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House of Representatives 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. HOLDING). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
November 19, 2013. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable GEORGE 
HOLDING to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

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, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m. 

f 

THE TOLL OF OBAMACARE 

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

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, we 
are now 7 weeks into the implementa-
tion of ObamaCare. We know that in 
the first 4 weeks, 106,000 Americans 
placed health plans in their shopping 
baskets, although it is not clear how 
many of them actually purchased 
plans. Meanwhile, it is estimated that 
5.5 million Americans have lost the 
health insurance that they had, that 
they liked, and that they were prom-
ised that they could keep. 

The inconvenient truth is that this 
law has dramatically increased the 
ranks of the uninsured. Yesterday 
came word that college students are 
seeing their low-cost student plans 
canceled, with replacement costs as 
much as 1,800 percent higher under 
ObamaCare. 

Although the President recently as-
sured the Nation that the cancelations 
are confined to the individual market, 
we are now learning that his adminis-
tration gives a mid-range estimate 
that two-thirds of the small employer 
plans and 45 percent of the large em-
ployer plans face cancelation as well. 
Some estimates are as high as 93 mil-
lion Americans who have employer- 
sponsored plans will lose their plans 
next year. 

And these reports don’t account for 
the millions more who are seeing mas-
sive rate increases in their current 
plans; nor do they account for the mil-
lions more who have had their hours 
cut back to part time or had their 
wages cut back or have lost their jobs 
altogether as employers struggle to 
stay in business while bearing these 
staggering costs; nor do they account 
for those who discover that by accept-
ing ObamaCare plans, they are losing 
their doctors. 

Walmart now warns that the finan-
cial impact of this law on families 
could materially depress holiday shop-
ping. 

Mr. Speaker, we are watching noth-
ing less than the wholesale destruction 
and collapse of the American health 
care system, which, for all of its flaws, 
was still the most advanced, accessible, 
adaptable, and responsive health care 
system that the world has ever known; 
and if you doubt that for a second, ask 
yourself where the world’s elites came 
when they needed first-class medical 
care. It wasn’t to Canada or England or 
Mexico. It was to the United States. 
And now we are losing that. 

There was nothing unforeseen about 
this fiasco. Republicans have been 

warning of these outcomes from the 
very beginning. 

When we warned that Americans 
would not be able to keep their health 
care plans, we were called extremists. 
When we warned that ObamaCare 
would result in massive cost increases 
on consumers, we were called alarm-
ists. When we warned that many Amer-
icans would lose their jobs, have their 
hours cut back, or see salary cuts, we 
were called racists. When we asked for 
a 1-year delay in this program to ad-
dress these issues, we were called 
demagogues, arsonists, and jihadists. 

But, now, all of these warnings are 
coming to pass, and still the Demo-
crats persist in imposing this law on an 
unwilling Nation. In doing so, great vi-
olence is being done to our Constitu-
tion. 

In implementing this takeover of 
one-sixth of the American economy, 
the President has repeatedly asserted 
what can only be described as a doc-
trine of executive nullification—the 
authority to ignore the parts of the law 
that he finds inconvenient or embar-
rassing and to pick and choose who 
must obey the law and who need not. 

He has granted some 1,600 exemptions 
for well-connected interests—mainly 
labor unions. He has excused big busi-
nesses from the requirement that they 
provide health care to their employees, 
while forcing employees to fend for 
themselves. He has excused Members of 
Congress and their staffs from paying 
the full cost of ObamaCare policies. 

And last Thursday, he announced 
that health insurers can ignore the law 
that requires them to cancel existing 
policies. Notice that he didn’t say that 
he was going to seek to change the law. 
He said he would ignore the law for a 
year. He invited health insurers to do 
the same, in direct violation of the 
principle constitutional responsibility 
of the Presidency to ‘‘take care that 
the laws be faithfully executed.’’ 
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Mr. Speaker, I appeal to my Demo-

cratic colleagues to consider the dam-
age that this law is doing, both to the 
American health care system and to 
the rule of law itself and, above all, to 
the families who are struggling to deal 
with its effects. 

I ask them to heed the growing pleas 
of the American people to have their 
health plans restored to them. I ask 
them to join Republicans in repealing 
ObamaCare and to help us replace it 
with the patient-centered health care 
system that we have long proposed: re-
forms that preserve the best of Amer-
ican health care while repairing its 
flaws. 

f 

BUDGET CONFERENCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we have 10 
days left in this year’s session, accord-
ing to the schedule. We are supposed to 
adjourn on December 13—somewhat 
ironically, Friday the 13th; and yet, 
Mr. Speaker, we see time is running 
out and we are not addressing the crit-
ical issue and the critical responsi-
bility of funding the government and of 
applying resources to our priorities. 

Time is running out, Mr. Speaker, for 
budget conferees to send us legislation 
so we can avoid another government 
shutdown in January. 

A budget conference agreement will 
require compromise from both sides—a 
step that Budget Chairman PAUL RYAN 
and many of his colleagues seem unpre-
pared to take. 

Mr. Speaker, it has been my premise 
that the reason we did not go to con-
ference for the last 7 months, notwith-
standing the fact that the Senate 
passed a budget and the House passed a 
budget, is that Chairman RYAN knows 
there is no compromise that he could 
reach that he could bring back and 
have the support of his colleagues on 
the Republican side; and as a result, we 
have no compromise. As a result, we 
have no product to consider. 

This is an extremely disappointing 
position, Mr. Speaker, because it is 
clear that the Ryan budget is not a via-
ble blueprint for governing. It was not 
when we passed it, and it is not now. It 
was a pretense of fiscal responsibility 
without any of the substance of fiscal 
reality or courage. That fact was made 
evident this summer as Republicans 
could only pass funding bills for de-
fense and veterans programs, pulling 
their transportation funding bill and 
not even bringing the other appropria-
tions bills to the floor. 

Yesterday, all 12 of the Republican 
subcommittee chairs of the Appropria-
tions Committee sent a letter to PAUL 
RYAN, CHRIS VAN HOLLEN, Senator 
MURRAY, and Senator SESSIONS, saying, 
We need to have a budget. We need to 
have a compromise agreement; and we 
need to have a sequester number elimi-
nated and a rational number replacing 
it—a number that can work for Amer-
ica. 

In fact, they said, If you don’t do it, 
we are going to have to have a meat- 
ax—their verbiage, not mine, Mr. 
Speaker—not only on the domestic side 
of the budget—education, health care, 
the environment, law enforcement— 
but also on the national security side 
of the budget. 

We all know how the budget that was 
offered by Mr. RYAN achieves balance— 
severe cuts, in the same vein as the ir-
rational sequester, that target the 
most vulnerable Americans and place 
our economic recovery in jeopardy. 

It is somewhat ironic that on the 
front page of The Washington Post 
today we see where Mr. RYAN was not 
focused on the budget; he is focused on 
the poor. That is a proper focus, and 
this Congress ought to be focused on 
that. But it is interesting that the 
Ryan budget does exactly the opposite 
of what we need to do to make sure 
that the poor are reduced in number 
and the middle class are expanded in 
number. 

That is why, in my view, Mr. Speak-
er, regarding this budget, so many of 
his own party could not support appro-
priations bills within the framework of 
the Ryan budget. That is why the bills 
were not brought to the floor. 

Already, some Republicans are ad-
mitting that only a balanced approach 
will enable us to achieve the level of 
deficit reduction we need; and contrary 
to Mr. RYAN’s view, this means that 
revenues—that hated word—must be on 
the table. 

Representative TOM COLE of Okla-
homa, the former chairman of the Re-
publican Campaign Committee is one 
of them, telling reporters on October 
25: 

I think both sides would like to deal with 
the sequester. And we’re willing to put more 
revenue on the table to do that. 

Mr. COLE was one of the signers of 
that letter to which I referred that 
said, Let’s replace the meat-ax rep-
resented by the sequester. Unfortu-
nately, Chairman RYAN continues to 
rule out any talk of revenues, which is 
the key to any meaningful compromise 
that will replace the sequester. 

Mr. Speaker, as you probably know 
and as I think my Republicans col-
league know, I have said now and I 
have said in the past that we must also 
deal with entitlements. We need a bal-
anced plan, not an unbalanced plan; 
but without a balanced plan, the se-
quester will remain in place, and it will 
hurt America. 

Instead of just saying what he is 
against, it is time for Mr. RYAN and 
Republicans to show a readiness to 
compromise to achieve results for the 
American people. 

Mr. RYAN is the chairman of the con-
ference committee. Yet he has to this 
date not put on the table what chair-
men always do—the chairman’s mark, 
chairman’s suggestion, or chairman’s 
proposal. 

Democrats have been clear that we 
are willing to compromise and are 
ready to do what it takes to achieve a 

balanced and bipartisan deal on the 
budget. This was evident when we 
voted unanimously alongside 87 Repub-
licans to end the government shut-
down, even when it meant supporting a 
continuing resolution—an appropria-
tions bill for the government—at a 
level we believed was too low. But we 
understood compromise was necessary. 
And so all 198 Democrats voted to open 
up the government and to pay Amer-
ica’s bills, while 147 Republicans—ap-
proximately 62 percent of the Repub-
licans—voted to keep the government 
shut down and to not pay America’s 
bills. 

I was encouraged to read the letter 
sent yesterday, as I said, by Chairman 
ROGERS and the Appropriations Sub-
committee chairs, making clear how 
important it is for conferees to send us 
a budget by Thanksgiving—that would 
have to be this Friday, because we are 
not going to be here next week—rather 
than risk another painful shutdown 
and the continuation of the irrational 
sequester this coming year. 

Many Republicans now agree with 
Democrats that the sequester is un-
workable. 

Who says so? Mr. RYAN says he 
doesn’t like the sequester. Mr. CANTOR, 
the majority leader, says he doesn’t 
like the sequester. And HAL ROGERS 
has said it is unworkable and inadvis-
able. 

The Budget Conference has a larger 
mission than to simply rearrange the 
sequester’s severe cuts. This is an op-
portunity to replace the sequester with 
a sensible approach that permits Con-
gress to look strategically at our budg-
et priorities and our long-term fiscal 
and economic goals. If we do so, in my 
view, it will be the most important 
stimulus of our economy and job-cre-
ating action that this Congress could 
take. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Chairman 
RYAN will set his flawed budget aside 
and instead embrace the approach that 
many of his Republican colleagues are 
already recognizing is the only real-
istic path toward a compromise by this 
committee. To do so could usher in a 
historic agreement to achieve real fis-
cal responsibility for America for years 
to come. I hope Mr. RYAN’s leadership 
will result in that objective. 

f 

b 1015 

27TH CENTRE COUNTY TOYS FOR 
TOTS CAMPAIGN 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, in 1947, Major Bill Hen-
dricks, with the support of his Los An-
geles Marine Corps Reserve unit, col-
lected and distributed 5,000 toys to 
needy children. Since the program’s 
adoption nationally as Toys for Tots in 
1948, the U.S. Marine Corps Reserve’s 
Toys for Tots program has collected 
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and distributed close to 500 million 
toys. 

On Monday, I had the honor of at-
tending the Centre County Toys for 
Tots’ kickoff breakfast in central 
Pennsylvania. Chaired by Gene Weller, 
a retired Marine major, 2013 marks the 
27th Centre County Toys for Tots cam-
paign, organized by the Nittany Leath-
ernecks Detachment 302. About 250 col-
lection points around Centre County 
will accept new, unwrapped toys, 
books, and games for infants to teen-
agers until December 15. This program 
has grown with the support of area food 
banks, fire departments, businesses, 
and hundreds of local volunteers. 

Mr. Speaker, over the past 10 years, 
Marines have distributed an annual av-
erage of 15 million toys, bringing joy to 
an average of more than 6.3 million less 
fortunate children each year. 

