to implement an E-
Verify system nationwide. The current
situation is such that individuals who
want to work may have fake docu-
ments claiming to be somebody they
are not—maybe it is somebody else’s
Social Security number—in order to
get hired. But the employer is not ex-
pected to be the police; they are not ex-
pected to be able to look behind these
documents. We know that massive
identity theft and document fraud
occur in such a way as to circumvent
the efforts to enforce our system and
to restore legality into the system
when it comes to people who come to
this country and want to work here. So
that is the third one.

The fourth one, in order to fill a gap-
ing hole in the bill with respect to inte-
rior enforcement, the RESULTS
amendment requires the Department of
Homeland Security to initiate removal
proceedings for at least 90 percent of
visa overstays who collectively cur-
rently account for 40 percent of illegal
immigration. I think it surprises a lot
of people to learn it is not just our po-
rous borders, it is people who enter the
country legally who simply overstay
their visa and melt into the great
American landscape, unless they hap-
pen to get caught for committing a
crime of some kind, and they typically
are not identified or detained. This is
simply unacceptable, and my amend-
ment is designed to guarantee that the
Department of Homeland Security will
implement a procedure which has been
required for 17 years now. President
Clinton signed a provision into law re-
quiring a biometric entry and exit sys-
tem.

When a person enters the country on
a foreign visa, they are required to give
fingerprints—that is their biometric
identifier—but there is no way and no
means by which to check whether a
person has left the country when their
visa has expired. This is designed to
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deal with that 40-percent source of ille-
gal immigration.

My amendment authorizes the cre-
ation of a southern border security
commission similar to the one in the
underlying bill, but does so in a way
that respects the Constitution and fed-
eralism.

My amendment removes Washington,
DC, appointees from the commission
and allows State Governors to imme-
diately begin advising the Department
on gaining operational control of the
southern border. I think this is very
important because while I have heard
colleagues here in the Senate who have
good intentions—but I think some-
times their only consciousness of what
the border may look like is derived
from movies they have seen or novels
they have read—this requires consulta-
tion with the people who know the bor-
der communities best, and that is the
people who live there and the State
Governors who govern States on our
U.S.-Mexico border.

My amendment also requires the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to issue a
comprehensive southern border secu-
rity strategy within 120 days of enact-
ment. People who are listening may
say: I thought the Department of
Homeland Security already had a
southern border security strategy. And
if it does not, why in the heck not?

Well, this would compel the Sec-
retary—who, amazingly to most people
in my State, when she declared the
border is secure, nearly provoked
laughter, as much as anything else, be-
cause it is patently and demonstrably
not true—but this amendment would
require such a strategy within 120 days
of enactment of the bill and chart a
course for achieving and maintaining
full situational awareness and oper-
ational control of the southern border.

The Secretary would also be required
to submit semiannual reports on imple-
mentation. This amendment would also
streamline and improve the strategy
required under the underlying bill. For
example, it combines the southern bor-
der security strategy and the southern
border fencing strategy for administra-
tive clarity and economies of scale.

It also addresses an oversight in the
underlying bill by requiring the De-
partment of Homeland Security to de-
velop a strategy to reduce land port of
entry wait times by 50 percent in order
to facilitate legitimate commerce and
encourage lawful cross-border trade.

This is something that is not suffi-
ciently appreciated. Mexico is our
third largest trading partner. Six mil-
lion jobs in America depend on cross-
border trade with Mexico. Why in the
world would we want to do anything
that would make cross-border lawful
trade worse? Right now, by failing to
update our infrastructure at the ports
of entry—and to make sure we have
adequate staffing here—there are huge
wait lines which prove very useful to
the people who want to smuggle drugs
and people across the border. So this
would have a way of separating the le-
gitimate trade and traffic from the
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people who are up to no good: the drug
dealers, the human traffickers, and the
like.

There is a question that has arisen,
as you might expect, about how we are
going to pay for all this. That is a good
question, and it is an important ques-
tion. My amendment creates a com-
prehensive immigration reform trust
fund similar to that in the underlying
bill. Ultimately, the goal is for fees and
fines to fund this entire piece of legis-
lation. But my amendment combines
all border security funding streams and
makes $6.5 billion of these funds avail-
able immediately for implementing the
southern border security strategy.

The RESULTS amendment increases
the number of Border Patrol agents
and Customs and Border Protection of-
ficers by 5,000 each. Some people have
mistakenly said I want to add 10,000
Border Patrol agents to the border on
top of the 20,000 who are already there.
Well, that is not entirely accurate. We
want 5,000 more because if you have
this great technology—which is going
to give you eyes in the sky; 100-percent
situational awareness—when this tech-
nology identifies people trying to cross
the border, you have to have somebody
to go get them and to detain them.
That is why Border Patrol agents are
important. In some parts of our 1,200-
mile border in Texas alone, there are
huge stretches of land that are vulner-
able to cross-border traffic. That is
why the Rio Grande sector in South
Texas is now the single most crossed
sector.

The other day, when I was in Brooks
County—Falfurrias, TX—the head of
the Border Patrol sector in that area
told me that in 1 day they had 700 peo-
ple coming across the border whom
they detained. We do not know how
many got away, but they did detain 700
people. Madam President, 400 of them
came from countries other than Mex-
ico. In other words, Mexico’s economy
is doing much better, and it is less and
less incentive for people to cross into
the United States to work if they have
a job where they live. But in Central
America things are pretty bad right
now. So 400 out of the 700 in 1 day came
from Central America. Literally people
could come from anywhere around the
world if they have the money and the
determination to penetrate our south-
ern border. So it is important we have
increased numbers of Border Patrol
agents as well as Customs and Border
Protection officers to help facilitate le-
gitimate commerce and to detain peo-
ple trying to cross illegally.

By the way, the underlying bill al-
ready has a provision for additional
CBP officers—Customs and Border Pro-
tection officers—and my amendment
would increase that number by 3,500,
and add 5,000 Border Patrol agents to

it.

The RESULTS amendment also im-
proves emergency border security re-
source appropriations by ensuring that
deployment decisions are consistent
with the comprehensive strategy and
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not done in a piecemeal, disconnected
sort of way. It is important that we
have a combination of not only boots
on the ground, infrastructure, but also
that technology I think we would all
agree upon, much of which the Amer-
ican taxpayer has already paid for be-
cause it is being deployed by the U.S.
military in places such as Afghanistan
and Iraq. What we need to do is trans-
fer some of that to the Homeland Secu-
rity Department—another part of the
Federal Government—and to imple-
ment it to help provide that situa-
tional awareness and enforcement.

My amendment also authorizes $1 bil-
lion a year for 6 years—it does not ap-
propriate it; it authorizes it—in emer-
gency port of entry personnel and in-
frastructure improvements. I already
touched on that a moment ago. But the
whole idea of the underlying bill is to
provide a guest worker program, a
legal means to come and work in the
United States. The idea is that will
allow law enforcement to focus on the
bad actors. This has the similar ration-
ale.

The RESULTS amendment further
improves the land ports of entry by al-
lowing the General Services Adminis-
tration to enter into public-private
partnerships to improve infrastructure
and operations.

This amendment also repurposes the
Tucson sector earmark in the under-
lying bill to the full southern border to
help ensure that effective border secu-
rity prosecutions are increased in
every sector, not just in one, in Tuc-
son.

By making improvements to the
State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro-
gram—the so-called SCAAP bill—my
amendment would help ensure that
State and local governments are swift-
ly and fully compensated for their as-
sistance in detaining criminal aliens
who have been convicted of offenses
and who are awaiting trial.

One of the great frustrations in my
State—given our common border with
Mexico and the failure of the Federal
Government to live up to its respon-
sibilities when it comes to border secu-
rity—is that much of the cost of that is
borne by local governments and local
taxpayers in counties along the U.S.-
Mexico border, particularly when it
comes to education, health care, and
law enforcement.

This SCAAP provision in my amend-
ment would help make sure that in the
law enforcement area State and local
law enforcement officials are indem-
nified and, indeed, encouraged to help
cooperate in detaining criminal aliens
who have been convicted of offenses
and are awaiting trial.

My amendment would also create the
southern border security assistance
grant program to help border law en-
forcement officials target drug traf-
fickers, human traffickers, human
smugglers, and violent crime. Again,
the Federal law enforcement agencies
cannot do it by themselves, and local
and State law enforcement in Texas do
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not expect them to, but they do expect
a little bit of help, financial help, par-
ticularly, when it comes to overtime,
when it comes to equipment that is
necessary to supplement the Federal
effort or to fill the gap when the Fed-
eral Government leaves a gap in law
enforcement efforts.

My amendment would also remove a
controversial provision in the under-
lying bill that would prevent the emer-
gency deportation of serious criminals.

My amendment would remove a con-
troversial disclosure bar that would
prevent law enforcement and national
security officials from obtaining crit-
ical information contained in legaliza-
tion applications filed under this bill.
My amendment would allow these offi-
cials to request and obtain information
in connection with an independent
criminal, national security, or civil in-
vestigation.

This is directed at one of the biggest
problems in the 1986 amnesty Ronald
Reagan signed, because he signed an
amnesty for 3 million people premised
on the idea that we were actually going
to enforce the law and we would never
need to do that again. But so much of
that amnesty was riddled with fraud
and criminal activity because of the
confidentiality provisions which pro-
hibited law enforcement from inves-
tigating and detecting fraud and crimi-
nality. If we want to maintain the in-
tegrity of the provisions of this bill, we
need to make sure our law enforcement
officials are not blinded, but that they
actually have the ability to investigate
these matters for a criminal, national
security, or civil investigation.

My amendment would allow Citizen-
ship and Immigration Services to turn
over evidence of criminal activity or
terrorism contained in legalization ap-
plications filed under the bill to other
law enforcement agencies after the ap-
plication has been denied and all ad-
ministrative appeals have been ex-
hausted.

This would greatly work to reduce
the potential for mass fraud that oc-
curred in the 1986 amnesty bill, and it
would allow the application process to
maintain its basic integrity and ensure
that national security is protected.

My amendment would also give
American diplomatic officials more
flexibility to share foreigners’ visa
records with our allies by clarifying
that the State Department may share
visa records with a foreign government
on a case-by-case basis for the purpose
of determining removability or eligi-
bility for a visa, admission, or other
immigration benefits—not just for
crime prevention, investigation, and
punishment—or when the sharing is in
the national interest of the United
States.

My amendment would further im-
prove the public safety by denying pro-
bationary status—something called
RPI, or registered provisional immi-
grant status—to any person who has
been convicted of a crime involving do-
mestic violence, child abuse, assault
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with bodily injury, violation of a pro-
tective order under the Violence
Against Women Act, or drunk driving.
These are serious offenses, and the con-
sequences are often tragic. The under-
lying bill would allow the vast major-
ity of illegal immigrants who have
committed these crimes to automati-
cally become registered provisional im-
migrants and, ultimately, hold open to
them the possibility they could become
American citizens. I think we need to
draw a very bright line between those
whose only offense is to try to come
here for a better life and those who
have shown such contempt for our laws
and American law and order that they
commit crimes. We should not reward
them with a registered provisional im-
migrant or probationary status.

My amendment also removes an un-
justified provision in the underlying
bill that would allow repeat criminals
with multiple convictions to automarti-
cally obtain legal status, so long as
they were convicted of the multiple of-
fenses on the same day. I know that
sounds very strange, but in the under-
lying bill, if you commit multiple of-
fenses on one day, they do not count as
separate offenses for purposes of the
bar—if you commit three mis-
demeanors or a felony. So my amend-
ment would fix that.

My amendment would also remove a
dangerous provision in the underlying
bill that would allow the Secretary of
the Department of Homeland Security
unfettered discretion to waive this
criminal activity prohibition and to
allow people to gain legal status, even
if they are repeat criminals who have
been convicted of three or more of-
fenses.

My amendment would strike a con-
troversial provision allowing deportees
and persons currently located outside
the United States to qualify for proba-
tionary status. I do not know how
many people have actually focused on
this provision. I think most people
thought this was for people who were
in the shadows in the United States
whose only offense was simply a viola-
tion of our immigration laws to come
here and work. But this underlying bill
would allow people who have already
been deported and who have committed
crimes already to reenter the country
and to qualify for probationary status.
My amendment would change that and
fix that.

My amendment would require the
Secretary of Homeland Security,
through her designees, to conduct
interviews of applicants for RPI status
who have been convicted of a criminal
offense in order to determine whether
the applicant is a danger to the public
safety.

Now, I can imagine that somebody
might have committed some mis-
demeanor offense, but upon further in-
quiry and examination they may not
be deemed a threat to the public safe-
ty. That is what the purpose of that
interview requirement would be. We
also close a judicial review loophole
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that would allow dangerous individuals
to remain in the United States after
their RPI application has been denied
by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity.

Finally, my amendment would take a
hard line against human smuggling and
the transnational criminal organiza-
tions that are the primary movers of
people and drugs across the southern
borders. I do not know how many of
our colleagues really understand this
now, but this is a major business that
is primarily occupied by organized
crime. It is the drug cartels. It is what
we sometimes call transnational crimi-
nal organizations and the people who
work for them.

They are the primary agency moving
people, drugs, and contraband across
the border. That is what my amend-
ment is designed to attack—increased
penalties for human smuggling and the
transnational criminal organizations
that facilitate them. My amendment
adds aggravated penalties for human
smuggling that is committed by repeat
offenders which result in death, result
in human trafficking, or include invol-
untary sexual conduct.

I had the humbling experience the
other day when I was in south Texas in
meeting a young lady who is from Cen-
tral America. Her parents paid $6,000
for her to be smuggled into the United
States and to be reunited with rel-
atives in New Jersey, only to find out
that did not work out too well, and she
had to rejoin the person who brought
her across the border, the human
smuggler, who promptly prostituted
her and put her into involuntary ser-
vitude where she was afraid to escape
lest she be deported and have to leave
the country.

There are innumerable human trage-
dies which occur day in and day out
under the status quo, which is one rea-
son why I believe we need to fix our
broken immigration system, and par-
ticularly our porous border, that al-
lows these predators to prey on inno-
cent young women like this young
woman I met from Guatemala, and to
basically commit them to human slav-
ery in the United States in places like
Houston, where she worked in a bar
and was prostituted out numerous
times a day. Because she felt so vulner-
able, she believed the only way she
could actually stay here was to submit
to the demands of this sexual predator.

My amendment respects the victims
of abuse of human smuggling by requir-
ing the Department of Justice to en-
sure that information about missing
and unidentified migrant remains
found on lands near the southern bor-
der is uploaded into the National Miss-
ing and Unidentified Persons System.
We provide state and local officials
with resources to identify the victims.

This is another experience I had
when I was in Brooks County recently
in south Texas, where just last year
alone they found 129 dead bodies—
human remains—that they were unable
to identify because these were people
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simply left behind by the human smug-
glers who basically did not care any-
thing about them—only for the money
they would provide, which once pro-
vided, they could care less about
whether these people actually made
their way into the United States, par-
ticularly if they were slowing down the
rest of the group.

My RESULTS amendment disquali-
fies persons who have used a commer-
cial motor vehicle to commit a human
smuggling offense from operating a
commercial vehicle for a year. We ban
repeat human smugglers from oper-
ating commercial motor vehicles for
life. This is a penalty that will have
teeth in it and deter this heinous
crime. My amendment creates special
penalties for illegal immigrants con-
victed of drug trafficking or crimes of
violence.