We thank you in more ways than one 
every day, Marines, and I thank you 
for supporting these children in need. 

f 

IRAN 

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, in 
an era of violence in the Middle East, 
tragedy in Syria, and turmoil in Egypt, 
there is some very encouraging news 
surrounding Iran. 

The most important signal may have 
been the election of Hassan Rouhani as 
President of Iran who is by no means a 
moderate by anyone’s stretch of the 
imagination except in the context of 
Iran. He was the choice of the Iranian 
people for change, for a different path 
to reduce the collision course with the 
United States and the crippling sanc-
tions we have imposed. His foreign 
minister, Mohammad Zarif, is an able 
and experienced diplomat with strong 
relationships with the people who have 
dealt with him for years both in the 
United States and Iran. 

I am encouraged by the reports in the 
news and in the opinion pages which 
point out something I have long argued 
on the floor of this House: the conver-
gence of interests between the United 
States and Iran. 

People forget the key role that the 
United States played in the emergence 
of the modern state of Iran, of the con-
stitutional revolution beginning in 
1905, where American influence was 
profoundly felt. Unfortunately, for the 
last 60 years, we have serially mis-
managed our relationship with Iran. 

How would we have felt if a foreign 
power worked to overthrow our demo-
cratically elected government and in-
stall a dictator? That is exactly what 
the United States and Great Britain 
did in 1953 and how the Shah returned 
to power. 

It is amazing that the majority of 
Iranians still has positive feelings to-
wards the United States, which they 
do. People forget the alignment of in-
terests between the United States and 

Iran after 9/11 that led them to help us 
deal with post-Taliban Afghanistan. In 
the capitals of some of our supposed al-
lies in the Middle East, people were 
cheering on that tragedy. On 9/11, peo-
ple in Tehran were standing in soli-
darity with Americans. This, of course, 
was before George Bush recklessly in-
cluded them in his infamous ‘‘axis of 
evil’’ pronouncement. The Iranian peo-
ple are distinct from the Arabs and are 
proud of their Persian heritage, 
stretching back thousands of years. 

Iran is an important part of any ulti-
mate solution in stabilizing Iraq and in 
resolving the Syrian conflict. Yes, they 
have advanced nuclear development, 
and we rightly should be deeply con-
cerned with their pursuit of nuclear 
weapons. That is why one of the Obama 
administration’s greatest foreign pol-
icy triumphs has been to marshal sup-
port of the world for this stringent, 
comprehensive regime of sanctions. It 
has made a huge difference—driving 
down the value of their currency, de-
pleting their foreign reserves, and cre-
ating extreme inflationary pressures 
on their economy. 

Now is the time to see if a solution 
can be developed. It is decidedly not 
the time to ratchet up sanctions even 
further. Nothing would undercut the 
more moderate forces in Iran, and more 
pressure could be very counter-
productive because we are at risk of 
sanctions fatigue by our partners. 
Other countries that do not share our 
same policy positions and deep hos-
tility towards the Iranians have gone 
along with sanctions. To expect that 
countries like China, India, and Russia 
are going to follow us with even more 
extreme sanctions and turn their backs 
on the progress is questionable at best. 
At worst, it would end up losing sup-
port for the sanctions regime we have 
now, would strengthen the hand of the 
hard-liners who do hate America, and 
would set back long-term prospects for 
peace, not just for Iran, but for Syria, 
Iraq, and throughout the Middle East. 

Most experts I have encountered feel 
Iran could have built a nuclear bomb 
years ago, but they didn’t. Recently, 
they have slowed the pace of their nu-
clear activities and have been open to 
proposals unthinkable a year ago. The 
rush to undercut the process is short-
sighted, counterproductive, and it risks 
accelerating the development of Ira-
nian nuclear weapons. 

Now is the time to accelerate diplo-
macy, not to walk away. It is decidedly 
not the time for the United States Con-
gress to throw a monkey wrench in the 
diplomatic procedures and to ratchet 
up sanctions. We can always reimpose 
sanctions, but may not be able to 
recreate this diplomatic opportunity. 

f 

GEORGE TURNER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

THOMPSON of Pennsylvania). The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. HOLDING) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a great American, 

George Turner, from Wilmington, 
North Carolina, for his recent induc-
tion into the Wake County Boys & 
Girls Club Hall of Fame. 

George is a man of character and 
conviction, who exudes principle and 
selflessness. He is a tireless worker and 
leader in his community. George’s suc-
cess in business is equally matched by 
his giving nature. 

Earlier this month, George was hon-
ored for his years of service to the 
Wake County Boys & Girls Club, and 
was inducted into their Hall of Fame. 
Over 700 people came to the Raleigh 
Convention Center to see George be 
honored for his service to the Boys & 
Girls Club. This is a testament to how 
many lives he has touched in his dec-
ades of work with the organization. As 
a longtime board member of the Wake 
County Boys & Girls Club, previously 
leading the organization as board presi-
dent, George is a great role model to 
kids across North Carolina. 

George attended East Carolina Uni-
versity and served in the United States 
Coast Guard, Active and Reserves, 
from 1960 to 1968. Before he retired, 
George was CEO of the Ready Mixed 
Concrete Company in my hometown of 
Raleigh, North Carolina. 

George is a real leader in business 
and in education, serving on the board 
of directors for the Raleigh Chamber of 
Commerce, the National Ready Mixed 
Concrete Association, the North Caro-
lina State University Engineering 
School, the North Carolina State Uni-
versity College of Design, and the Ra-
leigh YMCA. 

George is a truly giving man, and I 
can think of no one more deserving of 
the Hall of Fame than he. I congratu-
late him on receiving this award, and I 
thank him for his unwavering dedica-
tion to his community. It is spirit and 
enterprise like George Turner’s that 
will rebuild our Nation and rebuild our 
economy. 

f 

SUPPORTING ONEIDA INDIAN NA-
TION’S ‘‘CHANGE THE MASCOT’’ 
CAMPAIGN 

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

Mr. MAFFEI. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to represent central New York, 
home of the six nations of the 
Haudenosaunee Confederacy, which 
was also known as the Iroquois Confed-
eracy. It includes the Mohawks, the 
Oneidas, the Onondagas, the Cayugas, 
the Senecas, and, later, the Tuscaroras. 
It spread across New York, and was one 
of the earliest civil governments in ter-
ritory that now lies within the United 
States and Canada. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of Oneidas’ leader Ray Halbritter’s ef-
forts to change the name of the Wash-
ington, D.C., National Football League 
team. The name of the Washington 
football team is derogatory to the Na-
tive Americans of this country. For 
many Native Americans across the 
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land, the name of the Washington foot-
ball team is a deeply personal reminder 
of a legacy of racism and of genera-
tions of pain. 

The current campaign to change the 
team’s name is supported by many 
groups and individuals, including Na-
tive American organizations, civic and 
government leaders, editorial boards, 
and many leaders, including my col-
leagues, Representatives BETTY 
MCCOLLUM and TOM COLE, and many 
others in a nonpartisan effort. 

President Obama said recently: 
If I were the owner of a team and I knew 

that there was a name of my team—even if 
it had a storied history—that was offending 
a sizable group of people, I’d think about 
changing it. 

I wholeheartedly join this effort. 
I also believe that the owner of the 

Washington team and other NFL own-
ers should meet with the Oneidas as 
they have requested. How can we 
achieve mutual understanding unless 
they are willing to meet? 

Mr. Speaker, in my office and with 
me now, I keep a replica of a Two Row 
Wampum belt, called the Guswhenta. It 
was lent to me by the Onondagas, and 
it symbolizes one of the first treaties 
between the Native Americans and the 
Europeans, concluded in 1613 between 
the Dutch and the Haudenosaunee. The 
two rows of wampum, which are beads 
made out of shells, represent Euro-
peans and Native Americans. They are 
equal in size and travel together along 
a strip of white, representing peace. It 
was and still is a symbol of friendship 
and community. 

Although the years since this treaty 
was concluded have seen much devasta-
tion and tribulation for Native Ameri-
cans, today, the Haudenosaunee endure 
and maintain their culture. We have 
much to do to improve our relationship 
between our two peoples after cen-
turies of strife, conflict, and repres-
sion, but so many are working to mend 
the riffs and to restore the promise of 
brotherhood and respect that this trea-
ty belt contains. I joined a group of 
canoers last summer—Native Ameri-
cans, European Americans, Asian and 
African Americans—who rode together 
across upstate New York and to New 
York City in order to commemorate 
this 400-year-old agreement. 

Wouldn’t it be great if, in order to 
show reverence and respect for the 
Haudenosaunee and the Native Amer-
ican tribes across this country, we 
could continue to do these things. 
Wouldn’t it be great if, on this 400th 
anniversary of this groundbreaking 
treaty, we could right the wrong and 
change this NFL’s team’s name. 

Mr. Speaker, this treaty was perhaps 
the first, but it wasn’t the last. In No-
vember of 1794, George Washington, 
whose portrait is one of only two por-
traits in this hallowed Hall, through 
his official representative, Tom Pick-
ering, concluded the treaty of 
Canandaigua with the Haudenosaunee. 
President Washington had a six-foot- 
long treaty belt that was fashioned to 

ratify this treaty that our two peoples 
should live in peace and friendship. 

Mr. Speaker, George Washington, 
himself, respected the Native Ameri-
cans of this country and their culture. 
Shouldn’t the NFL team that bears his 
name do the same? 

f 

AFGHANISTAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, again I am 
on the floor today to talk about the on-
going discussion between the United 
States and Afghanistan regarding a 10- 
year bilateral strategic agreement to 
allow troops to remain overseas beyond 
the year 2014. 

Multiple news organizations have re-
ported that talks on the agreement 
have stalled because of the unwilling-
ness of the Afghan Government to let 
the American military search Afghan 
homes. Two senior Afghan officials 
went so far as to tell The New York 
Times that the negotiations had 
reached a profound impasse. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to submit 
for the RECORD a letter that I have 
written to the President of the United 
States regarding this issue. 

This agreement will force the United 
States to continue paying trillions of 
tax dollars to support the Afghans’ 
President Karzai, a corrupt govern-
ment which we cannot afford any 
longer. As it is, taxpayers in the 
United States have been paying $10.45 
million every hour for the cost of the 
war in Afghanistan since 2001. Let me 
repeat that. Taxpayers in the United 
States have been paying $10.45 million 
every hour for the cost of the war in 
Afghanistan since 2001. This is unac-
ceptable, especially at a time when 
this national debt is at an astounding 
$17 trillion and when we have been 
forced to make deep budget cuts in the 
United States. 

Just this past weekend, tornadoes in 
Illinois killed six people. Last year, we 
watched the devastation on the east 
coast that resulted from Hurricane 
Sandy. These national disasters rep-
resent only one area in which we could 
use the money that we are sending to 
Afghanistan to help the American peo-
ple right here. In addition, the bilat-
eral strategic agreement will expose 
our troops to considerable dangers and 
will risk the loss of additional Amer-
ican lives, all without the approval of 
Congress. 

At the very least, we in Congress 
should vote as to whether we agree 
with this agreement or not. It is not 
required by the Constitution, but we 
who oversee the spending of the tax-
payers’ money should demand that the 
leadership of the House in both parties 
have a vote, if nothing more than a res-
olution, that we do support this bilat-
eral strategic agreement or we do not 
support it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am here again today 
with my poster that is just such a sad 

commentary on Afghanistan. It is the 
cartoon of a little Mr. Karzai drawing 
money out of a money machine—which 
is being paid for by the taxpayers, by 
the way—and his comment is, ‘‘I am 
just making a quick withdrawal.’’ 
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Sadly, too, behind him is an Amer-
ican soldier whose thoughts are this: ‘‘I 
would like to make a quick withdrawal 
from here.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for this Con-
gress to wake up and take care of 
America’s problems and not Afghani-
stan’s problems. A 10-year agreement is 
unacceptable and we need to come to-
gether in a bipartisan way to send a 
message to the administration that we 
do not support this agreement, and we 
come together, Republicans and Demo-
crats. 