Now, we understand that, again,
some people have come across our bor-
ders without observing our immigra-
tion laws who want nothing but a
chance to work. But if people have
come across the border and engaged in
drug trafficking or criminal violence,
they deserve the special penalties pro-
vided for in my amendment. My
amendment would create a new crime
for illegal border crossing with the in-
tent to aid, abet, or engage in a crime
of terrorism. Again, this is something I
wonder whether my colleagues really
understand because they do not live
along the southwestern border.

We have had people from 100 different
countries, including countries of spe-
cial interest as state sponsors of ter-
rorism, come across our southwestern
border. When I was in Falfurrias the
other day, the Border Patrol showed
me rescue beacons which, if you get
sick enough and dehydrated enough
and exposed enough to the elements
and just want to give up, you can hit
the beacon and the Border Patrol will
come and rescue you.

They are listed in three languages:
English, Spanish, and Chinese. I asked
the Border Patrol: Well, Chinese, that
seems a little bit out of place in south
Texas. They said: Well, for $30,000, if
you are from China, you can hire some-
one to smuggle you into the United
States. So, as we have heard from both
the Director of National Intelligence
and the head of the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency, this vulnerability
along our southwestern border is lit-
erally a national security vulnerabil-
ity, and one reason we need to adopt
my amendment.

My amendment closes loopholes in
current laws that allow drug cartel
mules to transport bulk cash and laun-
der money with near impunity. So
what happens is, the drugs come from
the south of the border to the north of
the border. Then the transaction is
made by somebody buying those drugs.
The cash has to make its way back. We
have developed pretty sophisticated
means through a wire transfer process
to identify when large amounts of cash
are transferred by wire. But there is
also a huge trade in bulk cash, where
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literally cash is transferred in bulk
across the border south in order to
launder it with near impunity. My
amendment would address that prob-
lem.

My amendment targets money-laun-
dering efforts through stored value
cards and blank checks. So why do it
on the wire? Why do it in bulk cash if
you can just do it through a gift card
you can buy at a local grocery store or
blank checks? These are tactics that
are frequently used by cartels to trans-
port criminal proceeds across the
southern border and launder money.

In sum, my amendment goes beyond
promises and platitudes. It demands re-
sults. Again, it realigns the incentives
for everybody to make sure the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security hits the
standards in this bill of 100 percent sit-
uational awareness, 90 percent oper-
ational control.

These are not my standards alone.
These were standards that the Gang of
8 wrote initially into their bill. Their
bill offers promises but no real enforce-
ment means to make sure it actually
happens.

Under my amendment, people who
applied for registered provisional sta-
tus are not eligible for legal permanent
residency until the American people
have the assurances that the border se-
curity measures, the E-Verify provi-
sion, the biometric entry-exit system,
all those things have been done.

That seems like a small price to pay
with a generous gift that the American
people are being asked to confer upon
people who have entered the country il-
legally or who came in legally and
overstayed their visa in violation of
our laws. Now, this is what a real bor-
der security trigger looks like. Unfor-
tunately, some of our colleagues do not
want a trigger at all. Above all, they
want a pathway to citizenship regard-
less of whether we have secured our
borders.

We have tried that before—in 1986.
We have also promised people since 1996
that we would implement a biometric
entry-exit system and have never deliv-
ered that. The 9/11 Commission identi-
fied the need for a biometric entry-exit
system as a national security impera-
tive in the 9/11 Commission report. We
still have not done it. So why in the
world would the American people, at a
time when their trust in the Federal
Government is at an all-time low, why
in the world would we simply say trust
us once more. We are going to promise
you the Sun and the Moon and the au-
rora borealis, but we are not going to
have any means necessary in the bill to
actually require the implementation of
those promises. By the time the empty
promises are realized, we know there
will be 11 million people on registered
provisional immigrant status and po-
tentially on the way to legal perma-
nent residency and citizenship.

CNN reported a poll today that said 6
out of 10 Americans in their poll were
OK with providing people humane and
compassionate treatment, including an
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opportunity to earn legal status in this
country if they could just be assured
that the borders would be secured and
our laws would be enforced. My amend-
ment accomplishes exactly that.

As I have repeatedly emphasized, my
amendment uses the same border secu-
rity standards as the Gang of 8 bill.
Again, the difference is that in my
amendment it has a real trigger that is
based on demonstrable results, while
their so-called trigger can be activated
whether or not our borders are ever se-
cured.

To put it another way, their trigger
demands border security inputs. My
trigger demands border security results
or outputs. We have now had 27 years
of inputs since the 1986 amnesty, and
we still do not have secure borders. It
is long past time to demand results, or
outputs, and not just more hollow
promises.

One final point about immigration
reform. Whatever legislation we pass in
this Chamber will head over to the
House of Representatives. If we want
the Senate bill to have any chance to
become law, then we have to include
real border security provisions and a
real border security trigger. Our House
colleagues have made that abundantly
clear.

In other words, my amendment is not
a poison pill. It is an antidote because
it is the only way we are ever going to
truly get bipartisan immigration re-
form, something which I hope and pray
we will because the status quo is sim-
ply unacceptable.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I un-
derstand I am not supposed to call up
my amendment. But I would like to
discuss amendment No. 1298. If it were
appropriate, I would ask to make it
pending. But, again, I understand we
are not quite ready for that.

I am offering this amendment, when
the time is right, because I think it is
crucial that we have the strongest pos-
sible border protection system in place
if this bill, in fact, does someday go
into law. To that end, I would like to
ensure that we have the best trained
personnel securing our borders and
overseeing the activity that contrib-
utes to the safety of our Nation every
day.

Therefore, I am proposing an amend-
ment to require the Department of
Homeland Security to set up a program
to recruit highly qualified veterans of
the Armed Forces as well as members
of the Reserves to fill crucial positions
within Customs and Border Protection
and Immigration and Customs Enforce-
ment.

The security provided by these
agents depends on the line watch
agents who identify and apprehend un-
documented aliens, smugglers, and ter-
rorists. It depends on the agriculture
and trade specialists, aircraft pilots,
and mission support staff. It also de-
pends on the intelligence research spe-
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cialists, report officers, and systems
engineers. Although the role and re-
sponsibilities within ICE and CBP are
varied, each plays a critical role in pro-
tecting the border. The ability of these
agencies to protect the border depends
on the skills, training, and judgment of
its employees.

The men and women who have served
our Nation in the Armed Forces, as
well as those who have served in the
Reserves, have a broad range of capa-
bilities that make them well suited to
work in these important agencies.
These men and women embody endur-
ance and adaptability. Many of them
have the human intelligence skills that
ICE and CBP agents and officers need
to detect illegal border crossers and re-
spond to other nefarious activities.
They are familiar with the security
equipment and technologies that these
agencies rely upon.

They have experience responding to
leads provided by electronic sensor sys-
tems and aircraft sightings, as well as
interpreting and following tracks and
other physical evidence. They are
trained in target assessment and have
experience in disseminating the intel-
ligence needed to make informed oper-
ational strategies.

These men and women, in short, have
the physical skills, operational experi-
ence, and decisionmaking abilities
needed by ICE and CBP to ensure that
our borders are stronger than ever.

Let me say this is one of these
amendments that is a no-brainer. This
makes sense, and it helps our veterans
in a couple of different ways. It helps
with the unemployment rate, but it
also helps them continue to serve our
country. The bottom line is it helps
our country to have the best, the
brightest, most capable, and most ex-
perienced personnel we can possibly
have on the border.

This is a bipartisan amendment. Sen-
ator JOHANNS is my partner, and I am
honored to be joined by him. Certainly,
I would like to have broad-based bipar-
tisan support as we proceed when the
time is right.

I hope to have this amendment in-
cluded in the bill. Again, when the
time is right, I would ask that my col-
leagues consider supporting this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. My colleagues have
heard me mention so many times that
we tend to delegate more and we ought
to be legislating. This bill is another
example of delegating too much and
giving too much authority to Cabinet-
level people, in this case the Secretary
of Homeland Security, and not making
enough hard decisions on the floor of
the Senate.

It is reminiscent of the 1,693 delega-
tions of authority we gave to Cabinet
people in the health care reform bill to
a point where you can read that 2,700
pages and understand it, but we truly
don’t know what the health care sys-
tem in the United States is going to be



S4566

until those 1,693 regulations are put in
place. That is going to be a long way
down the road.

I wish to point out to my colleagues,
I think we are making the same mis-
take in this immigration bill that is
before the Senate. I wish to take some
time to talk about how important it is
to emphasize the need for Congress to
legislate, not delegate, especially with
this immigration bill before us.

When an immigration bill is nearly
1,200 pages long, the American people
should expect that it is their elected
representatives writing the legislation
and making most of the decisions.
They should expect the executive
branch and the Secretary of Homeland
Security, in particular, to carry out
those policies.

There are individual circumstances
that Congress cannot fully anticipate,
so it is understandable, then, dele-
gating some authority. With direction
from Congress, the Secretary should be
able to issue regulations to enforce leg-
islative policies in those situations.
Those regulations and any discretion
the Secretary exercises, such as other
delegations of power from Congress,
should be subject to judicial review to
ensure that the policies Congress es-
tablished are being carried out accord-
ing to congressional intent.

But this immigration bill takes a dif-
ferent and wrong-headed approach. It
provides highly general discretion to
the Secretary. It gives the Secretary
tremendous, often unilateral, discre-
tion to implement the bill. In many in-
stances, that discretion is not even
subject to judicial review.

This, obviously, is not the way power
is supposed to work in our representa-
tive system of government. Uncon-
trolled unilateral discretion is not
what the Framers of the Constitution
envisioned for a government with sepa-
ration of powers, checks, and balances.
We have seen, for instance, and re-
cently with the IRS, what can happen
when the executive branch exercises
authority with too much discretion
and not enough oversight.

By some accounts, there are 222 pro-
visions in the bill that give the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security discretion
or even allow her to waive otherwise
governing parts of the bill. Other peo-
ple have counted even more than the
222 provisions I have just referred to.
Whether it is more or less, it is still a
lot. In some cases, it is not just the
delegation, it is how it is delegated.

The Secretary’s unbridled waiver au-
thority makes a bill that is already
weak on immigration enforcement
then even weaker.

Ironically, when the Judiciary Com-
mittee marked up the immigration
bill, it rejected amendments that I and
others offered to limit judicial review
of immigration enforcement pro-
ceedings against people who are in this
country illegally. The majority argued
against them by claiming that judicial
review, which historically has been
limited to these enforcement actions,
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should be expanded to cover these deci-
sions and that is an expansion of judi-
cial review.

Let me speak of the inconsistency of
when they didn’t think judicial review
should be there. The majority wants
unlimited judicial review when the
Secretary would take enforcement ac-
tion against people in the country ille-
gally.

At the same time, the bill provides
more judicially unreviewable discre-
tion for the Secretary when she decides
not to enforce the law against undocu-
mented immigrants.

The people of this country should be
aware of the one-way ratchet for dis-
cretion that the bill contains. Then it
adds judicial review when the Sec-
retary would enforce the law and does
not provide judicial review when the
Secretary decides to withhold enforce-
ment of border security and other
measures designed to reduce illegal im-
migration.

I believe it is worth noting some of
the specific provisions of the bill that
give the Secretary discretion in en-
forcement, sometimes without judicial
review. Some of the specific language
that allows her to waive provisions
that supporters of the bill claim make
this bill even tough on illegal immaigra-
tion and border security should also be
discussed.

When they are contrasted, the legis-
lation’s goal is very clear: enact very
general border security measures that
are said to be tough, while giving the
Secretary often unilateral discretion
and waiver authority to water down
those measures.

For instance, the Secretary can com-
mence processing petitions for reg-
istered provisional immigrant status—
RPI status we call it—based on her de-
termination of border security plans
and how she views the status of their
implementation. The fencing that the
bill seems to demand can be stopped by
the Secretary when she believes it is
sufficient.

The Secretary has the ability to de-
cide whether certain criminal offenses
should bar someone from the legaliza-
tion program. She can waive, with few
exceptions, the grounds of inadmis-
sibility prescribed in law. She is given
discretion whether to bring deporta-
tion proceedings against those who do
not qualify for RPI status. If they are
denied, shouldn’t they be deported?

The Secretary is also allowed to
waive various requirements when a
person adjusts from RPI status to legal
permanent resident status, including
what counts as passing a background
check.

The Secretary has broad authority
on how to use the $8.3 billion in upfront
funds transferred from the Treasury.
On top of that, she has wide discretion
on how to use the additional $3 billion
in startup costs that don’t have to be
entirely repaid to the Treasury.

Notwithstanding the constitutional
powers of Congress over the purse, she
is given authority to establish a grant
program for nonprofit organizations.
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With respect to the point system, the
Secretary is given discretion to recal-
culate the points for particular peti-
tioners and to decide not to deport in-
admissible persons.

She also has the discretion to waive
requirements for citizenship that oth-
erwise apply under the bill.

The Secretary is also given a great
deal of discretion in the operation of
the electronic employment verification
system; for instance, which businesses
will be exempt from the requirement;
which documents can individuals
present to prove identity or work au-
thorization. She also has the authority
to determine when an employer who
has repeatedly violated the law is re-
quired to use the system. Those deci-
sions will be vital in determining
whether the employment verification
system will be effective.

Members of this body can opine all
day about what this bill does, but we
may not know for years, as in the case
of ObamaCare, until these regulations
are written or these waivers are used,
the extent to which this bill is carried
out with the intent that we believe it
is carried out.

We don’t know that for years. I use
the example of the health care law be-
cause we are learning, after 4 years
that the bill has been passed, there are
a lot of unknowns in it. We also
learned there is not a lot of certainty.
That is the fallout from delegating so
much power in one Secretary. We
shouldn’t repeat that mistake when we
pass this bill next week.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. I wish to say thank
you to Senator MANCHIN, former Gov-
ernor Manchin, for his willingness to
let me slip ahead of him for a few min-
utes. He is going to talk about the
birthday of the State in which both of
us were born, West Virginia. I am
happy to be here to cheer him on and
to applaud all the good work that goes
on in my native State and the great
work he is doing.

The Presiding Officer has a baseball
team up there in Massachusetts, those
Red Sox, and every now and then there
is a pitcher who telegraphs a pitch. I
wish to telegraph a pitch this after-
noon.

I was surprised to find out last month
from the chair of the Senate Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, when I
was down at the Mexican border of
South Texas, that three out of every
five people who come into our country
illegally in Texas come not from Mex-
ico, but they come from Central Amer-
ican countries. They come from Guate-
mala, they come from Honduras, and
they come from El Salvador—3 out of 5,
6 out of 10.

For the most part, they don’t realize
what they are getting into. They don’t
realize the risks they face on their way
to the north to go to the border of Mex-
ico and even when they get across the
border into the United States. The dan-
gers they face are of getting robbed,
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raped, beaten, drown in the river, and
die of starvation and dehydration in
the desert. Finally, they get to this
country at a time when employers are
tightening up in terms of whom they
actually hire. They are not hiring
those who are here and undocumented.

There is the prospect of detention,
not a very pleasant experience, fol-
lowed shortly thereafter by literally
being transported back to their native
countries. Most of the people who are
trying to get here from those three
countries, Honduras, Guatemala, El
Salvador, don’t know what they are
getting into.