I would close by asking God to please 
continue to bless our men and women 
in uniform and ask God to please con-
tinue to bless America. 

NOVEMBER 18, 2013. 
President BARACK OBAMA, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I write today due to 
the ongoing discussion between the United 
States and Afghanistan regarding a 10-year 
Bilateral Security Agreement to allow our 
troops to remain overseas beyond 2014. Mul-
tiple news organizations have reported that 
talks on the agreement have stalled because 
of the unwillingness of the Afghan govern-
ment to allow the American military to 
search Afghan homes. 

Mr. President, this agreement will force 
the United States to continue paying tril-
lions of tax dollars to support Afghan Presi-
dent Hamid Karzai’s corrupt government. 
This is unacceptable, particularly at a time 
when the national debt is an astonishing 17 
trillion dollars and we have been forced to 
make deep budget cuts at home. More impor-
tantly, allowing our troops to remain in Af-
ghanistan exposes them to considerable dan-
ger and risks the loss of additional American 
lives—all without the approval of Congress. 
At the very least, a vote should be allowed to 
ensure that Congress exercises its constitu-
tional responsibility of oversight of the ex-
penditure of taxpayer money. 

Considering these points, I implore you to 
reconsider the Bilateral Security Agreement 
and prevent both the loss of precious Amer-
ican lives and the waste, fraud, and abuse of 
American money overseas. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER B. JONES, 

Member of Congress. 

f 

PANCREATIC CANCER AND 
SEQUESTRATION 

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

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to bring awareness to our coun-
try’s rate of pancreatic cancer and the 
need for strong and continued medical 
research of this disease. This year, over 
45,000 are expected to be diagnosed with 
pancreatic cancer, a number that has 
steadily climbed over the past decade. 

While survival rates for many other 
forms of cancer have improved in re-
cent years, only 6 percent of patients 
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diagnosed with pancreatic cancer will 
live more than 5 years. That is a sta-
tistic that has not improved over 40 
years. 

Earlier this year, I sat down with 
several of my constituents affected by 
pancreatic cancer. One in particular, 
Jamiee, saw her father diagnosed with 
the disease and then tragically die just 
11 weeks after he was diagnosed. Sadly, 
this story is all too common when dis-
cussing pancreatic cancer. I would 
guess that we all know someone who 
has died from this disease. 

Sequestration cut $1.5 billion from 
the National Institutes of Health ear-
lier this year. This is critical funding 
that would have been used to conduct 
research on deadly diseases such as 
pancreatic cancer. Everyone I talk to 
in my district agrees with the idea that 
funding medical and disease research is 
a good thing. 

We must continue research in this 
area and begin the process of reversing 
these remarkably depressing statistics 
with pancreatic cancer. We owe it to 
Jamiee and thousands of other families 
affected by this disease to work to-
wards a cure. 

f 

ANN CARRIZALES—WIFE, MOTHER, 
FORMER MARINE, STAFFORD PO-
LICE OFFICE, HERO 

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

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
with great pride to share an amazing 
story of a police officer from Texas 22. 

At 3:30 a.m., on October 26, this offi-
cer from Stafford, Texas, noticed a car 
sitting at a green light with its left 
turn signal on. A few minutes later the 
Stafford officer stopped that car. As 
the officer approached the car, shots 
rang out. The officer was hit in the 
neck, face, and chest. 

The thugs sped off. The thugs had no 
idea who they shot. If they knew, they 
would have dropped their weapons and 
surrendered without a fight. They shot 
a wife, a mother of two young children, 
a former marine, who was the first fe-
male to join the Marine Corps’ boxing 
team. They shot Stafford police officer 
Ann Carrizales. They messed with the 
wrong marine. 

Despite being wounded, Ann returned 
fire, blowing out the back glass of the 
thug’s automobile. She jumped in her 
cruiser and joined the chase. She 
quickly got on the radio saying, ‘‘Shots 
fired, shots fired, I’ve been hit.’’ 

For 7 minutes Ann chased the shoot-
ers. The video of her dashboard camera 
shows how cool and in control Ann was. 
She chased the thugs through two 
counties with multiple law enforce-
ment agencies joining the chase—the 
Stafford Police Department, Missouri 
City Police Department, Sugar Land 
Police Department, Houston Police De-
partment, sheriff’s deputies from Fort 
Bend County and Harris County, and 
the Texas Department of Public Safe-
ty, all joining in the chase. 

Despite her wounds, Ann stayed on 
the radio and kept everyone aware of 
her location, telling everyone all the 
streets that she was passing while she 
was chasing the thugs. Ann was in 
charge and everyone knew that. 

Ann followed those thugs into an 
apartment complex. Knowing the dan-
ger to arriving officers in an apartment 
complex and the danger to innocent 
Americans losing their lives from stray 
gunshots in those apartments, Ann 
continued to manage the scene. 

On Ann’s dashboard camera, you can 
see Ann’s fellow officers trying to take 
care of her wounds. Ann can be heard 
saying, ‘‘Get out, it’s not safe,’’ and 
tell them to ‘‘watch your back.’’ Ann’s 
shooter was caught later that day, and 
his two buddies were caught a few days 
later. 

I talked to Ann a week after she was 
shot. I had two questions for Ann. The 
first question: ‘‘What did you think 
when you were shot?’’ She told me that 
her mama bear instincts kicked in. 
Those punks tried to take her from her 
husband and her two kids. They were 
going to pay for that. I also asked Ann: 
‘‘Did you ever think you were going to 
die?’’ She snapped, ‘‘No, sir, my chief 
did not give me permission to die that 
night.’’ 

Thank you, Ann, for wearing that 
badge and for your heroism. Semper fi, 
Ann, semper fi. 

f 

WE MUST TACKLE THE REAL 
PROBLEMS WE FACE 

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

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, this week, 
it was reported that House Republicans 
are looking for a legislative plan to 
close out the year and to move forward 
into 2014 and, as such, passed out a 
blank sheet of paper as their agenda— 
a blank sheet. 

Each month, polls put congressional 
approval rates at new lows, and more 
independent organizations rank the 
113th Congress as one of the least—if 
not the least—productive of all time. 

In response, leadership of the people’s 
House has continued to govern by 
sound bites and pass messaging bills 
that simply go nowhere—even pain-
fully shutting down the government for 
more than 2 weeks in the process. 

If House leadership is looking for an 
agenda, they need only to look across 
the aisle to their friends. We have some 
suggestions, and chief among them is 
putting Americans back to work. 

During our August work period, I 
participated in some 166 events, meet-
ing with constituents each and every 
time. At nearly every stop, my friends 
and neighbors wanted to know what 
was being done in Washington to help 
the private sector create jobs. 

My district is extraordinary, but not 
in this regard. I have to believe that 
the people of Albany and Schenectady 
and Saratoga Springs, New York, my 
hometown of Amsterdam, New York, in 

the 20th Congressional District, are 
thinking what America is thinking. 
They are asking what myself and our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle are 
doing to grow the economy. 

House Democrats stand ready to 
work with Republicans to address the 
real challenges that face this great Na-
tion of ours. 

Sequestration-related cuts are esti-
mated to cost our economy some 1.6 
million jobs through 2014. Let’s work 
together to save jobs and pass a budget 
that invests by growing in a justified 
way, in a fair way, revenues and belt 
tightening so that we cut as we can, so 
that we then invest as we must. 

Our family farms deserve the cer-
tainty that a 5-year reauthorization of 
the farm bill has brought them for dec-
ades upon decades. Our parties clearly 
don’t see eye-to-eye on cutting such 
items as hunger assistance, hunger as-
sistance for millions of veterans, mil-
lions of frail people, millions of elderly, 
millions of children. 

If we work together on jobs, we will 
help the private sector put people into 
jobs and cut poverty and reduce the 
need for hunger programs. Now, isn’t 
that a humane approach? 

We see middle class America experi-
encing pain at the gas pump, and we 
worry that our foreign policy is dic-
tated by our dangerous dependency, 
our gluttonous thirst for fossil-based 
fuels. Yet, we stand today without a 
clear and definitive clean energy agen-
da that would make our Nation a safer 
place and create tens of thousands of 
jobs in the short-term, boosting an 
American green-collar economy. It can 
be done. 

A report just last week on solar pan-
els was interesting. If we would use 
just simply 5 percent of available roof-
tops in Los Angeles County, we would 
be able to create 29,000 jobs in that ef-
fort. 

In the past week, we have seen major 
severe weather events wreak havoc on 
the Philippines and across 12 States 
within the Midwest of our country. 
Even if you choose to ignore fact-based 
science that really proves climate 
change to be real and here, we can all 
agree that our aging infrastructure 
needs our assistance, it needs to be up-
graded, it needs to be improved and re-
placed, so that we are taking a 
proactive approach to the soundness of 
infrastructure, which grows jobs. In-
stead, we are allowing storms of the 
century to impact our communities 
and then have a reactive process that 
simply isn’t the best way to do busi-
ness. 

I could go on and on, but I only have 
5 minutes here. 

Immigration reform, updating the 
Voting Rights Act, tax reform, expand-
ing background checks for gun owners, 
or passing ENDA—there is more than 
enough for us to tackle that translates 
into jobs. The vast majority of these 
policies would pass in a bipartisan 
fashion, as the government shutdown 
was avoided by a bipartisan vote with a 
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unanimous vote from the Democrats 
with a minority of votes from the Re-
publicans. We could get things done if 
we would allow votes to be taken up on 
this floor, a simple up or down vote, 
but get it done and grow jobs. 

This week, we solemnly observe the 
50th anniversary of the death of one of 
the greatest leaders our Nation has 
known, President John F. Kennedy, a 
man who once said: 

Never before has man had such capacity to 
control his own environment, to end thirst 
and hunger, to conquer poverty and disease, 
to banish illiteracy and massive human mis-
ery. We have the power to make this the best 
generation of mankind in the history of the 
world—or to make it the last. 

To act is both in our power and our 
duty. We must tackle these problems. I 
implore this House to take up a jobs 
agenda. Let’s put America to work. 

f 

30TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
GRAND RONDE TRIBE’S RES-
TORATION AS A FEDERALLY 
RECOGNIZED TRIBE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OLSON). The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SCHRADER) 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to acknowledge a significant 
milestone for the Confederated Tribes 
of the Grand Ronde Community of Or-
egon. This Friday, November 22, 2013, 
marks the 30th anniversary of the 
Grand Ronde Tribe’s restoration as a 
federally recognized tribe. 

The Confederated Tribes of Grand 
Ronde consist of nearly 30 different his-
toric Indian tribes who lived in western 
Oregon, southern Washington, and 
northern California. This confederation 
of tribes was created almost 160 years 
ago when the Federal Government 
forced these tribes onto the Grand 
Ronde Indian Reservation in order to 
make room for the expanding settler 
population. Before the settlers arrived 
on the west coast, there were more 
than 60 tribes living within the Oregon 
stretch of the Pacific Ocean. These 
tribes resided in their homelands for 
over thousands of years. 

As more and more settlers flowed 
into Willamette, Umpqua, and Rogue 
River Valleys, they began to over-
whelm the land that had once belonged 
to the tribes. Conflict ensued. By the 
1850s the United States Government, in 
an effort to end conflict and open up 
land for settlers, initiated treaty-mak-
ing with the antecedent tribes and 
bands of Grand Ronde. 