They need to know what they are
getting into. When I was Governor, as
part of the 50-State deal negotiated by
the States’ attorneys general, you may
recall, with the tobacco industry, we
created a foundation out of that and
called it the American Legacy Founda-
tion. We ran something called a truth
campaign. The idea was to convince
people, such as these pages, not to
start smoking and, if they were smok-
ing, to stop. It was hugely successful.

What we need is something similar to
that, particularly in those Central
American countries, where the major-
ity of people are now coming from in
order to get into Texas and to the
United States.

The other thing I would have us keep
in mind, we have spent a fair amount
of resources in this country trying to
help the Mexicans go after the drug
lords and to quash the drug trade.
What is happening is it is akin to
squeezing a balloon. The bad guys in
Mexico have worked their way down to
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and
created mischief there, setting up a
drug trade, creating a lot of violence,
and making life very unpleasant.

What you have in those countries is
not a good situation. One can under-
stand why people want to get out of it:
for jobs, hope, and for personal safety.
One of the things we have done to help
in Mexico—and we are part of the prob-
lem. Our country’s consumption of ille-
gal drugs has created this problem for
Mexico. This deal where drugs come
north and guns go south—we are part
of that problem, and we need to ac-
knowledge that. But we want to be part
of the solution in Mexico, and I think
we are playing a constructive role.

We need to be part of the solution in
Honduras, El Salvador, and Guatemala
and do a similar kind of thing we are
doing in Mexico. Part of that is to help
a little on their own public safety, the
law enforcement efforts in those three
countries. Part of it is helping on eco-
nomic development, job creation, so
people don’t feel the need to leave
those countries and try to flee to our
country. The last piece is to actually
work with Mexico so they can do a bet-
ter job of controlling their own bor-
ders, to make sure folks don’t get, from
south of them, into Mexico and eventu-
ally work their way into Texas and
into the United States.

I will be offering an amendment—not
tonight but I suspect tomorrow—that
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tries to say: Let’s put together a truth
campaign, convey what is really facing
the people, particularly from those
three Central American countries, who
are trying to get to the United States
and to also see, while we are doing
that, if we can’t help a little on the
economic development and job creation
side in those countries and in terms of
helping them face lawlessness and
crime. We can do a little to help there
as well. I call this going after the un-
derlying causes—not just treating the
symptoms of the problem but going
after the underlying cause—and I think
we should do this. So I will offer this
tomorrow, and I hope my colleagues
will agree.

I want to say again to my fellow na-
tive West Virginian, thank you for the
chance to go ahead. Thank you most of
all for the great job you are doing here
and for being here to tell us a little bit
of the good coming out of the Moun-
tain State.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

WEST VIRGINIA’S 150TH BIRTHDAY

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President,
this week the State of West Virginia
will celebrate the sesquicentennial of
its birth—a brave and daring declara-
tion of statehood that is unprecedented
in American history.

West Virginia was born out of the
fiery turmoil of the Civil War 150 years
ago. It was founded by true patriots
who were willing to risk their lives and
fortunes in a united pursuit of justice
and freedom for all.

To West Virginians, the names of
Pierpont, Willey, and Boreman are
nearly as familiar as Washington, Jef-
ferson, and Franklin. Each of these
men was a pivotal figure in our
States’s improbable journey to inde-
pendence from Virginia and to our very
own place in the Union.

But, of course, our forefathers could
not have brought forth a new State
conceived of liberty without the hand
of Abraham Lincoln. It was Lincoln
who issued the proclamation creating
West Virginia and establishing our
State’s birthday as June 20, 1863. And
characteristically with few words, the
16th President dismissed the argu-
ments of the day that his proclamation
was illegal. Lincoln wrote:

It is said that the admission of West Vir-
ginia is secession, and tolerated only because
it is our secession. Well, if we call it by that
name, there is a difference between secession
against the Constitution, and secession in
favor of the Constitution.

Indeed, the people of West Virginia
had a choice of two different flags to
follow during the Civil War. There was,
as Francis Pierpont pointed out, ‘‘no
neutral ground.” The choice, he said,
was ‘‘to stand by and live under the
Constitution” or support ‘“‘the military
despotism’ of the Confederacy. We
chose wisely. We chose the Stars and
Stripes. We chose allegiance to the
country for which it stands. We chose
to live under a constitution that prom-
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ised the constant pursuit of ‘‘a more
perfect union’” of States. And ever
since that historic beginning, we the
people of West Virginia have never
failed to answer our country’s call. No
demand has been too great, no danger
too daunting, and no trial too threat-
ening.

The abundant natural resources of
our State and the hard work and sac-
rifice of our people have made America
stronger and safer. We mined the coal
that fueled the Industrial Revolution.
We powered the railroads across the
North American continent and still
today produce electricity for cities all
across this country. We stoked the
steel factories that armed our soldiers
for battles all across the globe and
built the warships that plowed the
oceans of the world. And we have filled
the ranks of our military forces in
numbers far greater than should ever
be expected of our little State.

Consider this: According to U.S. cen-
sus data, West Virginia ranked first,
second, or third in military casualty
rates in every U.S. war of the 20th cen-
tury—twice that of New York’s and
Connecticut’s in Vietnam and more
than 2% times the rates of those two
States in Korea. Today 13.8 percent of
West Virginia’s population is made up
of veterans—the seventh highest per-
centage among all States. That is high-
er than the national average of 12.1
percent. That is higher than States
with much larger populations, States
such as Florida, New York, Texas,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, or Mas-
sachusetts. It is like I always say: West
Virginia is one of the most patriotic
States in the country.

The best steel comes from the hot-
test fires. We have all been told that.
Well, the fires of the Civil War trans-
formed West Virginia from a fragile
hope to a well-tempered, steely reality,
dedicated to the ideals of the Declara-
tion of Independence and guarantees of
the U.S. Constitution. But West Vir-
ginia is great because our people are
great—mountaineers who will always
be free. We are tough, independent, in-
ventive, and honest. Our character is
shaped by the wilderness of our State,
its rushing streams, its boundless blue
skies, its divine forests, and its majes-
tic mountains.

Our home is, in the words of the best-
selling novelist James Alexander
Thom, ‘‘a place for health and high
spirits, where one’s first look out the
cabin door every morning [makes] the
heart swell up.”” Thom wrote of our
magnetic land as it existed long before
it achieved statehood, but his words
ring just as true of today’s West Vir-
ginia. They pay homage to a State of
natural beauty, world-class outdoor
recreation, year-round festivals, an-
cient crafts, rich culture, strong tradi-
tion, industry, and trade. It is a place
of coal mines and card tables, racing
horses and soaring eagles, Rocket Boys
and right stuff test pilots, sparkling
lakes and magical mountains, breath-
taking backcountry and barbecue
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joints, golf and the Greenbrier, battle-
fields and big-time college football,
college towns and small towns that are
pure Americana. It is a place of power,
pulse, and passion. It is the special
place we call West Virginia, the special
place we call home.

I admit we have had our ups and
downs and setbacks and triumphs. We
have had some pretty famous family
feuds—a few you might have heard of—
and life can be tough sometimes. But
the spirit of West Virginia has never
been broken, and it never will. I
learned that a long time ago growing
up in a small coal-mining town of hard-
working men and women called Farm-
ington, WV. When things got tough,
they got tougher.

It is as if we still hear the words of
Francis Pierpont to the delegates to
the Second Wheeling Convention in
1861 as they debated whether to secede
from Virginia. Pierpont said:

We are passing through a period of gloom
and darkness . . . but we must not despair.
There is a just God who rides upon the whirl-
wind and directs the storm.

It is as if we still hear the words of
President John F. Kennedy from the
rain-soaked steps of the State capitol
in Charleston during our State’s cen-
tennial celebration. President Kennedy
said:

The sun does not always shine in West Vir-
ginia, but the people always do.

We are West Virginians. Even in the
darkness and the gloom, we look to a
just God who directs the storm. We are
West Virginians. We are the 35th State
of these United States. We are West
Virginians, and like the brave, loyal
patriots who made West Virginia the
35th star on Old Glory, our love of God
and country and family and State is
unshakable, and that is well worth
celebrating every year.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President, if
the Senator will yield, that was won-
derful. I am sorry more of us weren’t
hear to hear those words.

The Senator holds the seat once held
for many, many year by Robert Byrd,
who until maybe this month was the
longest serving person in the history of
our country to serve in Congress. I
think the record was just eclipsed by
JOHN DINGELL from Michigan—a most
worthy successor.

The Senator from West Virginia
knows there is another notable West
Virginian who is rising now to national
prominence to serve our country as the
new Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. She grew up in Hin-
ton, WV, graduated from Hinton High
School, played on the girls basketball
team, and her name is Sylvia Mathews
Burwell.

So West Virginia is a State that has
produced certainly a lot of coal, a lot
of natural resources, but also a lot of
good people and a lot of good leaders.
And this Senator came to us from West
Virginia having been a two-term Gov-
ernor and chairman of the National
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Governors Association, and I know he
is marked maybe for greatness—maybe
for greatness. And I think his wife has
a birthday tomorrow; West Virginia
has a birthday the day after tomorrow.

Mr. MANCHIN. Hers is the 20th also.

Mr. CARPER. The fact is that West
Virginia sort of separated itself from
Virginia, and about 237 years ago this
past Saturday, the State of Delaware
gave Pennsylvania its independence. It
is quite common to talk about what is
Delaware and what is not Delaware—
Pennsylvania and Delaware were joined
at the hip—but as I said, on June 15,
1776, Delaware gave Pennsylvania its
independence and also declared our
independence from the tyranny of the
British throne. But here we are 5 days
later celebrating West Virginia giving
Virginia its independence, and now
they are on their own and making us
all proud.

Mr. MANCHIN. I know the Senator
from Delaware was also, like myself,
born in West Virginia. And when we
think about all the famous people who
have come from West Virginia, we
think about the men with the right
stuff—Charles Yeager, General Yeager,
who broke the sound barrier in 1947; we
think about the Rocket Boys and the
movie ‘‘October Sky.”” We think about
the Hatfield and McCoy feud—a couple
of feuds we have had and some might
say are still going on; and we think
about the logo for the National Basket-
ball Association. Jerry West is the per-
son dribbling the basketball. That is
his picture. That is the logo. So we
think about so many contributions,
but most important of all the people in
West Virginia and all over this great
country have contributed to who we
are today, and I am a proud West Vir-
ginian through and through.

Mr. CARPER. If I could add, Madam
President, every Sunday night I turn
on the radio to WNCN to hear simul-
cast across the country West Virginia
Mountain State—it is great music, ec-
lectic music that is wonderful and re-
minds me of home.

I thank the Senator for enabling us
to help him celebrate West Virginia’s
birthday as well.

Mr. MANCHIN. I thank the Chair,
and I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
rise to discuss the report by the Con-
gressional Budget Office that was just
released. This is a long-awaited report,
and we have all been waiting with
bated breath to see what they would
say. The report assesses the economic
and fiscal impact of S. 744, the bipar-
tisan immigration bill being debated
here in the Senate. We are still digest-
ing the report, but at first glance it
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contains some very positive news for
comprehensive immigration reform on
a number of fronts.

At the beginning of our bipartisan
negotiations on this bill, we made an
important promise: Our bill will not
add to the deficit. CBO found that we
kept our promise—and then some. Let
me review some of the top-line findings
of the CBO report.

CBO found our bill decreases Federal
budget deficits by $197 billion over the
2014-2023 period. CBO finds we achieve
about $700 billion in deficit reduction
in the second decade of implementa-
tion, from 2024 to 2033. So the first 10
years, our bill, according to CBO, de-
creases the deficit by $175 billion and in
the second 10 years by $700 billion.

The CBO also released an economic
analysis that found the bill will in-
crease GDP by 3.3 percent in 2023, and
between 5.1 percent and 5.7 percent in
2033.

The second-decade figure on deficit
reduction is quite relevant and remark-
able. Many of the bill’s opponents were
specifically urging the CBO to look at
the second decade in hopes it would
show major costs, but CBO found just
the opposite.

I cannot overstate the significance of
these findings. Simply put, this report
is a huge momentum boost for immi-
gration reform. It debunks the idea
that immigration reform is anything
other than a boon to our economy, and
robs the bill’s opponents of one of their
last remaining arguments.

The report proves once and for all
that immigration reform is not only
right to do to stay true to our Nation’s
principles, it will also boost our econ-
omy, reduce the deficit, and create
jobs. Immigration reform should be a
priority of progressives and conserv-
atives alike.

Madam President, I yield the floor,
and 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. CORNYN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ROSOBORONEXPORT

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
come to the floor to say a few words
about Rosoboronexport, the Russian
State arms dealer which has been sup-
plying the Syrian Government with
deadly weapons and thereby facili-
tating mass murder. Last November I
sponsored an amendment to prohibit
the use of taxpayer dollars in America
to enter into contracts or agreements
with Rosoboronexport. My amendment
had strong bipartisan support, and it
passed unanimously. Yet just yester-
day, as President Obama met with Rus-
sian leader Vladimir Putin at the G8
Summit in Northern Ireland, we
learned the Pentagon signed a
brandnew $572 million contract with
Rosoboronexport to buy MI-17 heli-
copters for the Afghan Army.
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How did the Obama administration
get around the prohibition in my
amendment? They argued that the
Rosoboronexport contract was in our
national security interests. In other
words, they want us to believe we are
promoting U.S. security by doing busi-
ness with a Russian arms dealer who is
helping an anti-American, terror-spon-
soring dictatorship commit mass atroc-
ities. Unbelievable.

Last year the Pentagon agreed to

audit the contract with
Rosoboronexport and make good-faith
efforts to find other procurement

sources for the Afghan military. Now
they are refusing to complete that

audit on the grounds that
Rosoboronexport simply has refused to
cooperate.

Meanwhile, my office has learned

that Army officials within the Non-
Standard Rotary Wing Aviation Divi-
sion, whose primary focus is the Mi-17
program, are the subjects of an ongoing
criminal investigation. This, obvi-
ously, raises troubling questions about
whether the terms of the new Mi-17
procurement contract resulted from
criminal misconduct.

I want to take this opportunity to
say once again that American tax-
payers should not be indirectly sub-
sidizing the murder of Syrian civilians,
especially when there are perfectly
good alternatives to dealing with
Rosoboronexport. If the Pentagon con-
tinues this relationship, it will under-
mine American efforts to stand by the
Syrian people.

I yield the floor.

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. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak
for perhaps up to 20 minutes as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I am here again—I think it is the
36th time—to speak as I do every week
on global climate change, to remind us
that it is time for us to wake up and to
take action to protect our commu-
nities. The risks that we ignore will
not go away on their own. The longer
we remain asleep, the greater the chal-
lenges we leave for our children and
grandchildren. The changes we are al-
ready seeing—rising sea levels, floods,
and erosion, more powerful storms—are
taking their toll in particular on our
aging infrastructure which I would like
to talk about today—our roads, our
bridges, our sewers and water pipes.
This kind of infrastructure is designed
to operate for 50 to 100 years and to
withstand expected environmental con-
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ditions. So what happens if expected
weather and climate patterns change?
Well, they are.

According to the Draft National Cli-
mate Assessment:

U.S. average temperature has increased by
about 1.5 degrees Fahrenheit since 1895; more
than 80% of this increase has occurred since
1980. The most recent decade was the na-
tion’s hottest on record.