The United States and the Kalapuya 
and Molala Tribes, among others, en-
tered into the Willamette Valley Trea-
ty. With this treaty, the United States 
seized much of the Willamette Valley 
while promising money, supplies, edu-
cation, health care, and protection to 
the Indians. 

b 1045 

As a result of the Willamette Valley 
treaty and six other treaties ceding 

about 14 million acres, over 2,000 tribal 
people were removed from their native 
homelands and forced to resettle on the 
Grand Ronde Indian Reservation in the 
Yamhill Valley. At that time, the res-
ervation consisted of more than 60,000 
acres of land. 

Before the arrival of the settlers, 
there were 20,000 native people living in 
the Willamette Valley. When the tribes 
were forced onto the reservation, there 
were 2,000. At the dawn of the 20th cen-
tury, there were only 302 people listed 
on the Grand Ronde Reservation cen-
sus. Many people had died as a con-
sequence of the administrative neglect 
or had moved away from the reserva-
tion to find better opportunities for 
work in the cities. 

By 1944, the United States Govern-
ment found itself between a depression 
and a war. Seeking to cut government 
spending, they began to terminate 
their treaty responsibilities to Indian 
tribes and began the process of ending 
the United States’ relationship with 
the tribe. 

In 1954, Congress passed the Western 
Oregon Indian Termination Act, which 
terminated treaties the government 
had entered into in the 1850s. As a re-
sult of that act, the Grand Ronde In-
dian Reservation was closed. By this 
time, the tribe had been calling the 
reservation home for over 100 years. 
Along with losing their homes, people 
lost their access to health care, edu-
cation, and other services the Federal 
Government promised to provide them 
in the treaties with the tribes. The 
Federal Government reneged on its 
promise to the tribes of a ‘‘permanent 
reservation forever.’’ 

Although the Grand Ronde people 
were once again driven from their land, 
they refused to surrender their cultural 
identity and traditions. In the 1970s, 
members of the Grand Ronde reserva-
tion community united to form the 
Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde In-
dians to fight for their right to be rec-
ognized by the United States Federal 
Government. 

After years of dedication and per-
sistent efforts by tribal members, the 
United States Congress finally restored 
its relationship with the tribe on No-
vember 22, 1983, passing the Grand 
Ronde Restoration Act signed by Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan. This act, fol-
lowing nearly 30 years of termination, 
allowed the tribe to be eligible again 
for Federal housing, health, and edu-
cation services. It also initiated a proc-
ess that would lead to the Grand Ronde 
Reservation Act and the tribe’s recov-
ery of almost 10,000 acres of its original 
reservation. 

Since restoration, the Confederated 
Tribes of Grand Ronde has thrived, be-
coming one of the most successful and 
vibrant tribes in the Pacific Northwest. 
With their own money, they have reac-
quired parts of their original reserva-
tion. The population of the tribe has 
grown from roughly 1,500 members a 
year after restoration to almost 5,000 
members. 

Grand Ronde boasts a stable econ-
omy that is rooted in timber and tribal 
gaming. The Spirit Mountain Casino on 
the Grand Ronde reservation has been 
responsible for a significant part of the 
tribe’s income since the mid-1990s. 
Spirit Mountain is the most successful 
casino in Oregon and also the largest 
employer in Polk County, employing 
more than 1,200 people. Grand Ronde 
dedicates 6 percent of casino profits to 
its Spirit Mountain Community Fund. 
The fund, which supports a diverse 
array of charitable organizations in Or-
egon, has given more than $60 million 
to local communities, nonprofit orga-
nizations, and Oregon’s Indian tribes 
since 1977. 

The Confederated Tribes of Grand 
Ronde emerged from over a century of 
hardship to become a thriving commu-
nity. There can be no doubt that the 
people of Grand Ronde will continue to 
prosper, as they have done on this land 
for a thousand years. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all persons in the 
gallery that they are here as guests of 
the House and that any manifestation 
of approval or disapproval of pro-
ceedings is in violation of the rules of 
the House. 

f 

JOHN ARIALE, THANK YOU FOR A 
JOB WELL DONE 

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

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this morning to honor the congres-
sional career of my chief of staff, John 
Ariale. I first met John Ariale 13 years 
ago, right after I was first elected to 
Congress; and after that first meeting 
when I saw his keen intellect, I saw his 
wry sense of humor, his love of Excel 
spreadsheets, his laser-like focus on 
policy, and his zany Italian zeal, I 
knew that was a combination that I 
needed to lead my legislative office. 

They say that the decision to have 
someone be your chief of staff is one of 
the most important decisions you will 
ever make as a Member of Congress be-
cause the chief of staff not only rep-
resents your political views, but also 
represents your personal values. If 
there is one decision that I have made 
that I think would be unanimously 
agreed upon by my constituents as well 
as my colleagues, it would be the 
choice to have John be my chief of 
staff. 

John has assembled an outstanding 
team of individuals. He has led that 
team of individuals through thick and 
thin. We have fought and won some 
very important legislative battles, one 
of which is a proposal of landmark leg-
islation to forever change for the good 
the way our Nation deals with individ-
uals with disabilities. It is called the 
ABLE Act. We haven’t crossed the fin-
ish line yet, but I am sure we will; and 
when we do, it will be in large part be-
cause of the moral clarity and hard 
work and dedication of John Ariale. 
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Winston Churchill once said: 
We make a living by what we get, but we 

make a life by what we give. 

Mr. Speaker, John Ariale has given 
me, he has given this institution, he 
has given all of the individuals who 
have had a chance to work with him 
his heart and his soul. He has given his 
expertise, his wisdom, and his patience. 
There is little we can do to repay him 
for all that other than express to him 
our extreme gratitude and to wish him 
well on his next opportunities, his next 
challenge. 

And so I would say to John Ariale, as 
he leaves as chief of my staff, thank 
you for a job well done. 

God bless and Godspeed. 
f 

BUDGET COMMITTEE NEEDS TO 
GET THEIR JOB DONE 

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, now that 
the Republican shutdown is over, Con-
gress should be addressing the most 
pressing issues facing our Nation—fast-
er economic growth, putting our people 
back to work at living-wage jobs, bal-
ancing the budget, and investing in our 
future. But so far, there is no Repub-
lican budget deal completed to set the 
frame for all of this, to give confidence 
to businesses that they can invest, and 
to assure the American people that 
there is some certainty that Congress 
has done its job. 

The first step is completion of a re-
sponsible budget resolution for 2014 
which starts in just a few weeks; and, 
in fact, the Federal fiscal year started 
October 1. From that resolution would 
follow, if we had regular order in this 
House, 12 appropriation bills con-
strained within the limits of that im-
portant budget. But rather than com-
pleting the budget bill, I observed the 
chairman of the House Budget Com-
mittee making political speeches out 
in Iowa rather than getting the job 
done here. My message today is get the 
job done of the Budget Committee. 

We know that the economy will grow 
when more people are working; and 
when that happens, the Federal debt 
will go down. 

The first chart I have here actually 
shows that during the Clinton years 
when employment went up, we were 
able to balance the budget. It was fol-
lowed during the Bush year with the 
terrible recession where unemployment 
went up and, guess what, the budget 
deficit increased and our accumulated 
debt grew at extraordinary propor-
tions. 

Now, think about what happens to 
the U.S. debt when unemployment goes 
up; and during the Bush years, we had 
over 8.8 million jobs that were elimi-
nated because of the Great Recession. 
When people don’t have a job, they 
aren’t paying taxes. They aren’t buy-
ing a new car or spending money at de-
partment stores or other consumer 
spending that drives employment 

growth and job creation. Increased 
wages drive investment. Moreover, peo-
ple who don’t have a job are likely re-
lying on government for help—unem-
ployment benefits that are extended, or 
other parts of the Federal safety net, 
the social safety net such as health in-
surance, and health care. That causes a 
drawdown in Federal spending. 

So the message to my Republican 
colleagues is get the job done. That’s 
the only way you are going to be able 
to reduce the debt. We cannot balance 
our budget with unemployment hov-
ering at over 7 percent nationally. 

Although the Obama administration 
has successfully led 42 months of con-
secutive job creation compared to the 
Bush years when we went so much into 
the hole, we still have not dug our-
selves out and replaced those 8.8 mil-
lion jobs that were eliminated. That is 
a lot of jobs. Over 2 million manufac-
turing jobs alone were eliminated. If 
we think about that, we have done a 
good job month by month. in crawling 
out of the recession. But the pace of 
this is not what I would call robust, 
but it definitely has been steady. 

Piled on top of this gigantic effort to 
try to create jobs is a nagging trade 
deficit. In my part of America, people 
know well what job outsourcing has oc-
curred to foreign countries. We have 
had continuing hemorrhaging of U.S. 
jobs because of trade agreements like 
NAFTA, China PNTR, Korea, all in the 
negative, all in the red, not in the 
black. We have not had a positive trade 
balance in this country since 1975, and 
the numbers show it. The deficits just 
keep getting worse. 

Can you find anything made in Amer-
ica any more? There is $9 trillion in ac-
cumulated trade deficit since 1975. 
That actually equals half of our long- 
term debt because our monthly trade 
deficit now hovers around $39 billion 
more imported goods coming in there 
than we are able to export. This means 
more foreign goods, fewer U.S. jobs. 
Over time, these foreign subsidized 
products from closed markets replace 
American products and the jobs that go 
with them. The word ‘‘outsourcing’’ 
has become all too familiar. 

Mr. Speaker, if my Republican col-
leagues want to tackle the Federal 
debt, then they need to bring a com-
pleted budget deal to the floor. It is 
months, almost a year, too late. We 
need to tackle the Federal debt by 
growing jobs. Bring economic growth 
and jobs bills to the floor. We need to 
no longer bring trade deals to this floor 
that result, through fast track, in the 
kind of job killing that we have had 
over the last quarter century. 
Shouldn’t we focus on what the Amer-
ican people have been saying to us year 
after year after year: it is the econ-
omy; it is job creation. This institution 
ought to be focused laser beam on what 
the American people are telling us. 
Why is that so hard to do? 

I urge my colleagues on the Budget 
Committee, get back to work. Stop the 
politicking around the country; get 

those committees reaching com-
promises between the House and the 
Senate. Let’s get the big frame; and 
then let’s, through regular order, bring 
up the 12 appropriation bills within 
those budget restraints so we can 
eliminate the debt by making this 
economy grow fully again. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

CRENSHAW). Pursuant to clause 12(a) of 
rule I, the Chair declares the House in 
recess until noon today. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 57 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess. 

f 
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AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker at 
noon. 

f 

PRAYER 
Reverend Dr. John Adams, First Bap-

tist Church, Mantachie, Mississippi, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Our Father, we bow before Your ma-
jestic throne today. We acknowledge 
that You are in Heaven and we are on 
Your good Earth. 

Our prayers are given for each one in 
this Chamber, that Your love and wis-
dom be in each life. Today, we pray for 
our Speaker and each legislator, that 
Your hands will guide their hands. 

Father, I know today that the best 
thing that I can do for these men and 
women is to pray for them. Give them 
courage to make the right decisions. 
Let the laws coming forth from these 
hallowed Halls be pleasing to You and 
be a benefit to our fellow man. 

Allow these leaders to have a breath 
of fresh air today and to have the Spir-
it of God’s Son in helping others. We 
ask Your blessings on our United 
States of America. 

In the name of God’s Son, we pray. 
Amen. 

f 

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. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal. 

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8, 
rule XX, further proceedings on this 
question will be postponed. 
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The point of no quorum is considered 

withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BROUN) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. BROUN of Georgia 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. 

f 

WELCOMING REVEREND DR. JOHN 
ADAMS 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
NUNNELEE) is recognized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NUNNELEE. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to welcome to the House of 
Representatives this morning Dr. John 
Adams, Jr., who offered the prayer ear-
lier. 

Dr. Adams is a native of Mississippi, 
and he is currently the senior pastor of 
First Baptist Church in Mantachie, 
Mississippi. He is joined by his wife, 
Darla Kaye Fuller Adams. 

Dr. Adams has served as senior pas-
tor in churches in Mississippi, Texas, 
Colorado, and Arkansas. Dr. Adams has 
spoken throughout the South and 
around the country, sharing a 13-part 
series about the Judeo-Christian herit-
age of America. He also presently 
serves as the executive director of the 
Moral Action of Mississippi and of the 
national organization, the Moral Ac-
tion of the Baptist Missionary Associa-
tion. 

We are honored to have him here 
today, and we deeply appreciate his 
service to our Lord and to the people of 
Mississippi. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). The Chair will now 
entertain 15 further requests for 1- 
minute speeches on each side of the 
aisle. 

f 

THE PATIENT OPTION ACT 

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

Mr. BROUN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
now more than ever, Americans are 
feeling the pain from ObamaCare. This 
law is hurting Americans with higher 
premiums and cancelation notices. If it 
is left in place, our country will suffer 
under the new wave of spending that it 
will create. 

This destroyer must be stopped. 
Just last week, the House passed a 

symbolic bill that merely nibbled at 
the edges of the problems caused by 

ObamaCare, but you cannot fix a law 
that will cripple our economy, increase 
our Nation’s debt, and limit health 
care options for millions of Americans. 
I was one of only four Republicans to 
oppose this bill, because we can’t fix 
the President’s broken promises in 
ObamaCare. Instead, we must repeal 
ObamaCare for good. 

I have introduced legislation, the Pa-
tient OPTION Act, that would do just 
that. Congress must stop wasting time 
to pass bills that keep ObamaCare in 
place. We must repeal and replace this 
disaster immediately. The Patient OP-
TION Act is the solution. 

f 

WORLD TOILET DAY 
(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
the concept of a World Toilet Day can 
make children giggle, some adults 
blush and others change the subject, 
but the title is designed to take a most 
serious subject head-on. 

The world can no longer afford to be 
squeamish, to make jokes or to change 
the subject about the fundamental 
issue of access to adequate sanitation. 
That is because 2.5 billion people live 
without it, which leads to 700,000 pre-
mature deaths each year, and it is get-
ting worse. Instead of solving this glob-
al crisis, the number living without ac-
cess has increased by 700 million peo-
ple. 

Today, we want to renew our com-
mitment to helping these unfortunate 
people around the world have access to 
sanitation, which we all take for grant-
ed. 

I appreciate the Gates Foundation 
and other NGOs, like WaterAid, for 
stepping up to help solve the dilemma, 
and I call on my colleagues to support 
H.R. 2901, which Congressman POE and 
I have introduced, which is the Water 
for the World Act, so that the United 
States can play a greater, more effec-
tive role to save lives around the globe. 

f 

‘‘MAKE OUR VOICES HEARD’’ 
(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, Rodney 
from Winston-Salem, North Carolina, 
pays $540 a month for a family health 
insurance plan that covers his wife, his 
16-year-old son, and himself. This plan 
works well for them and fits within 
their family budget; but Rodney re-
ceived the same unwelcomed news that 
has startled millions of other Ameri-
cans: the health insurance he likes will 
be canceled because the ‘‘suits’’ in 
Washington think his preferred plan is 
lousy. The most similar government- 
sanctioned ObamaCare plan will cost 
Rodney’s family $1,139 each month— 
more than their mortgage payment. 

Understandably, Rodney is sickened 
by this news. 

I have worked very hard my entire adult 
life to take care of my family and provide for 

all of their needs. How am I supposed to con-
tinue to support them . . . with the govern-
ment forcing me into a situation I cannot af-
ford? 

Rodney closed his letter by asking 
me: 

If you do nothing else, please do every-
thing in your power to make our voices 
heard. 

House Republicans are doing that 
every day for Rodney and for Ameri-
cans like him. 

f 

IF YOU FIX IT, THEY WILL COME 

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, de-
spite all of the hysterical comments 
like we just heard on the floor here 
today, it is important for people to 
know that, in States in which Gov-
ernors embrace the Affordable Care Act 
and set up a high-functioning Web site, 
the fact of the matter is that enroll-
ment is exceeding expectations. 

In Connecticut on Friday, which is 
where I am from, we released figures. 
Over 13,000 enrolled in the first 6 
weeks, and the pace of enrollment is 
accelerating. In the last 2 weeks, they 
have enrolled more than they had en-
rolled in the prior month. On Saturday, 
I was at an enrollment fair—there were 
eight of them all across the State—and 
there was a full waiting room of people 
who were waiting their turns—like at a 
deli counter to get their numbers—to 
sit down to get help in terms of signing 
up with a plan. Twenty minutes is all 
it took to sign up for a plan. 

I spoke to Merrylyn Weaver from 
New London, Connecticut, who said: 

I am finally going to have health insurance 
after 3 years of being without it. 

It took her 20 minutes to sign up for 
an Anthem Blue Cross Silver plan. 

The fact of the matter is that the 
message is, if you fix it, they will 
come. That is what this Congress 
should be focused on is fixing it so that 
the people in the waiting room like I 
saw in Norwich, Connecticut, are going 
to get help all across the country. It is 
time to help people get insurance, not 
to scare them and destroy a plan that 
provides them hope. 

f 

RECOGNIZING BAYLOR REGIONAL 
MEDICAL CENTER FOR THE 2013 
MALCOLM BALDRIDGE NATIONAL 
QUALITY AWARD 

(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, I rise today to recognize 
Baylor Regional Medical Center at 
Plano on their latest accolade—the 2013 
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality 
Award, which is the Nation’s highest 
Presidential honor for performance ex-
cellence through innovative practices 
and visionary leadership. 
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For nearly a decade, Baylor Plano 

has provided north Texas with high- 
quality and compassionate care. Their 
superior patient satisfaction rate and 
dedication to training the best and the 
brightest go unmatched. Baylor 
Plano’s success and patient-centered 
care is a testament to the endless pos-
sibilities when you have choice and 
freedom on your side. 

It is an honor to congratulate Baylor 
Plano’s employees, medical staff, and 
volunteers for doing their part to keep 
Texas’ bigger and better reputation in-
tact. I wish them continued success. 

God bless you, and I salute you. 
f 

EMPLOYMENT 
NONDISCRIMINATION ACT 

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

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge House leaders to let us 
vote on the Employment Non-
discrimination Act. 

In 1979, my late husband, Paul, was 
the first U.S. Senator to introduce leg-
islation to ban job discrimination 
based on sexual orientation. I agreed 
with him then and feel just as strongly 
about ENDA today. Employees should 
be judged solely by their ability to do 
their jobs. 

After I was elected in 2007, I was 
proud to cast one of my first votes in 
support of the passage of the Employ-
ment Nondiscrimination Act, an effort 
spearheaded by the relentless Barney 
Frank. While ENDA passed in the 
House of Representatives in 2007, it did 
not move in the Senate; but on Novem-
ber 7, the U.S. Senate made history by 
passing ENDA. It is now time for the 
House to act—to pass ENDA and to fi-
nally expand protections in order to 
prevent employment discrimination. 

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of dignity, 
justice, and equality, let us vote. 

f 

CANCER DRUG COVERAGE PARITY 
ACT 

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, orally 
administered anticancer drugs are be-
coming the standard care for certain 
types of cancer as a promising alter-
native to traditional chemotherapy, 
which is administered through the 
vein. They are also driving some of the 
most exciting research in fighting can-
cer as 35 percent in the oncology pipe-
line are oral chemo drugs. 

Unfortunately, insurance policies 
have not kept pace with the science. 
Typically, IV chemotherapy is covered 
as a medical benefit while oral chemo-
therapy is covered under the prescrip-
tion drug component. This creates a 
disparity in coverage and a financial 
disincentive to choose oral chemo-
therapy. Cancer patients should choose 
a course of treatment based on what 
they and their doctors believe will 
work best. 

That is why I have introduced the 
Cancer Drug Coverage Parity Act. It 
would require insurance plans to pro-
vide coverage for oral chemotherapy at 
a cost no less favorable than that of 
traditional chemotherapy. My bill has 
68 bipartisan cosponsors. I urge my col-
leagues to join us to support the devel-
opment of these promising new treat-
ments to patients who need them. 

f 

b 1215 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

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

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, even with 
the difficulties of the health care Web 
site, we are seeing great things coming 
out of this Affordable Care Act. Across 
the country, millions of people who 
lacked affordable health care options 
yesterday are checking out their new 
options today. This law is working. 

I continue to hear scores of success 
stories from California. Marilynn, who 
is a breast cancer survivor, was paying 
nearly $1,300 a month for her Anthem 
Blue Cross policy. Through Covered 
California, she is saving now more than 
$500 a month. 

Although the healthcare.gov Web site 
has had its problems—that we are fix-
ing—know that the California ex-
change has become a model for the rest 
of the country. Early enrollment re-
sults demonstrate that Covered Cali-
fornia is working and people are sign-
ing up. We led the Nation in our readi-
ness for this new law, and newly re-
leased numbers show that 131,000 Cali-
fornians have already enrolled in new 
quality health plans on Covered Cali-
fornia, more than any other State ex-
change. 

Rather than rooting for its failure, 
let’s work together to make this a re-
ality for all Americans. 

f 

HEALTH CARE ACT ADVANCES 
EQUALITY, FREEDOM, AND FAIR-
NESS 

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

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I pause 
today to think about history. I thought 
a lot about the 50th anniversary of 
President Kennedy’s assassination, and 
today is the 150th anniversary of the 
Gettysburg Address. I thought I should 
bring some words to us from the Ad-
dress. The world can never forget what 
the soldiers of Gettysburg did: 

It is for us the living, rather, to be dedi-
cated here to the unfinished work which 
they who fought here have thus far so nobly 
advanced. It is rather for us to be here dedi-
cated to the great task remaining before us— 
that from these honored dead we take in-
creased devotion to that cause for which 
they gave the last full measure of devotion— 
that we here highly resolve that these dead 
shall not have died in vain—that this Nation, 
under God, shall have a new birth of free-

dom—and that government of the people, by 
the people, for the people, shall not perish 
from the Earth. 

I am proud to serve in this House 
where John Kennedy served. I am 
proud to serve in this House where 
Abraham Lincoln served. It is my opin-
ion that part of that work was pro-
viding equality, freedom, and fairness. 
I believe President Lincoln would sup-
port the Affordable Care Act and 
health care for all. 

f 

WE NEED A FAIR AND BALANCED 
BUDGET 

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

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 
many of our constituents are still re-
covering from the reckless Tea Party 
government shutdown. Now it is time 
to do our job and pass a budget, help 
grow the economy, and create jobs. 
Budgets are statements of our values 
and priorities as a Nation. 

Our top priority in passing a budget 
must be to end the harmful, across-the- 
board budget cuts known as the seques-
ter. We must extend emergency unem-
ployment compensation which millions 
of jobless workers and families rely on. 
This will end at the end of December if 
we don’t do this. 

Although our economy has improved, 
there are still 4 million people in this 
country that have been unemployed for 
6 months or more. These same individ-
uals have already experienced reduc-
tions in their benefits due to sequestra-
tion and automatic SNAP—food 
stamp—cuts as of November 1. 

Tea Party Republicans have refused 
to create jobs, they have cut job train-
ing, and now they are ready to pull the 
plug on this vital lifeline. This is mor-
ally wrong and economically stupid. 

I urge the budget conferees to extend 
the Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation program for at least an addi-
tional year and to repeal the sequester. 
We need a fair and balanced budget 
that reflects our values. 

f 

PRESIDENTIAL MEDAL OF 
FREEDOM 

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

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, to-
morrow will mark the 50th anniversary 
of the executive order of President 
Kennedy which established the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom. Five hun-
dred exceptional individuals have re-
ceived the award in these 50 years. To-
morrow, 16 will be honored, including 
President Bill Clinton. 