We are also getting more precipita-
tion with more and more of our rain
coming in big, heavy downpours. Be-
tween 1958 and 2011, the amount of rain
that fell during individual rainstorms
increased in every region of the coun-
try—up to 45 percent in the Midwest
and 74 percent in our northeast.

Last month the Government Ac-
countability Office issued a report re-
vealing the risks posed to U.S. infra-
structure by climate change. The re-
port—which I requested, along with fi-
nance chairman MAX BAUCUS—shows
we can no longer use historical climate
patterns to plan our infrastructure
projects.

First, limited resources often must
be focused on short-term priorities.
Fixing an unexpected water main
break, for example, won’t usually allow
for upgrades to account for climate
change. And long-term projects that do
include climate change safeguards usu-
ally require more money upfront. That
is GAO’s warning.

GAO also found that local decision-
makers—folks in our home commu-
nities—need more and better climate
information. The faster someone
drives, the better their headlights need
to be, and carbon pollution is accel-
erating changes to our climate and
weather. Our communities need the in-
formation—the headlights—to see
these oncoming changes, and it needs
to be local.

When a bridge is constructed in Cape
Hatteras, it is more helpful to know
how climate change will affect North
Carolina than North America. Thank-
fully, leaders across the country are
waking up to the reality of climate
change and are making evidence-based,
not ideological, decisions about how to
best serve their communities.

This is the Interstate 10 twin span
bridge that crosses Lake Pontchartrain
near New Orleans. During Hurricane
Katrina, the storm surge rocked the
bridge’s 25656-ton concrete bridge spans
off of their piers, twisting many, and
toppling others into the lake. Hurri-
cane Katrina brought the largest storm
surge on record for Lake Pont-
chartrain. Scientists tell us that cli-
mate change loads the dice for these
stronger and more frequent storms. So
the recovery design team decided to
strengthen and raise this bridge. They
made a larger initial investment in
order to reduce maintenance costs in
the future. That is smart planning.

In 2012, Hurricane Isaac was the first
major test for the new bridge, and it
passed. The damage was limited to
road signs and electrical components.
This is the new higher bridge over here
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and that is the old bridge down on the
left there.

To the south, Louisiana State High-
way 1 is the only access road to Port
Fourchon. Senator VITTER, who is from
Louisiana and our ranking member on
the Environment and Public Works
Committee, has told us that 18 percent
of the Nation’s o0il supply Dpasses
through Port Fourchon. It is a pretty
important port, and Highway 1—the
only access road to it—is closed on av-
erage 3% days a year due to flooding,
according to GAO. NOAA scientists
project that within 15 years portions of
Louisiana Highway 1 will flood an aver-
age of 30 times each year. State and
local officials raised 11 miles of High-
way 1 by more than 22 feet. So when
Hurricane Isaac brought a 6% foot
storm surge up the gulf, those raised
portions were unaffected.

Up north in Milwaukee, WI, the met-
ropolitan sewerage district spent $3 bil-
lion in 1993 to increase the capacity of
its sewer system based on historical
rainfall records dating back to the
1960s. But extreme rainstorms in the
Midwest have changed drastically. Mil-
waukee experienced a 100-year storm 3
years in a row. Milwaukee experienced
100-year storms in 2008, again in 2009,
and again in 2010. The University of
Wisconsin projects these storms will be
even more common in the future, so
Milwaukee took steps to improve the
ability of nearby natural areas like
wetlands to absorb the extra runoff
from rainstorms. This eased the pres-
sure on the city’s wastewater system.

The GAO infrastructure report also
found that areas recently hit by a nat-
ural disaster tend to get proactive
about adaptation. I think it is easy to
see how getting clobbered by a hurri-
cane will help people to rethink their
emergency preparedness. But waiting
for disaster is not risk management,
and we can and must do better.

In my home State of Rhode Island,
local leaders are wide awake to climate
change. For instance, North Kingstown
is a municipality with planners who
have taken the best elevation data
available and modeled expected sea-
level rise as well as sea-level rise plus
3 feet of storm surge. By combining
these with the models and maps that
show the roads, emergency routes,
water treatment plants, and estuaries,
the town can better plan its transpor-
tation, conservation, and relocation
projects.

Last week, North Kingstown’s efforts
were recognized by a grant from the
EPA and will be a model for commu-
nities throughout the country.

Other coastal States face many of
the same risks we are facing in Rhode
Island—none more than Florida. A
study of sea-level rise on U.S. coasts
found that in Florida more than 1.5
million residents and almost 900,000
homes would be affected by 3 feet of
sea-level rise. Both numbers, 1.5 mil-
lion residents and almost 900,000
homes, are almost double any other
State in the Nation.
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These maps show what 3 feet of sea-
level rise means for Miami-Dade Coun-
ty in southeastern Florida. The map on
the left shows the current elevation in
southern Miami-Dade compared to 3
feet of sea-level rise shown here on the
right. The blue regions, which are
green here, are the regions that have
gone underwater with 3 feet of sea-level
rise. They would lose acres and acres of
land. This nuclear power station and
this wastewater treatment plant are
virtually cut off from dry land.

And the flooding won’t just be along
the coast; low-lying inland areas are
also at risk. That is because in Florida,
particularly in the Miami metropolitan
area, the buildings are built on lime-
stone. Florida stands on a limestone
geological base, and limestone is po-
rous. Up in New England, we can build
levees and other structures to hold the
water back. In Miami, they would be
building those structures on a geologi-
cal sponge. The water will seep under
and through the porous limestone.

Rising seas don’t just threaten south-
ern Florida. According to the American
Security Project, Eglin Air Force Base
on the Florida panhandle coast, which
is the largest Air Force base in the
world, is one of the five most vulner-
able U.S. military installations be-
cause of its vulnerability to storm
surges, sea-level rise, and saltwater in-
trusion.

Responsible Floridians looking at
these projections have decided to take
action. Four counties in Florida—
Miami-Dade, Palm Beach, Broward,
and Monroe—have formed the South-
east Florida Regional Climate Change
Compact. Using the best available
science, they have assessed the vulner-
ability of south Florida’s communities
to sea-level rise. In their four counties
in Florida alone, a 1-foot rise in sea
level would endanger approximately $4
billion in property—just in those four
counties. A 3-foot sea-level rise would
endanger approximately $31 billion in
property.

In Monroe County, 3 of the 4 hos-
pitals, two-thirds of the schools, and 71
percent of emergency shelters are in
danger by a 1-foot rise. That is a lot of
infrastructure at risk.

Together, these Florida counties,
which are led both by Republicans and
Democrats—this is a bipartisan county
effort in Florida—have adopted a plan
to mitigate property loss, make infra-
structure more resilient, and protect
those essential community structures
such as hospitals, schools, and emer-
gency shelters.

This past October, those member
counties signed a 5-year plan with 110
different action items, including ef-
forts to make infrastructure more re-
silient, reduce the threats to vital eco-
systems, help farmers adapt, increase
renewable energy capacity, and edu-
cate their public about the threat of
climate to Florida. Looking at all of
those risks to Florida and looking at
the bipartisan action taken by those
county leaders in Florida, I have to
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ask: If you are a Member of Congress
from Florida, how can you credibly
deny climate change?

Studies show about 95 percent of cli-
mate scientists think climate change
is really happening and humans really
are contributing to it. About 5 percent
disagree or aren’t so sure. Can Florid-
ians here in Congress really take the 5-
percent bet? Does that seem smart,
cautious, prudent, and responsible?
This is the only Florida we have, and
the Sunshine State is ground zero for
sea-level rise. It is long past time for
us to act on climate change, but it is
not too late to be ready and it is not
too late to be smart in Florida and
elsewhere. In Florida, and in other
States, infrastructure has to be de-
signed for and adapted to the climate
changes we can foresee.

I thank the Government Account-
ability Office for this report. Nature
could not be giving us clearer warn-
ings. Whatever higher power gave us
our advanced human capacity for per-
ception, calculation, analysis, deduc-
tion, and foresight has laid out before
us more than enough information for
us to make the right decisions. Fortu-
nately, these human capacities provide
us everything we need to act respon-
sibly on this information if only we
will awaken.

I yield the floor and note the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1255

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
rise this evening to discuss an amend-
ment I have filed to the immigration
bill. It is Senate amendment No. 1255.
It would ensure that the funding for an
important border security program
known as Operation Stonegarden con-
tinues to be allocated by the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security based on
risk. Without my amendment, 90 per-
cent of the $50 million in funding for
this program awarded annually would
be earmarked for the southwest border.
What I am proposing is that we not put
a percentage in the bill but, rather,
allow for a risk-based assessment of
where Operation Stonegarden monies
would best be spent. This program has
been extraordinarily successful in my
State of Maine. It has helped Federal,
county, State, and local law enforce-
ment to pool their resources and work
together to help secure our border.

While the southwest border is much
more likely to make the evening news,
we must not forget about our northern
border. As the Department of Home-
land Security pointed out when it re-
leased its first northern border strat-
egy in June 2012: ‘“The U.S.-Canadian
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border is the longest common border in
the world” and it presents ‘‘unique se-
curity challenges based on geography,
weather, and the immense volume of
trade and travel.”

According to a report released by the
GAO in 2010, the Border Patrol had sit-
uational awareness of only 25 percent
of the 4,000-mile northern border and
operational control of only 32 miles—
less than 1 percent. We will hear those
terms discussed a lot during the debate
on immigration with respect to the
southwest border. I think it is impor-
tant that we not forget we also have a
4,000-mile northern border.

This lack of situational awareness
and operational control is especially
troubling because as GAO has observed:
“DHS reports that the terrorist threat
on the northern border is actually
higher [than the southern border],
given the large expansive area with
very limited law enforcement cov-
erage.”’

In the same report, GAO noted that
the maritime border on the Great
Lakes and rivers is vulnerable to use
by small vessels as a conduit for the
potential smuggling and exploitation
by terrorists, alien smuggling, traf-
ficking of illicit drugs, and other con-
traband and criminal activity. Also,
the northern border’s waterways fre-
quently freeze during the winter and
can be easily crossed by foot, vehicle,
or snowmobile. The northern air border
is also vulnerable to low-flying aircraft
that, for example, smuggle drugs by en-
tering U.S. airspace from Canada.

Additionally, Customs and Border
Protection reports that further threats
result from the fact that the northern
border is exploited by well-organized
smuggling operations which can poten-
tially also support the movement of
terrorists and their weapons.

There is also, regrettably, significant
criminal activity on the northern bor-
der. In the same report, GAO noted
that in fiscal year 2010 DHS has re-
ported spending nearly $3 billion in its
efforts to interdict and investigate ille-
gal northern border activity, annually
making approximately 6,000 arrests and
interdicting approximately 40,000
pounds of illegal drugs at and between
the northern border ports of entry.

The Operation Stonegarden grant
program is an effective resource for ad-
dressing security concerns on our
northern, southern, western, and coast-
al borders. Over the past 4 years, ap-
proximately $247 million in Operation
Stonegarden funds has been allocated
to 19 border States using a risk-based
analysis for determining the alloca-
tions rather than the formula-based
analysis that is included in this immi-
gration bill.

Earmarking 90 percent of funding
from Operation Stonegarden to the
southwest border is ill-advised. Oper-
ation Stonegarden grants should be
used to help secure our northern,
southern, and coastal borders by fund-
ing joint operations between the Bor-
der Patrol and State, county, and local
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law enforcement. These joint oper-
ations can act as a force multiplier in
areas that would otherwise be un-
guarded altogether.

My amendment would ensure that
DHS continues to have the flexibility
it needs to make risk-informed deci-
sions about where Operation
Stonegarden funds will best serve the
security of our Nation’s borders.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I hope it will be
brought up at some point tomorrow.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
amendments be in order to be called up
and that they not be subject to modi-
fication or division, with the exception
of the technical modifications to the
Merkley and Paul amendments con-
tained in this agreement: Manchin No.
1268; Pryor No. 1298; Merkley No. 1237,
as modified with the changes at the
desk; Boxer No. 1240; Reed No. 1224;
Cornyn No. 1251; Lee No. 1208; Paul No.
1200, as modified with the changes at
the desk; Heller No. 1227; and Cruz No.
1320; finally, that no second-degree
amendments be in order to any of these
amendments prior to votes in relation
to the amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, we now
have these amendments in order and
we will work with all the parties to see
if we can have some way of proceeding
to set up votes. I would hope we can
work something out so we do not have
to do procedural things to try to get
rid of them. We are going to do our ut-
most. I appreciate everyone’s coopera-
tion getting this long list of amend-
ments so we can start voting on them.

I think it would be a pretty fair as-
sumption that we are not going to have
any votes tonight on these amend-
ments. We will work something out to-
morrow. It is about 7 o’clock and we
still have a little more work to do on
other issues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

LUIS RESTREPO CONFIRMATION

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise
this evening to make some brief com-
ments regarding a judicial nominee we
voted on yesterday—one of two—Judge
Luis Restrepo from Philadelphia, from
the southeastern corner of Pennsyl-
vania.

I rise tonight because my train was
late last night so I was not able to
make some comments about his nomi-
nation, his qualifications, prior to the
vote. But I was honored that he re-
ceived the vote of the Senate last
night.

I also rise because it is timely in an-
other way because we are considering
immigration reform. I was on the floor
last week talking about yet another ju-
dicial nominee from Pennsylvania—
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now a judge, as of last week. Judge
Nitza Quinones, who is a native of
Puerto Rico, came to this country
after her education and became a law-
yver and an advocate, and then, ulti-
mately, a judge for more than two dec-
ades now, and now will serve on the
Federal District Court for the Eastern
District of Pennsylvania.

So it is true of now Judge Restrepo.
A native of Colombia, Judge Restrepo
became a U.S. citizen in 1993. He earned
a bachelor of arts degree from the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania in 1981 and a
juris doctor degree from Tulane Uni-
versity’s School of Law in 1986.

He is highly regarded by lawyers and
members of the bench. He exhibits an
extraordinary command of the law and
legal principles, as well as a sense of
fairness, sound judgment, and integ-
rity.

Judge Restrepo has served as a mag-
istrate judge for the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Penn-
sylvania since June of 2006.

Prior to his judicial appointment, he
was a highly regarded lawyer and a
founding member of the Kreasner &
Restrepo firm in Philadelphia, concen-
trating on both civil rights litigation
as well as criminal defense work.

He served as an assistant Federal de-
fender with the Community Federal
Defender for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania from 1990 to 1993, and as
an assistant defender at the Defender
Association of Philadelphia from 1987
to 1990.

An adjunct professor at Temple Uni-
versity’s James E. Bensley School of
Law, he was also an adjunct professor
at the University of Pennsylvania
School of Law from 1997 to 2009 and has
taught with the National Institute for
Trial Advocacy in regional and na-
tional programs since 1992.

I know the Presiding Officer knows
something about being a law professor
and the demands of that job and the de-
mands of being an advocate.

I think anyone who looks at Judge
Restrepo’s biography and background
would agree he is more than prepared
to be a Federal district judge, and I am
grateful that the Senate confirmed
him.

Finally, Judge Restrepo has also
served on the board of governors of the
Philadelphia Bar Association and is a
past president of the Hispanic Bar As-
sociation of Pennsylvania.

So for all those reasons and more, 1
believe he is not only ready to be a
Federal judge, but I am also here to ex-
press gratitude for his confirmation
and for the vote in the Senate.

As we consider immigration reform,
we should be ever inspired by the sto-
ries we hear from not only judges who
are nominated and confirmed here, but
others as well who come to this coun-
try, who work hard, who learn a lot,
and want to give back to their country
by way of public service. Judge
Restrepo, this week, and Judge
Quinones, last week, are two fine ex-
amples of that.
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With that, Madam President, I yield
the floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
the prime sponsor, I suppose, of the im-
migration bill before us—this 1,000-
page document—Senator SCHUMER, an-
nounced earlier today, based on the
Congressional Budget Office report,
that lower deficits were promised, and
that the bill, indeed, produces lower
deficits. I do not believe that is an ac-
curate statement, and I will share with
you some of my concerns about that.

We have been through this before,
where the budget numbers, in reality,
have been utilized in a way that is not
healthy, and it creates a false impres-
sion of what is occurring here.

Secondly, I do not know that he
talked about this—I doubt he did—the
CBO report is explicit. Under this legis-
lation, if it were to pass, the wages of
American workers will fall for the next
12 years. They will be lower than the
inflation rate. They will decline from
the present unacceptably low rate, and
continue to decline for 12 years, ac-
cording to this report. That alone
should cause us to defeat this bill.

We have been told it is going to cre-
ate prosperity and growth, but what it
is going to produce is more unemploy-
ment, as this report explicitly states.
It is going to produce lower wages for
Americans, as this report explicitly
states. And it is going to increase the
deficit.

So I think we need to have an under-
standing here that something very se-
rious is afoot: to suggest that you can
bring in millions of new workers to
take jobs in the United States at a
time of record unemployment and that
will not impact wages, that will not
make unemployment go up, goes be-
yond all common sense.

Dr. Borjas at Harvard has absolutely
proven through peer-reviewed research
that that is exactly what is going to
happen. Wages go down, as they have
been going down, and unemployment
will go up. So this report confirms
that.

I will read some of the things that
are in it.

I am on page 7 of ‘““The Economic Im-
pact of S. 744, the Border Security,
Economic Opportunity, and Immigra-
tion Modernization Act.”

S. T44 would allow significantly more
workers with low skills and with high skills
to enter the United States—. . . .

No doubt about that. They say it is a
move to merit-based immigration. But
it is not a move to merit-based immi-
gration. It increases low-skill workers
substantially, as well as increasing
other workers.
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Taking into account all of those flows of
new immigrants, CBO and JCT [Joint Tax]
expect that a greater number of immigrants
with lower skills than with higher skills
would be added to the workforce. . . .

In other words, another group com-
ing in, more lower skilled than higher
skilled, just as I indicated and other
commentators have indicated pre-
viously.

The report said this:

Slightly pushing down the average wage of
the labor force as a whole.

Pushing down the wage of the labor force
as a whole. But they go on to say this. Get
this. The next sentence:

However, CBO and Joint Tax expect that
currently unauthorized workers——

Illegal workers, in other words——
who attain legal status under 744 will see an
increase in their wages.

So I think this underestimates, if
you read the report carefully, the ad-
verse impact that the flow of workers
will have on the wages of American
workers and lawful immigrants who
are here today. But at any rate, it is
clear that is so.

It goes on to say this, dramatically,
I suggest:

The average wage would be lower than
under current law over the first dozen years.
CBO estimates that it would increase unem-
ployment for at least 7 years.

So this is supposed to be good for the
people we represent? Of course, I would
like to ask our colleagues to think
carefully about our duty. Who is it we
represent in this body? What kind of
responsibilities do we have to decent,
hard-working Americans who experts
have told us have seen their wages de-
cline every year, virtually, since 1999.

Wages have declined by as much as 8
percent since 2009 for a number of rea-
sons. One of the reasons, according to
Professor Borjas, is that immigration
is already pulling down wages by as
much as 40 percent. So this will add to
the problem.

This report said, quite clearly, un-
equivocally, it is going to increase un-
employment, and it is going to pull
down wages. That is exactly the wrong
thing that ought to be happening at
this time. How in the world can we jus-
tify passing a bill that hammers the
American working man and woman
who is out trying to feed a family, get
a job, that has a little retirement, a
little health care, some money to be
able to take care of the family, and
hammer them with additional adverse
economic impacts?

I suggest to you this is not a report
that in any way justifies advancing
this legislation. Let me just take a mo-
ment. I wrestle with these numbers. I
see the Presiding Officer who is on the
Budget Committee understands these
numbers. They say it pays down the
deficit. Let me show you what it really

says. This is the way they double
counted the money to justify
ObamacCare.

Basically, they created, through cuts
in Medicare, savings and they length-
ened the life of Medicare, but they
claim they used that same money to
fund ObamaCare. At one point, Mr. El-
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mendorf, the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, who wrote
this said it was double counting the
money. You cannot use the same
money to fund ObamaCare and use that
same money to strengthen Medicare.
How simple is that?

We are talking about hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in double counting of
the money. That is what is happening
in here. Look at this report. Impact on
the deficit over the 10-year period, 2014
to 2023, the budget deficit would in-
crease by $14.2 billion. The debt would
increase by $14.2 billion. But then they
say the off-budget money would de-
crease the deficit by $211 billion.

My colleague, Senator SCHUMER, said
this is all great. We have a big surplus
now. We have $200 billion in the off-
budget account. But what is that
money?

What is that money? That is the pay-
roll taxes. That is your Social Security
payment and your Medicare payment.
When more of the illegal aliens come in
and get a Social Security number and
pay Social Security and Medicare, the
money comes into the government. All
right? But is it free to be spent on
bridges and roads and aircraft and sala-
ries for Congressmen and Senators? No.

This is money that is dedicated to
Social Security and Medicare. This is
the trust fund money that goes to So-
cial Security and Medicare. Yes, when
people are legalized, they will pay
more $Social Security and Medicare
taxes on their payroll, but it is going
to that fund to pay for their retirement
and their health care when they retire.
You cannot use that money. You can-
not spend the money today and pretend
it is going to be there to pay for their
retirement when they retire.

They are going to pay into Medicare.
They are going to pay into Social Secu-
rity. They are going to draw out Social
Security and Medicare when they reach
the right age. What we know is, as Mr.
Elmendorf indicates, as I have said re-
peatedly, most of these individuals are
lower income, lower skilled workers.
Therefore, what we know is in that re-
gard, the lower skilled workers who
pay into Social Security and Medicare
take out more than they pay in. So
this is not going to be positive, it
seems to me, particularly when you ac-
count for the fact that a lot of people
have scored this, but they have not
scored it from the fact that most of the
workers who will be paying Medicare
and Social Security are lower income
workers and they will be paying the
lower rates. Not a huge difference, but
it is a difference.

So I would contend, I think, without
fear of serious contradiction, although
I expect political contradiction, that
the off-budget money is your Medicare
and Social Security money. See, you
paid into that. The government, if it
takes and spends it, does not have any-
thing now to pay your Social Security
and your Medicare benefits when you
get old. We know it is already actuari-
ally unsound. Those programs are in
danger of defaulting a lot sooner than
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a lot of people think. We need to be
saving these programs, not weakening
them.

So in the short run you get this bub-
ble effect. You get an extra group of
money. Since a lot of the workers are
younger, it will look good on the budg-
et for 10 years. It looks good on the
budget for 10 years, but this is not
money to be spent by the government.
This is money that is dedicated to
their retirement and will be drawn out
by these individuals when they go into
retirement.

So I would suggest that this 10-year
score, 2014 through 2023, shows that the
real impact is a $14.2 billion dollar re-
duction—increase in the deficit of the
United States over 10 years in the gen-
eral fund account. The off-budget sec-
tion says it reduces the deficit by $200
billion. But that money is utilized—it
has to be in the trust fund to be uti-
lized for future payments to these indi-
viduals when they retire. It is not
money we can account for.

The mixing of these two matters is
one of the most dramatic ways this
country has gotten itself into an un-
sound financial course. We have double
counted this money repeatedly. We
have money coming in to Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and we spend it im-
mediately. We pretend it is still there
to pay for someone’s retirement. This
is going to be the same except it is
guaranteed to be a financial loser over
the long run.

Again, I know Senator SANDERS has
talked about this, my colleague from
Vermont. In a free market world, when
you bring in more labor, the wages go
down. I think CBO is probably under-
estimating this, frankly. Professor
Borjas at Harvard, his numbers look
more grim than these. But this is what
they came up with. They have been
trying to do guesswork and tell the
truth the best they can, but they are
getting a lot of pressure from the other
side.

A lot of Members here seem to think
we can just bring in millions of people
and those millions of people will some-
how create more revenue. We are going
to be like Jack Kemp. You know, ev-
erything is wonderful. It is just going
to grow. But we have to be prudent. We
have to be responsible. What we know
is that since at least 1999, the wages of
average American people have not kept
up with inflation. That means those
wages are on a net serious decline.

Professor Borjas says it declined by 8
percent. That is very real. My Demo-
cratic colleagues used to be very crit-
ical when it was President Bush be-
cause it was all his fault that wages
were not keeping up with inflation,
people were being hurt. So now they do
not talk about that anymore. If they
do, they blame it on President Bush
even though he has been gone 5 or 6
years.

The reality is, I came to believe there
is truth to this. It is not just a tem-
porary cyclical thing that workers’
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wages have not been Kkeeping up. I
think it is something deeper than that.
I think it is several things. Businesses
are getting very intent on reducing the
number of employees they have to
produce certain products and widgets.
They are getting far more efficient. So
we are making more widgets with less
people.

If you go into plants like I do, you
see these incredible robotics where you
get dramatic improvements of produc-
tivity for widgets with less people. This
creates, in some ways, unemployment.

Last month we had a moderate in-
crease in jobs in May, but there was an
8,000-job reduction in manufacturing.
The increase was in service industries
like restaurants and bars and that kind
of thing. The increase was also tem-
porary. So this is not healthy. You
have this unhealthy trend out there
when you bring in large amounts of
labor, a majority of which the CBO
says is low skilled, and you are ham-
mering the American worker.

Further, Peter Kirsanow, one of the
outstanding members of the U.S. Com-
mission on Civil Rights, along with
Abigail Thernstrom, a brilliant lady
who has written on these matters over
the years, they wrote a letter recently
that warned that passage of this bill
will harm poor people in America, par-
ticularly African Americans.

They said they had hearings on this
matter. They have had the best econo-
mists come and testify. They studied
those reports. They say not a single
one of the economists they dealt with
denied that the wages would be pulled
down or unemployment would go up.

That is what CBO told us today: Un-
employment will go up, wages will go
down. We have good Republican col-
leagues and they cannot conceive that
we are in such a circumstance. They
just believe growth is always good, and
if you bring in more people you will
have more growth. That is correct.

Let me tell you the brutal truth
based on the in-depth analysis by Pro-
fessor Borjas at Harvard. He says the
prosperity, the growth enures to the
benefit of the manufacturers, of the
employers who use a lot of low-skilled
labor. Their income will go up, but the
average wage of the average working
person will go down. That is what large
flows of immigration will do when
there is high unemployment.

Peter Kirsanow, a member of the
Civil Rights Commission, in his letter,
said that it is absolutely false that we
have a shortage of low-skilled labor. He
says we have a glut of low-skilled
labor. The facts show that.

The number of people employed in
the workforce today has reached the
level of the 1970s. That was before
women were going into the workplace.
As a percentage of the American popu-
lation, the percentage of people who
actually have a job today has been fall-
ing steadily, and it has now hit the
level of the 1970s. Now they are going
to bring in all these masters of the uni-
verse, these geniuses who have this
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plan that somehow is going to fix ev-
erything. We will just bring in more
people.

We had a Senator today say that it is
going to increase wages. How can that
be? What economic study shows that?
Not any, to my knowledge. CBO says—
wages are going to fall. Unemployment
is going to go up, and it is not going to
fix our deficit either.

I feel very strongly that we have to
put on a realistic hat. We are going to
have to ask ourselves: Whom do we rep-
resent? Are we representing a political
idea that is going to bring in more
votes? Are we representing people who
entered the country illegally? Are
those our first priority? Do we have
any obligation to the people who fight
our wars, raise our next generation of
children, try to do the right thing, pay
their taxes, want to be able to have a
decent job, a decent retirement plan,
have a vacation every now and then,
and have a health care plan they can
afford? Don’t we owe them that?
Shouldn’t that be our primary respon-
sibility right now? I think it is. I think
that is our primary responsibility.

One says: Well, don’t you care about
people who are here illegally?

I say: Yes, I care about them. I care
about them deeply.

I think we can work on this situation
to not be in a position to say we are
going to deport all of those who are
here illegally. We can treat people
compassionately. We are going to do
the right thing about that.

In the future, should we have a work
flow every year in that doubles the
amount of guest workers who come in
for the sole purpose of working and not
becoming an immigrant, and should we
increase the annual legal flow of immi-
grants from 1 million a year to 1.5 mil-
lion a year, increasing it 50 percent? Is
that what good legislation would do? I
mean, how did this happen?

Thomas Sowell, a Hoover Institution
scholar and economist at Stanford Uni-
versity, says there are three interests
out here. One is the immigrants. They
win. This report says their salaries go
up. The other one is the politicians.
They have it all figured out. They have
written a bill that they think serves
their political interests. The question
is, Who is representing the national in-
terests? Who is representing the Amer-
ican people’s interests? Were they in
these rooms when the chamber of com-
merce was there, La Raza was there,
the Dbusiness groups, agricultural
groups, the labor unions and Mr.
TrumKka were there dividing up the pie,
making sure their interests were pro-
tected? Who was defending the inter-
ests of the dutiful worker who is out
trying to find a job today?

There was a report in the New York
Times last week about an event in
Queens. Apparently, there was a group
of jobs that were going to be offered as
elevator repair personnel in New York.
The line started forming 5 days in ad-
vance. People brought their tents, they
brought their food, they brought their
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sleeping bags, and they waited in line
for days to be able to get a job as an el-
evator repair person. We have people
saying these are jobs Americans won’t
do. That Americans won’t work, and
that’s why we need more labor.

Well, I always cut my own grass
when I am home, but I am up here a
lot, so there is a group that comes and
cuts my grass in Mobile. These were
two African-American gentlemen in
their 40’s. They came out, did a great
job in the heat in Alabama, and took
care of my yard.

What is this—jobs Americans won’t
do? They want a job that has a retire-
ment plan. They want a job that has
some permanency to it. They want a
job that has a decent wage. Americans
will work, and all hard work should be
honored.

I will acknowledge that in seasonal
work, temporary work, certain -cir-
cumstances, we could develop a good
migrant guest worker program that
could serve this. Maybe in different
times, if unemployment is low, we
could justify bringing in even more
workers than you would expect. But at
a time of high unemployment, we have
low participation in the workforce, and
we ought to be careful about bringing
in large amounts of labor that pleases
rich businesses and manufacturing and
agribusiness groups but doesn’t nec-
essarily protect the honest, decent, le-
gitimate interests of American work-
ers. I think they are being forgotten
too often in this process.

I wanted to push back to that. This
report might look like it’s saying that
we are creating a service and we are re-
ducing the debt. In one sense, on the
on-budget analysis, the way we do our
accounting around here, that impres-
sion is certainly created. It is a false
impression, and it is that false under-
standing of the reality of the on-budget
and off-budget accounting of revenue
to America that has gotten us fun-
damentally in the problem we are now
facing.