For us in Hawaii, it is noteworthy 
that the Hawaii-born President will be 
honoring Senator Daniel K. Inouye. In 
his press release, the President recog-
nized the Senator for his lifelong pub-
lic service, including the highly deco-
rated 442nd Regiment in World War II, 
for which he was awarded the highest 
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military honor, the Congressional 
Medal of Honor. 

It is, however, most noteworthy that 
when asked how the Senator wanted to 
be remembered, Senator Inouye said: 

Very simply, that I represented the people 
of Hawaii honestly and to the best of my 
abilities. I think I did okay. 

He was a true American, a humble 
man, and truly deserving of the highest 
civilian honor of this great country. 

f 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

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

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, 
despite the fact that the robust provi-
sions passed in the House were signifi-
cantly reduced in the Senate, the peo-
ple of the Virgin Islands are benefiting 
in many ways from the Affordable Care 
Act. 

As an example, a physician related to 
me that the insured 21- to 25-year-olds 
and the preventive care without copay 
kept her practice afloat, and the insur-
ance rebate and tax credits for small 
businesses enabled her to provide in-
surance for her employees without re-
quiring contributions from them. 

In addition, seniors and people with 
disabilities saved an average of $647 on 
medicines. Health centers in my dis-
trict were able to expand space and 
services; children with sickle cell, 
asthma, and diabetes could be insured; 
every newborn will get an important 
home visit; and the new Medicaid dol-
lars will enable us to provide coverage 
for up to half of our now uninsured. 

We still have work to do to ensure 
full access in the Virgin Islands and 
the Nation, but the Affordable Care 
Act has already made a positive dif-
ference in the lives of many of our con-
stituents. The ACA is helping Ameri-
cans in all of the States and terri-
tories, and we will continue to build on 
its successes, not yield to Republican 
opportunism and obstructionism. 

f 

BROKEN PROMISES 

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, the train 
wreck and broken promises of the 
President’s health care reform act con-
tinue. 

The gentleman from Connecticut ear-
lier said that we were hysterical. Mr. 
Speaker, my constituents are 
hysterical about these broken prom-
ises. 

Allen from Harford County writes 
about his 31-year-old son. His 31-year- 
old son can’t get a full-time job be-
cause employers won’t hire people full- 
time because of the Affordable Care 
Act. He writes: 

I’m writing today to voice my concern as a 
parent and to report that my healthy 31- 

year-old son’s health insurance premium will 
be tripling. Currently, he has his own 
CareFirst BlueCross plan and was recently 
notified that it was going to be canceled, and 
his premium will go up from $200 a month to 
$600 a month. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a train wreck. 
Parents and families are hysterical. 
They can’t afford a $600 premium for a 
single person working a part-time job. 
Canceled policies and skyrocketing 
premium costs are two broken prom-
ises. America deserves better. 

f 

BENEFITS OF OBAMACARE 

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

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 
my Republican friends continue to ob-
sess with repealing a law that is mak-
ing a difference and will make a sig-
nificant difference in the years to 
come. 

I want to address some of the bene-
fits that have accrued to my congres-
sional district in North Carolina: 

Eight thousand young adults now 
have health insurance through their 
parents’ plan; 150,000 individuals now 
have health insurance that covers pre-
ventive services without any copays, 
co-insurance, or deductible; and 138,000 
residents in my district are saving 
money due to the ACA provisions that 
prevent insurance companies from 
spending more than 20 percent of their 
premiums on profits and overhead. 

Because of these provisions, 13,000 
people in my district received a rebate 
of $87 per family last year and $158 per 
family the year before. 

Although Republicans have been re-
lentless in their efforts to dismantle 
and discredit ObamaCare, the facts are 
uncontroverted. 

f 

35TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
JONESTOWN 

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today we mark the 35th anniversary of 
the massacre of Jonestown. 

Prior to September 11, this was the 
deadliest event in U.S. history, exclud-
ing wars and natural disasters. More 
than 900 innocent people were killed 
after being seduced by the charismatic 
but deeply disturbed Jim Jones. 

Mr. Speaker, among the dead was 
Congressman Leo Ryan, the first Con-
gressman to be assassinated in the line 
of duty. He went to Guyana out of con-
cern for the safety of his constituents 
there. Most of them were of African 
American descent. 

Congresswoman JACKIE SPEIER, who 
was then on Congressman Ryan’s staff, 
was shot five times and had to wait 22 
hours for assistance. 

Today, I introduced a resolution hon-
oring their extraordinary bravery and 
calling on the Speaker to establish pro-
tocols to memorialize Members who die 

in the line of duty. Out of the tragedy 
of Jonestown, true heroes were re-
vealed. 

f 

GIVING TUESDAY 

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, we all know about 
Black Friday and Cyber Monday, but I 
am proud to support Giving Tuesday, a 
national day dedicated to charitable 
giving and volunteerism. 

On December 3, Giving Tuesday will 
harness the collective power of char-
ities, families, businesses, and individ-
uals to transform how people think 
about, talk about, and participate in 
the giving season. 

Launched by the 92nd Street Y in 
New York City last year, in the district 
that I am privileged to represent, Giv-
ing Tuesday inspires Americans to 
take action to improve their local com-
munities and strengthen our country. 

Thousands of partners in all 50 States 
are joining in this national movement 
of individuals and organizations that 
believe that everyone, whether you are 
a large donor or an individual volun-
teer, has a role in helping to solve the 
challenges our communities face every 
day. 

Americans are the most charitable 
people in the world, and Giving Tues-
day is a day for us as a Nation to cele-
brate our spirit of generosity. 

I urge everyone to spread the word 
about Giving Tuesday to your constitu-
ents so together we can celebrate the 
giving season and aid the important 
work of charities and organizations. 

f 

REPAIRING THE AFFORDABLE 
CARE ACT 

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

Mr. CLEAVER. Mr. Speaker, my son 
played basketball at Dillard Univer-
sity. I went down to see his games as 
often as I could. On one occasion, we 
were driving around in his car, we were 
at a busy intersection, and the car 
stops. I didn’t know what was wrong, 
but eventually I realized that he sim-
ply didn’t have gas in it. I was not 
happy, but I didn’t stand outside of the 
car and just continue to talk to him 
about the fact that the car stopped 
running and needed gas. 

What we did is, we tried to get some 
gas to get the car out of the busy inter-
section because a lot of people were 
trying to get by. It would have been of 
no value for me to stand there and lec-
ture him or talk about how horrible 
the situation was. We wanted to fix it. 

That is the same thing with the Af-
fordable Care Act. There are some 
problems. I think it would be crazy for 
anybody to say there are not problems. 
The law has already been passed by 
Congress, signed by the President, and 
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upheld by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

We would be infinitely better off if 
we gave our time to repairing the prob-
lems that are there as opposed to 
standing in the intersection talking 
about how bad it is. 

f 

b 1230 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1965, FEDERAL LANDS 
JOBS AND ENERGY SECURITY 
ACT, AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 2728, PRO-
TECTING STATES’ RIGHTS TO 
PROMOTE AMERICAN ENERGY 
SECURITY ACT 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, by 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 419 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 419 

Resolved, That at any time after adoption 
of this resolution the Speaker may, 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 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1965) to 
streamline and ensure onshore energy per-
mitting, provide for onshore leasing cer-
tainty, and give certainty to oil shale devel-
opment for American energy security, eco-
nomic development, and job creation, 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 amendments specified in this section 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. In lieu of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Natural Re-
sources now printed in the bill, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of Rules Committee Print 113-26 
shall be considered as adopted in the House 
and in the Committee of the Whole. The bill, 
as amended, shall be considered as the origi-
nal bill for the purpose of further amend-
ment under the five-minute rule and shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill, as amended, 
are waived. No further amendment to the 
bill, as amended, shall be in order except 
those printed in part A of the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such further amendment may 
be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against such 
further amendments are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill, as amended, to the House with 
such further amendments as may have been 
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, 
and any further amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 

one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

SEC. 2. At any time after adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker may, 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. 2728) to recognize 
States’ authority to regulate oil and gas op-
erations and promote American energy secu-
rity, development, and job creation. 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 amendments speci-
fied in this section and shall not exceed one 
hour, with 40 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources and 20 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. In lieu of the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Natural Re-
sources now printed in the bill, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting 
of the text of Rules Committee Print 113-27 
shall be considered as adopted in the House 
and in the Committee of the Whole. The bill, 
as amended, shall be considered as the origi-
nal bill for the purpose of further amend-
ment under the five-minute rule and shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill, as amended, 
are waived. No further amendment to the 
bill, as amended, shall be in order except 
those printed in part B of the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such further amendment may 
be offered only in the order printed in the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be considered as 
read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent, 
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall 
not be subject to a demand for division of the 
question in the House or in the Committee of 
the Whole. All points of order against such 
further amendments are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill, as amended, to the House with 
such further amendments as may have been 
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, 
and any further amendment thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Utah is recognized for 1 
hour. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
for the purpose of debate only, I yield 
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 

this resolution provides for a struc-

tured rule for the consideration of H.R. 
1965, the Federal Lands Jobs and En-
ergy Security Act, as well as for con-
sideration of H.R. 2728, the Protecting 
States’ Rights to Promote American 
Energy Security Act. The rule provides 
for each bill to receive 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources, except that on H.R. 
2728, the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology will control 20 minutes 
of the 1 hour provided for. 

The rule makes in order eight amend-
ments for H.R. 1965 and five amend-
ments for H.R. 2728. In both cases, the 
number of amendments to be offered by 
Democrats outnumber those to be of-
fered by Republicans. A number of 
those amendments which were filed 
and not made in order violated the 
House rules either by not being ger-
mane or by violating CutGo. So this is 
a very fair and generous rule and will 
provide for a balanced debate on the 
merits of these important pieces of leg-
islation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to stand 
before the House to support this rule, 
as well as the underlying pieces of leg-
islation, which are both important bills 
aimed at making the United States 
more energy independent. 

I appreciate the hard work of the 
sponsors, Mr. LAMBORN of Colorado, 
Mr. FLORES of Texas, as well as the 
work of the chairman of the Natural 
Resources Committee, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS), as 
well as that of the chairman of the 
Science Committee, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SMITH). These are sig-
nificant pieces that will move our Na-
tion forward. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. I 
thank the gentleman from Utah for 
yielding me the customary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, for this body to spend 
the final week before a week-long 
break, one of the final weeks of the 
year, the third-to-last week of the leg-
islative year, considering messaging 
bills that aren’t going anywhere is a 
disservice to this country and one of 
the reasons that this institution is as 
unpopular as it is. Rather than taking 
on immigration reform, rather than 
protecting Americans from employ-
ment discrimination, both of which 
bills passed the Senate with strong ma-
jorities, including many Republicans, 
we are instead debating a bill to move 
backward rather than forward. 

H.R. 1965 and H.R. 2728, the Federal 
Lands Jobs and Energy Security Act 
and the so-called Protecting States’ 
Rights to Promote Energy Security 
Act, circumvent future Federal regula-
tions designed to keep people safe and 
healthy by handing over jurisdiction to 
States that have any guidance, even a 
few words of guidance, regarding hy-
draulic fracturing. We will be talking 
about the example and what this 
means in my home State of Colorado in 
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a few moments. But neither bill will 
become law. Unlike immigration re-
form, unlike ENDA, which would end 
workplace discrimination against gays 
and lesbians across our country, these 
bills will not become law. 

Similar legislation to H.R. 1965 was 
considered last Congress. This legisla-
tion was opposed by the administra-
tion. It was not brought up by the Sen-
ate, and yet here we are debating it 
again in the House of Representatives 
when we have real business to take 
care of. 