Again, I repeat, the on-budget deficit,
according to the CBO report, goes up
over 10 years by $14 billion. It claims,
though, that the deficit drops on the
off-budget. Remember, that money is
obligated. That is your withholding.
That is your FICA. That is your Social
Security, Medicare—withholdings on
your paycheck. It goes up there, and it
has been set aside for you, for your re-
tirement, for your medical care when
you are elderly. It is not available for
us to spend today willy-nilly.

And we think we have now created a
circumstance where billions of dollars
are being double-counted. Can you
imagine that? That is what we are
doing in this country. We are counting
trillions of dollars—really double-
counting it. Money that comes in we
count in a unified budget as income to
the budget, but it is dedicated income.
We owe the people who paid it into
their Social Security check, their
Medicare coverage. It is owed to them.

What we know is that when you have
particularly lower—well, the whole
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program is unsustainable, but particu-
larly the lower income workers pay in
less than they will eventually take out
over a lifetime. Adding all of these
workers into the Social Security and
Medicare system, where they pay in,
will not place us on a sound path.

Again, we need to be honest about
where we are. The numbers do not look
good. This Congress needs to wrestle
with how to deal compassionately with
the people who have been here a long
time. We need to do it in a right way,
but we have a responsibility, a finan-
cial duty to the people who sent us
here to manage their money wisely and
not make our financial situation worse
than it is today. We have an obligation
to try to figure out a way to reverse
the steady, long-term trend of wage de-
cline for millions of American workers.
It needs to be getting better. What this
report says is that if this bill is passed,
this immigration bill is passed, it will
make the long-term wage situation of
Americans worse. How wrong a direc-
tion could that be?

Look, if we let the labor market get
a little tighter, we are going to find
businesses that are willing to pay more
to get a good worker. That is the free
market. These business guys don’t
mind trying—Walmart seeks the very
lowest priced product it can get,
whether it is China or the United
States. They are ruthless about it. It is
free market, we say. We value it. OK,
we support free market. But if there is
a labor shortage, why shouldn’t the la-
boring man be able to get a little high-
er wage for a change around here? This
large flow of immigration will impact,
adversely, their ability to find a job—
unemployment will go up, according to
the report—and we’ll get a decrease in
wages.

I yield the floor.

e Mr. INHOFE. Madam President,
today I would like to indicate support
for two amendments I cosponsored and
were introduced by Senator THUNE and
Senator VITTER.

The first is amendment No. 1197 in-
troduced by Senator THUNE. Border se-
curity should be the number one pri-
ority in any immigration discussion,
and building this fence which is al-
ready required by law will help in that
endeavor.

The second is Amendment No. 1228
introduced by Senator VITTER. This re-
quires that the biometric border check-
in and check-out system be fully im-
plemented prior to any legal status
being granted to an illegal alien. Our
national and economic security de-
pends on us knowing who is in our
country, and this amendment will help
achieve that goal.

While I strongly disagree with grant-
ing amnesty to those who broke the
law, on the chance that this bill passes
I want to make sure that amendments
like the two of these are included in
the final legislation.e

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. KAINE. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning business
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HEITKAMP). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

————
TRIBUTE TO ARNOLD LEE WATSON

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I rise today to honor and pay tribute to
a selfless Kentuckian, Mr. Arnold Lee
Watson of Letcher County, KY. Watson
voluntarily devotes his time and skills
to raise money for the Veterans Pro-
gram Trust Fund.

Mr. Watson is the father-in-law of
Letcher County Clerk Winston Meade.
Together they have created a service
that is becoming popular among many
Kentucky counties. As license plates
are dropped off in the Letcher County
office, Watson turns the old plates into
pieces of art. Meade and Watson build
and sell license plate birdhouses state-
wide in an effort to raise money for
veterans’ homes in eastern, central,
and western Kentucky.

Meade first saw these birdhouses
after he purchased two at a meeting
with the Kentucky County Clerks As-
sociation. Mr. Watson is retired and
saw that he could spend time making
birdhouses to raise money for H A.V.E,
or Help A Veteran Everyday. His inter-
est in helping veterans is inspired by
his brothers, all who have served our
country.

Help a Veteran Everyday, or H.A.V.E,
is a program that was adopted in 2005
by the County Clerks of Kentucky.
Across the Commonwealth, counties
are taking actions to collect donations
for the organization which helps ensure
that Kentucky’s 339,000 veterans are
provided for.

I ask unanimous consent that an ar-
ticle from a local publication extolling
the work of Mr. Watson be printed in
the RECORD. Since this article was pub-
lished, Watson has built more than
7,000 birdhouses and raised $140,000 in
proceeds for Kentucky veterans. In ad-
dition, he placed third in an arts-and-
crafts competition at the Kentucky
State Fair in 2010.

Mr. Arnold Lee Watson’s dedication
and hard work not only helped Letcher
County raise the most funds across the
State, but also provided Kentucky vet-
erans with the support and benefits
they deserve.

‘““He loves working on them,” Meade
said of Watson in regard to building
the license plate birdhouses.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Mountain Eagle, Jan. 21, 2009]

TURNING OLD PLATES INTO $$$
(By Sally Barto)

If old newspapers can be used to line bird-
cages, then old license plates can be used to
build birdhouses—about five a day, in the
case of one Letcher County man.
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Arnold Lee Watson has been building bird-
houses using old license plates as a roof,
then selling them to raise money for the
Veterans Program Trust Fund on behalf of
the Letcher County Clerk’s Office.

Watson, of McRoberts, is the father in-law
of Letcher County Clerk Winston Meade. He
decided to begin building the unique and
colorful birdhouses after Meade attended a
meeting of the Kentucky County Clerks As-
sociation and brought home two similar
birdhouses that were made elsewhere.

Watson has made about 50 birdhouses so
far and the clerk’s office has sold 19, with
proceeds going to the Help a Veteran Every-
day, or H.A.V.E. program.

Meade said Watson, who has three brothers
who are veterans, donates the materials and
time used to make the birdhouses.

‘“‘He wanted to do something to help vet-
erans and this is his way to help,” said
Meade.

The birdhouses, which are being sold for
$20 each, are made to resemble a mailbox and
have a painted wooden base with an old li-
cense plate draped over the top.

Depending on the specialty license plates
obtained by Meade, the roofs of the bird-
houses have different themes including na-
ture, colleges, and volunteer fire fighting.
Meade said the most popular style of bird-
house is made using an old University of
Kentucky license plate.

Meade has traveled to several counties
looking for unique plates to use for making
more birdhouses. People can donate old
plates to the clerk’s office for the birdhouse
project.

Selling license plate birdhouses is the lat-
est effort by Meade’s office to raise money
for the H.A.V.E. program. All money raised
through H.A.V.E., created by the Kentucky
County Clerk’s Association, goes to the Ken-
tucky Veterans Program Trust Fund. The
trust fund, established by the Kentucky Gen-
eral Assembly in 1988, helps support projects
and programs for Kentucky veterans.

The Homeless Veterans Transitional
Treatment program in Lexington was estab-
lished with funds from the trust. Money from
the fund was also used to purchase 10 vans
for the Disabled American Veterans organi-
zation, to purchase land for a state veterans
cemetery, and to enhance state veterans’
nursing homes.

“Every penny is spent on the veterans,”
said Meade. ‘‘None of it is spent on salaries
or anything like that.”

Meade was named 2008 clerk of the year for
the H.A.V.E. program for his efforts of rais-
ing money for the program.

“This county has raised more money for
the H.A.V.E. fund than any other county in
the state,” said Meade. ‘T was real honored
to receive this. I give the girls in the office
the credit for the funds they have raised for
H.AV.E.”

The clerk’s office hosted a golf scramble at
Raven Rock Golf Course in September in
which funds raised from the scramble were
used to finance a Christmas party for the
East Kentucky Veterans’ Center in Hazard.
During that time, the center served seven
residents from Letcher County.

When people purchase the veterans’ spe-
cialty license plate, $6 of the cost of the
plate goes into the H.A.V.E. fund. The
clerk’s office also welcomes cash donations
to H.A.V.E.

‘“This is one way to give back and to thank
(veterans) for what they have done for us,”
said Meade.

———
TRIBUTE TO MARK AND MICHELE
PANOZZO

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, Eu-
nice Kennedy Shriver, founder of the
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Special Olympics once said, ‘“You are
the stars and the world is watching
you. By your presence, you send a mes-
sage to every village, every city, and
every nation. A message of hope. A
message of victory.”

Today, I would like to recognize a fa-
ther and daughter who are sending
their own message of hope and victory
Mark and Michele Panozzo from Rock-
ford, IL.

Last week, Michele Panozzo was rec-
ognized as the 2013 Outstanding Ath-
lete Award by the Special Olympics of
Illinois. Earlier this year, Michele and
Mark Panozzo were both recognized as
the Northern Illinois Special Olympics
Athlete and Coach of the Year.

This father-daughter duo started
their involvement in the Special Olym-
pics more than 25 years ago when
Michele, who has Down syndrome, was
8 years old. Her first sport was basket-
ball. Over the years she has competed
in a variety of sports, including soft-
ball throw, bowling and bocce.

Her dad, Mark, has been by her side
as her coach the whole time. And it is
not just Michele who Mark helps. He is
also the coach of the Rockford Red
Hots, a team of 45 Special Olympics
athletes from the Rockford region.
Mark and Michele spend nearly every
weekend with the Red Hots, whether at
a competition, a practice, or at social
outings with teammates and their fam-
ilies.

Special Olympics is more than sports
and competitions to Mark and Michele.
It is a community that has welcomed
and befriended them. Mark says he
treasures Special Olympics because of
the smiles he sees on Michele’s face
after a competition, whether she won a
gold medal or finished last. Mark still
proudly shows off a photo of the first
time Michele competed in the Special
Olympics; she was just 8 years old, her
hair was in pigtails and her face was lit
with excitement

Mark has worked for the U.S. Postal
Service for more than 30 years. Years
ago he switched his schedule to work
nights so he could pick up Michele
from school every day. Michele volun-
teers 3 days a week delivering meals to
home-bound seniors, helping at the
food pantry and sorting clothes at the
local donation center.

In July of 1968, the first Special
Olympics Summer Games were held at
Soldier Field in Chicago. Only one
thousand athletes competed. Today, it
is a growing, global movement in more
than 170 countries, serving nearly 3.5
million athletes with intellectual dis-
abilities. In Illinois, Special Olympics
is making a difference in the lives of
21,000 athletes and nearly 40,000 volun-
teers and by organizing 170 competi-
tions each year.

I join the Special Olympics of Illinois
in commending Michele and Mark
Panozzo for their dedication to Special
Olympics. I am sure that Eunice Ken-
nedy Shriver would be proud of what
Michele and Mark have contributed to
the Special Olympics community, and I
am too.
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TRIBUTE TO PIER ODDONE

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, next
month Piermaria Oddone will retire as
the director of Fermi National Accel-
erator Laboratory in Batavia, IL, after
8 years of service in that position. Pier
has led Fermilab through some chal-
lenging times, but he has also led the
lab to many remarkable achievements.

Pier was born in Peru and after earn-
ing degrees from Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology and Princeton Uni-
versity, he worked at Caltech, Law-
rence Berkeley National Laboratory,
and Stanford Linear Accelerator Cen-
ter.

Then in 2005, Pier and his wonderful
wife, Barbara, moved to Fermilab, giv-
ing up the sunny west coast for cold
Chicago winters. They arrived to 6,800-
acres of former farmland that Pier and
the Fermilab team have worked to re-
store to its native prairie. The labora-
tory maintains strong ties with the de-
scendants of the farm families that
once worked the land where Fermilab
now sits, and every summer the fami-
lies are invited to a picnic the lab hosts
for the community.

No other national lab director can
boast of barns and a herd of bison.

An avid photographer, Pier has spent
many weekends walking the lab’s
grounds trying to capture its natural
beauty through the lens. This is one of
the things he has loved most about
Fermilab. Whether raising bison or
maintaining high-tech facilities, Pier
has worked diligently to ensure that
Fermilab continues to attract some of
the best scientists from around the

world.
And it does.
Today, Fermilab is America’s pre-

mier particle physics laboratory, sup-
porting thousands of scientists as they
solve the mysteries of matter, energy,
space, and time.

Fermilab’s mission is to drive dis-
covery in particle physics by building
and operating world-class accelerator
and detector facilities, performing pio-
neering research with global partners,
and transforming technologies for
science and industry.

It has often been said that physicists
build huge, complex machines to study
the tiniest, most basic particles. Well,
Fermilab physicists build facilities and
create new technologies to carry out
discovery science and contribute to
America’s technology base.

During Pier’s tenure as director,
Fermilab launched a new era of sci-
entific research focused on high-inten-
sity particle beams through its cut-
ting-edge muon and neutrino experi-
ments.

Fermilab also pushed forward the
world’s understanding of the dark mat-
ter and dark energy that constitute 96
percent of the universe with its leader-
ship roles in the Sloan Digital Sky
Survey and the state-of-the-art Dark
Energy Camera.

While this work was advancing, more
than 100,000 students, from Kkinder-
garten through high school, were wel-

S4575

comed to the laboratory. Fermilab’s
strong partnership with Illinois schools
and teachers helps achieve their shared
goal of inspiring young people to learn
more about particle physics, environ-
ment, ecology, and accelerator
science—and ultimately encouraging
them to pursue careers in STEM fields.

In addition, Fermilab’s Tevatron par-
ticle collider laid the groundwork for
the discovery of the Higgs particle last
year by developing the technologies
and analysis tools that helped confirm
evidence of the Higgs boson’s existence.

And though the Tevatron has ended
its extraordinary 28-year run, under
Pier’s guidance Fermilab has main-
tained its position at the forefront of
scientific research by serving as the
U.S. hub for more than 1,000 physicists
working at the Large Hadron Collider.

The laboratory contributed Ilarge
magnets and other components key to
the construction of the Large Hadron
Collider and its experiments. Pier even
created a control room at Fermilab so
U.S. scientists can perform experi-
ments at the Collider remotely.

In his last year as director, Fermilab
partnered with the State of Illinois to
construct the Illinois Accelerator Re-
search Center, or I-ARC, which aims to
accelerate the transition of tech-
nologies developed for particle physics
research to other sectors of society.

I-ARC will also assist small busi-
nesses as a test facility, providing
technical expertise in accelerator tech-
nology and serving as a training
ground for the next generation of ac-
celerator scientists and engineers.

Beyond the lab’s accomplishments,
Pier has been awarded many honors in
his own right. He won the Panofsky
Award of the American Physical Soci-
ety for the invention of the Asym-
metric B-Factory, a new kind of par-
ticle collider designed to study the dif-
ference between matter and anti-
matter. He is a fellow of the American
Physical Society and the American
Academy of Arts and Sciences and is
an elected member of the National
Academy of Sciences. And, in case one
was not enough, he also holds an hon-
orary doctorate from the Illinois Insti-
tute of Technology.

Needless to say, it is likely that
Pier’s contributions to particle physics
and to Fermilab will continue to ben-
efit Illinois and the international re-
search community long after he retires
next month.

When asked what he plans to do upon
his retirement, Pier talks about mak-
ing wine on the vineyard he and his
wife own in California.

At one point he even thought of this
as a field of research at Fermilab. He
would try planting grapevines at the
lab, hoping that the heat from the
beam lines would keep the vines warm
enough to survive the winters. This
way, the lab could make wine while
unlocking the mysteries of the uni-
verse. It might not be a bad idea, but
unfortunately he never had any time to
test the experiment.
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Now, after 8 years as director, Pier’s
wine-making skills may be a little
rusty, but I am sure he will be back to
harvesting his Cabernet and Zinfandel
grapes in no time. And I am also sure
that Pier and Barbara will find more
time to spend with their 2-year-old
granddaughter and the rest of their
family.

On behalf of the people of Illinois and
the global community of particle
physicists, I thank Pier for his 8 dedi-
cated years at Fermilab and congratu-
late him on his successful career. I
wish him all the best in his retirement.

————

SMALL BUSINESS DISASTER
REFORM ACT

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
come to speak on S. 415, the ‘“‘Small
Business Disaster Reform Act of 2013.”
As Chair of the Senate Committee on
Small Business and Entrepreneurship,
as well as a senator from a state hard
hit by disasters, I am proud that yes-
terday our committee reported out S.
415 favorably on a bipartisan basis. In
particular, Section 2 of S. 415 modifies
the SBA requirement that borrowers
must use their personal home as collat-
eral for business disaster loans less
than $200,000. This is a very important
provision for businesses impacted by
natural and manmade disasters. For
that reason, I want to provide addi-
tional information on the need to enact
this provision.

In terms of the legislative history of
Section 2, a similar provision passed
the House of Representatives twice in
2009: on October 29, 2009 by a vote of
389-32 as Section 801 of H.R. 3854 and
again by voice vote on November 6, 2009
as Section 2 of H.R. 3743. The same pro-
vision that is in S. 415 passed the Sen-
ate 62-32 on December 28, 2012 as Sec-
tion 501 of H.R. 1, the Hurricane Sandy
Supplemental. However, it was not in-
cluded in H.R. 152, the House-passed
“Disaster Relief Appropriations Act”
that subsequently was enacted into
law. Despite the setback earlier this
year, I remind my colleagues that this
provision has a history of bipartisan
Congressional support and has pre-
viously passed both chambers of Con-
gress.

This Congress, we also have signifi-
cant bipartisan support. S. 415 has six
cosponsors: Senators THAD COCHRAN,
ROGER  WICKER, HEIDI HEITKAMP,
KIRSTEN GILLIBRAND, MARK PRYOR, and
BEN CARDIN. The House companion to
S. 415, H.R. 1974, was introduced by
Representative PATRICK MURPHY last
month and has 11 cosponsors: Reps.
MICK MULVANEY, JUDY CHU, MIKE COFF-
MAN, TED DEUTCH, PETER KING, ALAN
NUNNELEE, DONALD M. PAYNE, Jr.,
CEDRIC RICHMOND, ToM COLE, TREY
RADEL, and FREDERICA WILSON.

While I understand the need to secure
the loans and minimize risk to the tax-
payers; SBA has at its disposal mul-
tiple ways to secure these loans. If
business owners have literally lost ev-
erything, requiring a $400,000 home as
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collateral for a $150,000 loan is mad-
dening especially when other repay-
ment options are available. One can
understand that requirement for loans
of $750,000 or $2 million. For the small-
er disaster loans, however, it is a non-
starter for many businesses we have
heard from. The bill requires the SBA
to seek other business assets—such as
commercial real estate, equipment, or
inventory—before requiring a primary
residence be used as collateral.

I want to reiterate that Section 2 is
very clear that these business assets
should be of equal or greater value
than the amount of the loan. Also, to
ensure that this is a targeted improve-
ment, the bill also includes additional
language that this bill in no way re-
quires SBA to reduce the amount or
quality of collateral it seeks on these
types of loans. I want to especially
thank my former Ranking Member
Olympia Snowe for working with me to
improve upon previous legislation on
this particular issue. The provision
that I am re-introducing, as part of
this disaster legislation, is a direct re-
sult of discussions with both her and
other stakeholders late last year. I be-
lieve that this bill is better because of
improvements that came out these pro-
ductive discussions.

Furthermore, SBA has repeatedly
said publicly and in testimony before
my committee that it will not decline
a borrower for a lack of collateral. Ac-
cording to a July 14, 2010 correspond-
ence between SBA and my office, the
agency notes that ‘““SBA is an aggres-
sive lender and its credit thresholds are
well below traditional bank standards
. . . SBA does not decline loans for in-
sufficient collateral.” SBA’s current
practice of making loans is based upon
an individual/business demonstrating
the ability to repay and income. The
agency declines borrowers for an in-
ability to repay the loan. In regards to
collateral, SBA follows traditional
lending practices that seek the ‘‘best
available collateral.” Collateral is re-
quired for physical loans over $14,000
and Economic Injury Disaster Loans,
EIDL, loans over $5,000. SBA takes real
estate as collateral when it is avail-
able, but as I stated, the agency will
not decline a loan for lack of collat-
eral. Instead it requires borrowers to
pledge what is available. However, in
practice, SBA is requiring borrowers to
put up a personal residence worth
$300,000 or $400,000 for a business loan of
$200,000 or less when there are other as-
sets available for SBA.

This provision does not substantively
change SBA’s current lending practices
and it will not have a significant cost.
I believe that this legislation would
not trigger direct spending nor would
it have a significant impact on the sub-
sidy rate for SBA disaster loans. Cur-
rently for every $1 loaned out, it costs
approximately 10 cents on the dollar.
Most importantly, this bill will greatly
improve the SBA disaster loan pro-
grams for businesses ahead of future
disasters. If a business comes to the
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SBA for a loan of less than $200,000 to
make immediate repairs or secure
working capital, they can be assured
that they will not have to put up their
personal home if SBA determines that
the business has other assets to go to-
wards the loan. However, if businesses
seek larger loans than $200,000 or if
their business assets are not suitable
collateral, then the current require-
ments will still apply. This ensures
that very small businesses and busi-
nesses seeking smaller amounts of re-
covery loans are able to secure these
loans without significant burdens on
their personal property. For the busi-
ness owners we have spoken to, this
provides some badly needed clarity to
one of the Federal government’s pri-
mary tools for responding to disasters.

To be clear though, while I do not
want to see SBA tie up too much of a
business’ collateral, I also believe that
if a business is willing and able to put
up business assets towards its disaster
loan, SBA should consider that first be-
fore attempting to bring in personal
residences. It is unreasonable for SBA
to ask business owners operating in
very different business environments
post-disaster to jeopardize not just
their business but also their home.
Loans of $200,000 or less are also the
loans most likely to be repaid by the
business so personal homes should be
collateral of last resort in instances
where a business can demonstrate the
ability to repay the loan and that it
has other assets.

As I have mentioned, there are also
safeguards in the provision that en-
sures that this provision will not re-
duce the quality of collateral required
by SBA for these disaster loans nor
will it reduce the quality of the SBA’s
general collateral requirements. These
changes will assist the SBA in cutting
down on waste, fraud and abuse of
these legislative reforms. In order to
further assist the SBA, I believe it is
important to clarify what types of
business assets we understand they
should review. For example, I under-
stand that SBA’s current lending prac-
tices consider the following business
assets as suitable collateral: commer-
cial real estate; machinery and equip-
ment; business inventory; and fur-
niture and fixtures.

At our markup of S. 415 yesterday,
there were concerns raised by some Mi-
nority members of our committee re-
garding the impact of this provision.
One argument was that SBA has not
seized many personal homes in the last
five years. However, the SBA has been
more aggressive since 2011 on fore-
closures—sending out 113 foreclosure
letters since then. This year alone they
have seized 4 homes in Minnesota, Vir-
ginia, Illinois, and Texas. Furthermore,
borrowers my office has spoken to are
less concerned about a personal home
being seized than they are about liens
tying up personal property and the
general roadblock this requirement
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sets up in applying for SBA disaster as-
sistance. This requirement is discour-
aging successful businesses from apply-
ing to SBA and causing current appli-
cants to withdraw their applications.
As of May 2013, 35 percent of Sandy
business applications were withdrawn,
most citing burdensome lending re-
quirements like this as the main fac-
tor.

Also, it is my understanding that an-
other concern that has been cited was
that business equipment depreciates
over time so this is a riskier asset for
the Federal government than a per-
sonal home. This argument, however,
is false. As it relates to equipment, the
SBA factors in depreciation when con-
sidering collateral from potential bor-
rowers. They value equipment or in-
ventory significantly less than real es-
tate, due to depreciation. If equipment
is not deemed a suitable asset to
collateralize the loan, SBA will not
take it. Also, Section 2 still allows
SBA to determine the appropriate busi-
ness asset if not the home. It is not
specific to equipment. Other assets the
SBA could consider include commer-
cial real estate; machinery and equip-
ment; business inventory; and fur-
niture and fixtures.

Yet another concern that was raised
was that, in utilizing business assets
instead of personal homes, this makes
it tougher for SBA to recover funds in
the event of a default. As I previously
mentioned, the SBA factors in depre-
ciation and potential recovery in the
event of a default when considering
collateral from potential borrowers.
SBA will not make a loan if it deems
the business assets being offered will be
difficult to recover or that it does not
have sufficient value to collateralize
the loan. Also, again the bill does not
prohibit homes outright nor require
business assets as collateral. It strikes
a delicate balance to instead require
the SBA to review if suitable business
assets are available before using a per-
sonal home. If business assets are suffi-
cient, SBA can use them. If business
assets are not sufficient and the bor-
rower is unwilling to put up their
home, the SBA will not make the loan.

Lastly, it was also put forward that
that if Congress allows business assets
to be used as collateral instead of
homes, this increases the likelihood of
defaults. Again, this argument is false.
In an April 1, 2013 letter to my office,
the SBA Inspector General confirmed
that there are no findings relative to
business assets increasing defaults. The
Inspector General wrote that it has
‘. .. conducted numerous reviews of
key aspects of the SBA Disaster Assist-
ance Program; however, there are no
specific findings relative to the ‘type’
of collateral secured relative to dis-
aster assistance loans.” Furthermore,
the Inspector General also confirmed
that the SBA is still required to secure
the loans and Section 2 does not
change that. The Inspector General
wrote that ‘. . . Section 2 does not re-
move SBA’s policy for securing loans
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with collateral equivalent to 100 per-
cent equity of the loan. Section 2 also
explicitly provides that nothing in the
Section can be construed to require the
Administrator to reduce the amount of
collateral required to secure the loan.”
Again, if the business does not have
sufficient business assets or the SBA
deems them risky, Section 2 does not
change their ability to not make the
loan.

In closing, I would like to note that
Section 2 addresses a key issue that is
serving as a roadblock to business own-
ers interested in applying for smaller
SBA disaster loans. After the multiple
disasters that hit the Gulf Coast, my
staff has consistently heard from busi-
ness owners, discouraged from applying
for SBA disaster loans. When we have
inquired further on the main reasons
behind this hesitation, the top concern
related to SBA requiring business own-
ers to put up their personal home as
collateral for smaller SBA disaster
loans for their business. So let me pro-
vide you with two examples of busi-
nesses impacted by this requirement.

The first example is LiemCo, a Long
Island, NY specialty beverage repair
service with 15 employees. Think of
“Starbucks”-type espresso machines in
restaurants and coffee shops—LiemCo
fixes them. The company is family-
owned and the son of the owners,
Dominic Chieco runs it. His parents are
still partial owners and he pays them a
quarterly draw which serves as their
retirement income. Ownership is being
gradually transferred to Dominic.

Prior to Hurricane Sandy, they did
everything right. Dominic moved his
vehicles to higher ground; loaded key
inventory in the trucks—inventory
with high value or long delivery times;
raised items to 6 feet above the floor;
purchased extra gas; and withdrew
$5,000 in cash in case electricity went
out at the banks. According to their
local Small Business Development Cen-
ter, SBDC, they are well run and these
preparations show that.

Despite that, Hurricane Sandy flood-
ed his building about 4 to 5 feet. The
water went down after a couple of days
but power was out for 3 weeks. The day
after it came back on, a Nor’easter
snow storm knocked out power for an-
other week and a half. This caused
physical property damages of more
than $250,000. Dominic kept employees
on payroll—full time—throughout re-
covery. He could not give them the cus-
tomary Christmas bonus but once they
re-opened after Christmas, he gave 1
employee their bonus each week.

Dominic’s biggest concern was the
collateral requirement from SBA. His
building is valued at $1.2 million and
only carried a $150,000 mortgage. The
parents are still partial owners, so not-
withstanding the value of the building,
SBA still wanted a lien against the
parents’ home for the guarantee for a
$200,000 loan. This bothered them tre-
mendously as it was their retirement
security. Much of this would have been
eliminated if the collateral position on
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the parents’ home had not been re-
quired when sufficient collateral ex-
isted with the business.

Another business impacted by this
burdensome requirement is Water
Street Bistro in Madisonville, LA.
Water Street Bistro is a small family-
owned restaurant overlooking the sail
boats on the Tchefuncte River just
across the street. Tony Monroe and his
wife Constance have owned their busi-
ness for 9 years and have about 9 em-
ployees. Monroe started his culinary
career at Café Sbisa in New Orleans
and then went to Colorado before re-
turning to the place he was born and
raised.

Fortunately, after Hurricane
Katrina, the Monroe’s escaped damage
to their restaurant and did not need to
apply for SBA assistance. However,
this was not the case following Hurri-
cane Isaac. Hurricane Isaac brought 6
to 10 inches of water into their res-
taurant which caused them to close
their business for 3 weeks. The
Monroe’s had to start all over and buy
all new food and replace equipment,
such as refrigerators, which cost
around $30,000. In addition to the phys-
ical damage to their property, the
Monroe’s could not pay their staff dur-
ing this time.

Mr. and Mrs. Monroe’s biggest con-
cern in applying to the SBA was the
collateral requirement. SBA required
them to pledge their family home for a
loan of around $40,000 to $45,000. Once
they found out the requirement for
pledging primary residence was firm,
the Monroe’s decided not to pursue the
loan. The Monroe’s are in their 60’s and
could not imagine using their home—
valued around $200,000 to $250,000—as
collateral. They ended up doing all of
the repairs, for the restaurant, on their
own because they could not afford to
pay for these services.

I thank the Chair and I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of the April
1, 2013, letter from the SBA Inspector
General and other letters of support for
S. 415 be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRA-
TION, OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL,

Washington, DC, April 1, 2013.
Hon. MARY L. LANDRIEU,
Chair, Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIR LANDRIEU: Thank you for your
March 20, 2013 letter regarding S. 415, the
Small Business Disaster Reform Act of 2013.
The U.S. Small Business Administration, Of-
fice of Inspector General (SBA, OIG) shares
the understanding articulated in your letter
relative to the plain reading of Section 2 of
S. 415. In context of the potential concerns
brought to the attention of the Committee
on Small Business & Entrepreneurship, two
questions were posed to the OIG.

The OIG offers the following responses for
your consideration:

Does Section 2 of S. 415 remove SBA’s
‘“‘one-to-one’’ policy for securing loans?

Section 2 of S. 415 states, ‘“. . . shall not
require the owner of the small business con-
cern to use the primary residence of the
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owner has other assets with a value equal to
or greater than the amount of the loan that
could be used as collateral for the loan: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in the preceding
proviso may be construed to reduce the
amount of collateral required by the Admin-
istrator in connection with a loan described
in the preceding proviso or to modify the
standards used to evaluate the quality (rath-
er than the type) of such collateral’ . . .”