These are not the issues that my con-
stituents are calling in demanding that 
I take action on. They are demanding 
that I work to fix our broken immigra-
tion system. They are demanding that 
I work to balance the budget. They are 
calling in demanding that we work to 
improve upon health care delivery in 
this country; yet, instead, we are dis-
cussing bills that are detrimental to 
the economy of the district that I rep-
resent and destroy jobs. 

Let me discuss H.R. 1965 first. This 
bill’s central premise is to allow oil 
and gas companies to drill wherever 
and whenever they want to drill on 
public lands. This bill is completely ir-
responsible and prioritizes the needs of 
the oil and gas industry over every 
other use of our public lands, including 
the drivers of jobs in my district: hunt-
ing, fishing, skiing, and off-road vehi-
cle recreating. 

This bill sets arbitrary deadlines for 
the BLM to approve drilling applica-
tions and requires the BLM to lease at 
least 25 percent of lands nominated by 
the oil and gas industry each year. 

In addition, the underlying bill offers 
millions of acres of public lands for 
lease to companies that are trying to 
develop a fuel source that has not even 
proven to be viable—oil shale—without 
regard to the impact on water or our 
local economy or environment. 

I represent the district that includes 
popular destinations like Vail and 
Breckenridge and Winter Park, Colo-
rado. People from across the country 
come to enjoy our skiing in winter, our 
outdoor recreation, our hunting, our 
fishing, and white water rafting. When 
you use areas of land for extraction 
and you create oil rigs, the heavy 
truck traffic and roads associated with 
the extraction industry, people are less 
likely to want to come visit for these 
other purposes. It will hurt our ability 
to attract tourists from the rest of the 
country if we don’t have adequate safe-
guards around the Federal lands which 
are part of Eagle and Summit Counties 
and on which our economy relies. 

Now, on H.R. 1965, I did offer several 
amendments to try to improve these 
bills, but only one of my amendments 
was made in order under this rule. I am 
pleased at least my amendment with 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUFFMAN) is in order, which requires 
the National Academy of Sciences to 
study and report to Congress about the 
impact of flooding on oil and gas facili-
ties and leaks and spills from tanks, 
wells, and pipelines. 

My district recently fell victim to 
horrendous floods. We call it our 100- 
year flood in Boulder, Larimer, and 
Weld Counties. A number of drilling op-
erations were impacted, and we are 
continuing to assess the damage, not 
only with regard to drilling operations 
and potential contamination, but of 
course our people are digging out with 
regard to their homes and their offices 
as well. The September floods in Colo-
rado caused an unprecedented level of 
destruction to thousands of oil and gas 
facilities in northern and eastern Colo-
rado. As a result, over 43,000 gallons of 
oil and over 26,000 gallons of produced 
water spilled from the tanks, wells, and 
pipelines into the floodwater. 

That is why I joined Representative 
DEFAZIO, the ranking member of Nat-
ural Resources, in sending a letter on 
September 25 to Chairman HASTINGS 
requesting a hearing to fully under-
stand the consequences resulting from 
the flooding. That hearing hasn’t been 
scheduled yet, but I am hopeful that we 
can resolve this issue, hold congres-
sional hearings, understand how this 
issue affects my district, but also af-
fects other districts that might be sub-
ject to flooding that house drilling op-
erations. 

With regard to the oil shale amend-
ment, I am disappointed that the other 
amendment I offered with Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO was not made in order. It would 
have simply required a study. The U.S. 
Geological Survey would have studied 
the impacts of oil shale leasing on the 
quantity and quality of water available 
in the West. My friend from Utah 
knows that water in the West is a very 
important thing. You know, gold is for 
looking at, and water is for fighting 
over. Frankly, when we look at the im-
pact and the potential impact that a 
very heavy use of water would have 
with some of the extraction techniques 
that are being explored for oil shale 
production, we need to look at the im-
pact that would have on water that we 
need for agriculture, for homeowners, 
and for recreation. And a simple study 
would be a first step in doing that. 

Unfortunately, under this rule and 
this closed process, we were not al-
lowed to bring forth this amendment to 
discuss a study of how oil shale produc-
tion would affect water uses. Many of 
the test processes use enormous 
amounts of water to develop oil shale. 
It is very concerning because the larg-
est known deposits of oil shale are in 
the Green River formation, which in-
clude portions of Colorado, Utah, and 
Wyoming, all three of our States expe-
riencing over the last several years 
drought conditions and have scarce 
water resources that are relied upon by 
our residents and by our farmers. 

Thirty million users of water, includ-
ing farmers, ranchers, and municipali-
ties, depend on water from the Colo-
rado River basin. My amendment 
would ensure that we have a better un-
derstanding of how much water oil 
shale would use and could pollute or 
otherwise impact through the quan-

tities used of the water available for 
other purposes. 

Now, I would like to turn to H.R. 
2728. Hydraulic fracturing, or fracking, 
is a national issue. It is something that 
we need to address here in Congress. It 
is something my constituents are de-
manding of me that we address here in 
Congress, but H.R. 2728 is not what my 
constituents had in mind. 

b 1245 

In this election this month, earlier 
here in November, four of the five larg-
est municipalities in my district—Fort 
Collins, Boulder, Lafayette, and 
Broomfield—passed measures that put 
bans or moratoriums on fracking. 

Never before in my time in public 
service have I ever seen an issue that 
has been the number one issue on the 
ballot in four of the top five munici-
palities. And I should add, it was sched-
uled to be on the ballot of the fifth, but 
it was deferred. The petitions to put it 
on the ballot were deferred, and we ex-
pect it will be on the ballot at 
Loveland at this point if the citizens 
continue with their push for an initia-
tive there. 

We have seen tremendous growth in 
natural gas development due to 
fracking and directional drilling in the 
last decade alone. That is a great 
thing. It is a great thing for American 
energy independence. It is a great 
thing for American manufacturing. It 
is a great thing for reducing our energy 
costs. 

In Colorado alone, 50,000 wells have 
been drilled, and many more have been 
drilled nationally. These drilling ac-
tivities, however, in a district such as 
mine, a district that is an extraction 
district, are occurring very close to 
where people live, work, and where 
they raise families, yet our State 
doesn’t have any meaningful regula-
tion to protect homeowners. 

It meets the definition of having 
fracking rules; it certainly does. Unfor-
tunately, the fracking rules are over-
seen by an oil and gas commission that 
is heavily influenced by the oil and gas 
industry. They don’t have at their dis-
posal the independence or the ability 
to enact real penalties for violations of 
our laws, and their charge is not first 
and foremost to protect homeowners 
and families and health. That has led 
to this backlash, which is why even 
very conservative towns in my dis-
trict—one of the towns that had a 5- 
year moratorium on fracking elected a 
very conservative mayoral candidate 
by a 60–40 margin, which is not unusual 
for this town. These are folks who are 
fundamentally conservative voting for 
a conservative candidate for mayor, 
who won, and yet, at that same elec-
tion, that same year, they passed a 
moratorium on fracking in Broomfield 
County. 

This is of great concern to the people 
in my district. The growth of fracking 
without commonsense Federal guide-
lines, without commonsense State 
guidelines, has caused an enormous 
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amount of friction between the Amer-
ican Dream of homeowners in my dis-
trict and our Nation’s need for energy. 

State and local rules are an impor-
tant part of the equation, but we also 
need standards at the Federal level, 
particularly as relates to Federal 
lands—namely, BLM lands—which are 
an important part of the equation to 
address impacts that go beyond any 
particular community, such as keeping 
our air free from pollution, keeping 
pollution out of our lungs, our water-
ways, and our drinking water. 

Some State and local laws addressing 
oil and gas extraction are woefully un-
prepared. The extraction industry hit 
before they had the chance to even cre-
ate a local regulatory framework, or 
they have one that is woefully out-
dated and relates to the extraction 
technologies that were prevalent dec-
ades ago rather than the new extrac-
tion technologies that are being de-
ployed today. 

Colorado is trying to update its oil 
and gas rules, but they really haven’t 
done anything to create a meaningful 
framework to protect homeowners and 
families, which is why four of the five 
largest municipalities in my district 
have either banned or put a morato-
rium on fracking. 

We have a State issue, and the State 
has actually threatened to sue some of 
these same municipalities for that ban. 
That is not a Federal issue, but this 
has been an enormous issue in my dis-
trict. The citizens in my district want 
more protection, not less, when it 
comes to fracking. 

The industry reaction has been ex-
tremely counterproductive. The desire 
for my citizens to see more protec-
tion—somehow the industry interprets 
this as the citizens need more informa-
tion or need more marketing about 
how great fracking is. That is not what 
they need. They have got plenty of 
that. The opponents of these ballot ini-
tiatives, the oil and gas initiatives, 
spent millions of dollars educating my 
constituents about how wonderful and 
harmless fracking is. That is not what 
they are asking for. If we could take 
some of that money and instead apply 
it to recapturing gases from the well 
sites and ensuring that we have closed 
systems for the water recovery instead 
of the marketing campaigns, we would 
actually make progress with regard to 
increasing consumer confidence and 
the confidence of my citizens in the 
process. But that is not what we have 
seen to date, and this bill will not help 
bring it about. 

For almost 5 years, I have rep-
resented Colorado’s Second Congres-
sional District. In that time, I have 
witnessed exponential growth in nat-
ural gas extraction in and around our 
district. I have met with too many 
families and communities that have 
been forced from their homes and dev-
astated by nearby fracking activity. 

Fracking has occurred hundreds of 
feet from homes, schools, and play-
grounds. I have been powerless to stop 

it. We tried to ask an oil and gas com-
pany not to frack near a school in Erie, 
Colorado, Red Hawk Elementary, but 
the response that I got at my office 
after two letters continues to be a 
formulaic response from their attor-
neys that ‘‘we have the right to frack 
here and we will.’’ 

Many families are fleeing those com-
munities not because of lack of infor-
mation, not because the oil and gas 
company hasn’t done everything they 
can to have wonderful ambassadors in 
our community creating a lot of great 
literature, advertising all over our air-
waves. That is not why families are 
fleeing. They are fleeing because they 
don’t want to live next to an oil rig or 
have their kids going to school next to 
a fracking pad or oil rig. That is just 
common sense. There is no amount of 
marketing or information that will 
change their minds, and that is the 
fundamental flaw in the reasoning 
process that many in the oil and gas 
industry have had to date. 

I have heard many stories from fami-
lies about getting fracked, and as a re-
sult, I had introduced the BREATHE 
Act in the last Congress and the FRAC 
Act, requiring disclosure of fracking 
fluids, removing the exemption that 
fracking has from the Clean Air Act 
and the Clean Water Act, the small-site 
exemption. 

I, unfortunately, have gotten to expe-
rience fracking firsthand here in this 
last year. For more than a decade, I 
have had a peaceful family farm, about 
50 acres, near Berthoud, Colorado, 
where my father-in-law lives. That is 
our house there. Fracking, without any 
notice to us, because, of course, it 
wasn’t required under State law, oc-
curred hundreds of feet from our home. 
In July, overnight, without any warn-
ing, a towering drill rig arose, literally 
across the street from where my fa-
ther-in-law lives. You can see it right 
here. 

The sounds of the 24-hour-a-day-and- 
night operation led us to invite my fa-
ther-in-law to have to stay with us in 
Boulder in our apartment on our couch 
during the active phase of the drilling 
process. The rig was spewing black 
smog and making loud noises at all 
hours of the day. And when the drilling 
rig went up without notice or warning, 
our little dream and our life became a 
nightmare and was thrown into tur-
moil. 

Last night, at the Rules Committee 
hearing, Chairman SESSIONS and Chair-
man HASTINGS spoke about a Web site, 
www.fracfocus.org, that supposedly re-
veals all the chemicals used during the 
fracking process. But FracFocus is ac-
tually not revealing at all. It gives op-
erators sole discretion to decide what 
information they display and what 
they don’t display. 