According to SBA standard operating pro-
cedures (SOP 50 30 7), SBA generally deems
collateral is adequate if the equity is at least
100 percent of the loan amount. As such, a
plain reading of Section 2 does not remove
SBA’s policy for securing loans with collat-
eral equivalent to 100 percent equity for the
loan. Section 2 also explicitly provides that
nothing in the Section can be construed to
require the Administrator to reduce the
amount of collateral required to secure the
loan.

Does alternative collateral (i.e., to a busi-
ness owner’s primary personal residence)
that is equal to or exceeding the amount of
a potential business disaster loan, as estab-
lished in Section 2 of S. 415, increase the
likelihood of default?

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) has
conducted numerous reviews of key aspects
of the SBA Disaster Assistance Program;
however, there are no specific findings rel-
ative to the ‘“‘type’ of collateral secured rel-
ative to disaster assistance loans. OIG’s
work has found that SBA officials have not
always adhered to established policies and
procedures in managing the program, in-
creasing the risk of default and subse-
quently, of loss to the taxpayer. We have
made numerous recommendations for correc-
tive action based on our work. Regardless of
the type of collateral, SBA officials’ adher-
ence to established policy and procedures
during loan origination, servicing, and if
necessary liquidation, decreases the risk of
default and loss to the taxpayer.

The OIG appreciates your continued inter-
est in our work. Please do not hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions or need
additional information.

Sincerely,
PEGGY E. GUSTAFSON,
Inspector General.
ASSOCIATION OF SMALL BUSINESS
DEVELOPMENT CENTERS,
Burke, VA, February 10, 2013.

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,

Chair, Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: Thank you for
giving the Association of Small Business De-
velopment Centers (ASBDC) the opportunity
to comment on your proposed legislative
amendments to the disaster assistance provi-
sions in the Small Business Act (15 USC 631
et seq.).

While Congress has taken a significant
step in addressing the resource issues fol-
lowing Sandy and other disasters there are
still restrictions in the SBDC assistance au-
thority and the US Small Business Adminis-
tration’s loan making authority that could
complicate future disaster recovery efforts.
We applaud your efforts to deal with those
issues.

Under section 21(b)(3) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 USC 648(b)(3)) SBDCs are limited
in their ability to provide services across
state lines. This prevents SBDCs dealing
with disaster recovery, like New York and
New Jersey, from being able to draw upon
the resources available in our nationwide
network of nearly 1,000 centers with over
4,500 business advisors. It likewise prevents
states with great experience in disaster re-
covery assistance like Louisiana and Flor-
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ida, from providing assistance to their col-

leagues.

Your proposed legislation amends that
SBDC geographic service restriction for the
purposes of providing disaster support and
assistance. Our Association wholeheartedly
endorses that change. Allowing SBDCs to
share resources across state lines or other
boundaries for the purpose of disaster recov-
ery is a common sense proposal, little dif-
ferent from utilities sharing linemen. In ad-
dition, we would like to note that this provi-
sion has been supported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship twice in previous Congresses.

In addition, the ASBDC wishes to express
its support for your proposals to amend the
collateral requirements in the disaster loan
program for loans under $200,000. SBDCs rou-
tinely assist small business owners with
their applications for disaster loan assist-
ance and have often faced clients with
qualms about some of those requirements.

We share a common goal of putting small
business on the road to recovery after dis-
aster strikes and getting capital flowing is a
key factor in meeting that goal. To that end,
ASBDC supports your efforts to ease collat-
eral requirements and help improve the flow
of disaster funds to small business appli-
cants. We believe your proposal to limit the
use of personal homes as collateral on small-
er loans is consistent with the need to get
capital flowing to affected businesses and
ease the stress on these businesses. We also
agree that this change will not undermine
the underwriting standards of the disaster
loan program.

Thank you again for kind attention and
continuing support of small business.

Sincerely,
C. E. “TEE ~’ ROWE,
President/CEO, ASBDC.
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, February 13, 2013.

Hon. MARY L. LANDRIEU,

Chair, Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, U.S. Senate.

Hon. JAMES E. RISCH,

Ranking Member, Committee on Small Business
and Entrepreneurship, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU AND SENATOR
RISCH, On behalf of the International Eco-
nomic Development Council (IEDC), please
accept our appreciation for this opportunity
to provide comments related to proposed
changes to federal disaster assistance pro-
grams offered by the United States Small
Business Administration (SBA). Your con-
tinuing support of these critical programs is
worthy of praise and we thank you for your
leadership.

IEDC has a strong history of supporting
disaster planning and recovery. Our organi-
zation, with a membership of over 4,000 dedi-
cated professionals, responded to commu-
nities in need following the 2005 hurricane
season, the BP Gulf oil spill and other dis-
aster-related incidents by providing eco-
nomic development recovery assistance. We
have continued our work in this area
through technical assistance projects and
partnerships with federal agencies and other
non-governmental organizations. Our profes-
sion is invested in helping our country pre-
pare for and respond to disasters, much the
same as you and your colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship. To this end, we support proposed
changes that will allow SBA to more effec-
tively deliver disaster recovery assistance to
local businesses in need of federal aid.

Rebuilding the local economy must be a
top priority following a disaster, second only
to saving lives and homes. IEDC supports the
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targeted changing of the current collateral
requirements that state a business owner
must place their home up as collateral in
order to secure an SBA disaster business
loan of $200,000 or less. In times of crisis, af-
fected business owners are understandably
reluctant to place their personal homes up as
collateral in order to obtain a much needed
loan to rebuild their business. Consequently,
SBA loans put in place to help businesses re-
build following a disaster go underutilized.
As lawmakers, you have a responsibility to
protect the taxpayer, which is why we under-
stand the need for posting collateral of equal
or greater value to the amount of the loan.
The proposed targeted change that elimi-
nates the specific requirement of using a
home as collateral to guarantee a loan of
$200,000 or less, and instead allowing business
assets to act as collateral, will promote
greater utilization of the loans. This is an
idea we can all get behind; one that will lead
to greater, faster economic recovery.

When disaster strikes, we should do every-
thing in our power to bring the full resources
of the federal government to bear in the im-
pacted community. This includes, most espe-
cially, bringing in top experts who can im-
mediately begin helping businesses and local
economies recover. The national network of
over 1,100 Small Business Development Cen-
ters (SBDC) could be an excellent resource to
stricken communities. Unfortunately, cur-
rent rules prevent SBDC’s from assisting
their counterparts in other jurisdictions. For
example, those communities in the mid-At-
lantic and New England impacted by Sandy
are not able to benefit from the enormous
amount of Kknowledge and experience in
storm recovery held by SBDC’s in Florida
and the Gulf region. Certainly, we can all
agree that disasters warrant an extraor-
dinary response and that response must in-
clude qualified expertise from all corners of
the federal government.

Forty to sixty percent of small businesses
that close as a result of a disaster do not re-
open. This is an unacceptably high number.
We would not accept that level of loss in
homes and we cannot accept that level of
loss in jobs; our communities cannot sustain
such losses and duty dictates we make cer-
tain they don’t have to. By enacting com-
mon sense legislation, like that which is
under consideration here, and freeing the
flow of capital and expertise, we are taking
concrete steps to give our small businesses
and local economies the greatest chance to
recover.

IEDC is your partner in the work of job
creation. We thank you for your leadership
in support of small business and stand ready
to offer our assistance in this and future ef-
forts.

Sincerely,
PAUL L. KRUTKO,
Chairman, Inter-
national  Economic
Development Coun-
cil, and President
and CEO, Ann Arbor
SPARK.
NATIONAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, March 21, 2013.

Senator MARY LANDRIEU,

Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee
on Homeland Security, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU, On behalf of the
National Emergency Management Associa-
tion (NEMA), I write you today in support of
the Small Business Disaster Reform Act of
2013. NEMA is comprised of the emergency
management directors from the states, the
U.S. territories, and the District of Colum-
bia.
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While not a traditional ‘‘first responder’
agency, the US Small Business Administra-
tion (SBA) is a critical partner to States and
localities affected by a wide variety of disas-
ters. Following a disaster, SBA has the capa-
bility to mobilize staff from the Office of
Disaster Assistance to begin disseminating
public information about what services SBA
can provide to supplement many long-term
federal recovery programs. While the Federal
Emergency Management Association
(FEMA) is often thought of as the primary
agency for disaster assistance, there are
many unique situations where SBA loans can
be utilized in creative ways to assist citizens
in need. NEMA agrees that the SBA needs to
be equipped with the flexibility and author-
ity to adequately assist disaster victims and
we believe this legislation accomplishes such
an objective.

The images of homes and businesses af-
fected by flooding and wind damage fol-
lowing Hurricane Irene and Tropical Storm
Lee painted a devastating picture in Sep-
tember 2011. In New York State alone, the
SBA approved over $100 million in loans for
citizens affected by the storms. More re-
cently, Hurricane Sandy reminded us of the
critical role SBA has in the disaster commu-
nity. Ninety days after Hurricane Sandy
struck the Northeast, the SBA crossed the $1
billion threshold of approved loans to more
than 16,800 homeowners, renters and busi-
nesses. This makes Hurricane Sandy, in
terms of SBA disaster lending, the third
largest natural disaster in U.S. history, be-
hind Hurricanes Katrina/Rita/Wilma ($10.8
billion), and the Northridge Earthquake ($4
billion).

The continued challenge of protecting the
nation from a variety of hazards within the
reality of fiscal uncertainty elevates the im-
portance of cooperation throughout the
emergency management community.
Leveraging resources from across the federal
family imperative following a disaster and
the communication and outreach by essen-
tial agencies is just the first step to commu-
nity recovery. Positive relationships be-
tween federal, state, and local government
stakeholders are the lynchpin to coordinated
recovery efforts that support resilient indi-
viduals, prosperous businesses, and thriving
economies.

NEMA Dbelieves SBA deserves adequate
flexibility. Legislation such as this helps
achieve that end. We remain available as a
resource for you and your staff as this effort
continues. Should you need any additional
information or have questions regarding
NEMA'’s policy positions, please do not hesi-
tate to contact Matt Cowles, Director of
Government Relations at (202) 624-5459.

Sincerely,
JOHN W. MADDEN,
President, National
Emergency Manage-
ment Association,
Director, Alaska Di-
vision of Homeland
Security and Emer-
gency Management.
NATIONAL SMALL
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, March 22, 2013.
Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. THAD COCHRAN,
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS LANDRIEU AND COCHRAN:
The National Small Business Association
(NSBA) is pleased to support the bipartisan
Small Business Disaster Reform Act of 2013
(S. 415), which will make it much easier on
small businesses impacted by and recovering
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from a disaster. By clarifying that the U.S.
Small Business Administration (SBA) shall
not use a small business owner’s primary
residence as collateral for disaster business
loans less than $200,000 and authorizing the
SBA Administrator to allow out-of-state
small business development centers (SBDCs)
to provide much-needed assistance in Presi-
dentially-declared disaster areas, this bill
will let small businesses do what they do
best, create jobs and energize the economy.

The importance of reforming and enhanc-
ing federal programs to maximize their ben-
efit to small businesses and entrepreneurs is
certainly recognized by the membership of
NSBA, and we greatly appreciate common-
sense, bipartisan reform measures like the
Small Business Disaster Reform Act, espe-
cially when they come at no cost to the
American taxpayer.

On behalf of the NSBA and our over 65,000
members across the country, I would like to
thank you and the cosponsors of this legisla-
tion for your tireless efforts to promote eco-
nomic development and for your endless sup-
port of small businesses impacted by disas-
ters. We look forward to working with you
and your staffs to help enact this critical
piece of legislation.

Sincerely,
ToDD O. MCCRACKEN,
President.

MARCH 5, 2013.

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,

Chair, Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate
Office Building, Washington, DC.

Hon. JAMES RISCH,

Ranking Member, Committee on Small Business
and Entrepreneurship, U.S. Senate, Russell
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIR LANDRIEU AND RANKING MEM-
BER RISCH: We write to you today in strong
support of the Small Business Disaster Re-
form Act of 2013. Greater New Orleans, Inc. is
a regional economic development alliance
serving the 10-parish region of Southeast
Louisiana. The Partnership for New York
City is a nonprofit organization of the city’s
business leaders. We represent very different
regions of the country, but we are both
strong contributors to the national economy
and we have been seriously impacted by nat-
ural disasters that caused huge economic
damage.

The overall economic impact of Hurricane
Katrina was estimated to be $1560B—the cost-
liest natural disaster in U.S. history. Simi-
larly, the disruption and damage inflicted by
Super Storm Sandy—the second -costliest
natural disaster—is estimated at over $80 bil-
lion and resulted in daily loss of billions of
dollars in economic output, not only locally
but across the country. The impact of these
storms has been particularly serious for
small businesses, forcing some to close shop
entirely and many to reduce services. The
Federal government has programs that were
intended to insure that small businesses and
local economies can quickly recover from
such disasters, but in our experience these
programs are not working as effectively as
they should be and require legislative
amendment. That is why we are very inter-
ested in prompt action on the Small Busi-
ness Disaster Reform Act.

Here are some examples of what needs to
change:

Small business owners are currently re-
quired by the Small Business Administration
(SBA) to put up their primary residence as
collateral for SBA disaster loans of less than
$200,000, even though the value of their home
often exceeds the value of the loan. The
Small Business Disaster Reform Act of 2013
would put in place a common sense solution
that requires the SBA to collateralize small
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loans with available business assets of equal
or greater value before requiring the busi-
ness owner to put up his or her personal
home. In a time of crisis, every possible
measure should be taken to avoid business
owners having to put their families at fur-
ther risk. This reform would reduce pressure
on affected business owners and increase uti-
lization of the SBA disaster loan program,
while still providing necessary protections to
the government in the event of default.

Small Business Development Centers,
SBDCs, have also played a critical role in
helping businesses recover following disas-
ters. However, under current law, SBDCs can
only assist businesses in their prescribed ge-
ographic region, even though often times
after major disasters like hurricanes, SBDCs
are affected right along with businesses. Fol-
lowing a Presidential declaration of a dis-
aster, effected regions need aid quickly and
SBDCs in surrounding regions, including
across state lines, should be able to help
neighboring effected regions. This bill would
allow for that.

Small businesses are often disproportion-
ately damaged by natural disasters due to
loss of customer base, thin profit margins,
diminished access to capital and difficulty
with relocation. The reforms proposed would
help business owners take full advantage of
available resources and accelerate their re-
covery by cutting bureaucratic red tape and
providing businesses with the tools needed to
resume normal business as quickly as pos-
sible—putting people back to work.

We appreciate the Committee’s work on
this critically important issue and urge the
Senate to work together to deliver these
much needed reforms. Thank you in advance
for your work towards strengthening the
economy.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL HECHT,
President & CEO,
Greater New Orle-
ans, Inc.
KATHRYN S. WYLDE,
President & CEO,
Partnership for New
York City.

ST. TAMMANY ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION,
Mandeville, LA, February 19, 2013.

Hon. MARY LANDRIEU,

Chair, Committee on Small Business and Entre-
preneurship, U.S. Senate, Russell Senate
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LANDRIEU: The St. Tam-
many Economic Development Foundation
thanks you for the opportunity to comment
on the proposed amendments to the disaster
assistance provisions in the Small Business
Act (15 US 6 31 et seq). As we learned from
Hurricanes Katrina, Rita and most recently
Isaac, the sooner our small businesses are
able to recover, the better it is for the re-
gion, the state and the nation.

We fully endorse the proposed amendment
to Section 1 of the bill regarding collateral
on busine