This is actually an example of a well. 
This is the one that is very close to our 
house. You will see that, of course, 
many of the ingredients of the fracking 
fluids are completely noncontroversial. 
We know they are largely water, sand, 

and quartz. We are not talking about 
that. That is not the issue. As you will 
see, they have ‘‘proprietary’’ listed 
next to several vague terms. They have 
surfactants here, proprietary. So peo-
ple in the neighborhood don’t even 
know what environmental contami-
nants to measure for or to look for. 

Again, from a marketing perspective, 
the oil and gas companies are saying it 
is not leaching into groundwater, there 
are not surface spills; but, at the same 
time, they are refusing to provide the 
information that would allow the inde-
pendent verification of their claims 
and safety. 

When I looked up the drilling site 
near my house on FracFocus, there 
were many ingredients that were listed 
as proprietary, including surfactants 
and polymers; and because of the le-
nient policy of FracFocus, the com-
pany that drilled near my house with-
held the only information that we were 
actually interested in in terms of what 
was being used in the ground. 

We need to look at a commonsense 
approach to fracking. The constituents 
in my district are demanding it. We 
could have voted on such a balanced 
approach to fracking. I introduced, as 
an amendment to H.R. 2728, the 
BREATHE Act. The BREATHE Act was 
identical to a bill that I introduced 
earlier this Congress. It would have re-
versed the oil and gas industry’s loop-
hole to a provision in the Clean Air Act 
that protects the public from small air 
pollution sources that might individ-
ually be de minimus but, in the aggre-
gate, released large volumes of toxic 
substance into the air. 

We have to talk about the concentra-
tion of this operation. In Weld County, 
Colorado, there are close to 50,000 
wells. Again, for any particular 
fracking pad, the emission profile is 
small; but, if you have a number, a 
dozen, two dozen, 100, in a limited area, 
the emission profile is going to look a 
lot more like a factory or even a coal- 
burning plant than it does something 
that can be rounded down to zero. We 
need to look at the fact that the con-
centration of thousands of wellheads in 
a very limited geographic area has a 
profound potential impact and cumu-
lative impact on air quality that af-
fects our health and our quality of life. 

My amendment is critical because 
there is significant evidence that oil 
and gas wells and their associated in-
frastructure, including heavy truck 
traffic and diesel engines, contribute to 
air pollution. Chemicals such as ben-
zene and volatile organic compounds 
and methane are associated with oil 
and gas production sites and should not 
be subject to an exemption from the 
Clean Air Act. Despite the growing 
proof that the oil and gas industry 
causes air pollution, oil and gas opera-
tors are still exempt from the basic 
Federal protection afforded by the 
Clean Air Act. 

I offer this amendment and intro-
duced the BREATHE Act because peo-
ple who live near oil and gas develop-
ments deserve the protections of the 
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Clean Air Act, just as other Americans 
do who live near factories, just as other 
Americans do who live near coal-burn-
ing plants. We have 55 sponsors for the 
BREATHE Act, yet it has not received 
a hearing or a markup; and on a party- 
line vote yesterday in the Rules Com-
mittee, it was not allowed to be consid-
ered as an amendment to this bill. 

Another amendment I helped offer to 
the underlying measure would also im-
prove the legislation. The amendment I 
offered with Mr. HOLT allows the Sec-
retary of the Interior to issue regula-
tions to minimize fugitive methane 
emissions on public lands. 

Methane is a potent greenhouse gas 
that often leaks during the drilling and 
transportation of oil and gas. In fact, 
methane leaks are so common in oil 
and gas drilling that we have rural 
areas in the Upper Green River Basin 
in Wyoming that have recorded higher 
concentration levels than the worst 
pollution days in downtown Los Ange-
les. 

Fortunately, there are already con-
trol technologies available to minimize 
air pollution in operations. If the oil 
and gas companies would use just some 
of the money that they spend on lob-
bying and on marketing and on all the 
wonderful advertising that they are 
doing on our airwaves in Colorado and, 
instead, upgrade their facilities to re-
capture methane, I think we could ac-
tually see some progress on this issue. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment when it comes up for con-
sideration later in the afternoon. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are calling for real solutions in Con-
gress. The people of the Second Con-
gressional District are for an all-of- 
the-above approach to energy. We are 
for solar. We are for wind. We are for 
oil. We are for gas. We are for hydro. 
We want to make them all work. And 
just as there would be a zoning process 
around creating a windmill in a resi-
dential neighborhood that is 100 feet 
tall right near your home, there should 
be a zoning process around the extrac-
tion of oil and gas, especially near 
where the constituents of my district 
live and work. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a messaging 
bill that might help the majority’s re-
lationship with oil and gas companies, 
but what we really need is a balanced 
approach that ensures that we can de-
velop our domestic oil and gas re-
sources in a way that doesn’t destroy 
jobs in districts like mine and protects 
the health of Americans across our 
country. 

These bills fall short on that ac-
count. And despite our effort to amend 
them, the rule doesn’t allow many of 
the most important amendments that 
would remove the exemption from the 
Clean Air Act and Clean Water Act and 
ensure that we have an extraction in-
dustry that is consistent with the pub-
lic health. 

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

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
the rule that we have before us is about 

two bills. The first bill deals with fair-
ness for those who live in public land 
States as to the ability to process oil 
and gas leases. The second bill deals 
with fracking, the fracturing of oil 
that is a policy that started in the 
1940s in the State of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FLORES), 
who is the sponsor of the second bill, to 
discuss that particular portion. 

b 1300 
Mr. FLORES. I thank Mr. BISHOP for 

the time to discuss this rule and the 
important underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, everyone, Republicans 
and Democrats, like to talk about 
clean, affordable natural gas. Yet, the 
Bureau of Land Management has pro-
posed duplicative Federal regulations 
on the very technology that has facili-
tated the shale energy revolution, and 
that is hydraulic fracturing. 

States have a proven record in regu-
lating hydraulic fracturing for over 60 
years. Obama administration officials 
are already on the record stating that 
hydraulic fracturing is safe and that 
States have a strong role in its regula-
tion. 

The proposed BLM regulation of hy-
draulic fracturing on Federal lands ap-
pears to be a solution in search of a 
problem that does not exist. 

The legislation that I have cospon-
sored with Mr. CUELLAR, H.R. 2728, 
would stop this Federal overreach by 
recognizing States’ authority to regu-
late hydraulic fracturing and prohibit 
the Interior Department from enforc-
ing its proposed regulations in any 
States that already have a regulatory 
protocol for this technology. 

There are already existing Federal 
regulations that apply to other energy 
activities on Federal lands. The tradi-
tion of States having a primary role in 
developing our onshore energy re-
sources has contributed immeasurably 
to our shale energy revolution, how-
ever, and imposing another Federal 
one-size-fits-all-approach only hampers 
domestic energy production. 

The Federal Government already 
takes 10 times longer to issue an en-
ergy activity permit than States do. 
Why would we want to give these bu-
reaucrats any more flexibility or tools 
to deter activity on taxpayer-owned 
lands? After all, over the last 5 years, 
natural gas production on Federal 
lands is down over 20 percent, and the 
rest of the country has seen dramatic 
increases. 

States are better able to decide how 
to craft environmentally responsible 
regulations that reflect both the geol-
ogy and the water needs of their 
States. This is why American energy 
development continues to thrive on 
private lands and State lands, despite 
the decrease on Federal lands. 

If left unchecked, the new BLM regu-
lations are only the beginning of more 
Federal overreach that will eventually 
hamper production on private land. 

We are in the midst of an energy 
transformation, Mr. Speaker, in the 

way that we produce energy in this 
country. This energy revolution has 
created hundreds of thousands of well- 
paying American jobs in the industry. 

More importantly, however, energy 
from abundant, safe, affordable, and 
clean natural gas has put America in a 
position to be globally competitive in 
manufacturing, where we can create 
millions of great middle class jobs 
while simultaneously meaningfully de-
creasing greenhouse gas emissions, as 
we have seen over the last decade or so. 

Today’s rule provides for the legisla-
tion that helps us responsibly develop 
our taxpayer-owned energy resources, 
and we will later consider legislation 
that will bring energy to the market-
place. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the rule, and I urge support for the 
underlying legislation. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague 
from Colorado for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this rule and to the two under-
lying bills. In fact, these bills are, 
themselves, solutions in search of prob-
lems. They tear down environmental 
protections and they restrict public 
participation in an attempt to expand 
oil and gas production. 

But the truth is, oil production on 
Federal lands has gone up significantly 
since 2008, and Federal regulations 
have not stopped States from imple-
menting their own fracking rules. 

These bills are nothing more than 
reckless giveaways to big oil and gas 
companies that put American families 
and the environment at risk. 

H.R. 2728, for example, would preemp-
tively prohibit the Federal Govern-
ment from setting even minimal safety 
standards for fracking. Fracking, 
whether onshore or offshore, poses seri-
ous environmental and public health 
risks that we don’t fully understand 
now. 

We know very little about the envi-
ronmental and public health impacts of 
onshore fracking, and we know even 
less about offshore fracking. Offshore 
fracking has been occurring for over 20 
years off the California coast, with at 
least four fracs approved as recently as 
this year. 

Federal regulators and the public 
only recently became aware of these 
activities, thanks to FOIA requests re-
leased last summer. We know virtually 
nothing about the size of these fracs, 
the chemicals being used, or the im-
pacts on the marine environment. 

They have been approved with cat-
egorical exemptions and decades-old 
permits that are woefully inadequate, 
and that is why I offered an amend-
ment to H.R. 2728 to stop these activi-
ties until a full environmental review 
is conducted. Unfortunately, my 
amendment was not made in order, 
which is disappointing. 

If oil companies get to inject mil-
lions of gallons of fracking fluids into 
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our public lands, then the least we can 
and must do is study the impacts of 
those activities. Whether it is done off-
shore or onshore, we have a responsi-
bility to ensure that fracking is safe, 
but the bills before us this week great-
ly undercut this crucial responsibility. 

So I urge my colleagues to stop this 
reckless giveaway to Big Oil, and op-
pose this rule and the underlying bills. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

When Ronald Reagan was first elect-
ed President, he talked to his National 
Security Advisor—I believe his name 
was Richard Allen—and told him that 
his policy for foreign affairs was going 
to be ‘‘we win and they lose.’’ It 
shocked his National Security Advisor 
because they had always been talking 
about managing communism or coex-
isting with communism. This was the 
first time somebody had actually come 
up with such a specific and precise ra-
tionale and policy for the Nation. 

But President Reagan also realized, 
for him to actually enact his goal, they 
first had to fix the economy, which, as 
strange as it seems, was worse than the 
economy we have today. With double- 
digit inflation, double-digit unemploy-
ment, double-digit interest rates, he 
had to first fix that before he could go 
on to his goal of actually winning the 
Cold War. 

He also recognized that if he was 
going to fix those economic problems, 
he had to have a reliable and affordable 
source of energy, and that, indeed, was 
one of the problems that caused the 
situation they were in under the Carter 
administration. 

Earlier this year we brought a couple 
of bills forward, one for the Defense 
Authorization Act and the Defense Ap-
propriations Act, and I said at the time 
that the reason we had those here was 
because it allowed and empowered our 
State Department. 

Foreign policy is whatever we are 
willing to fund as far as military 
growth. They are interrelated. 

One of the things this administration 
appears to have forgotten is the inter-
relation between improving our econ-
omy and improving energy production 
at the same time, although they have 
done well in trying to forward green 
energy solutions. 

Unfortunately, as much as that is a 
positive and proper approach, most of 
what they have done has failed to 
reach the goals they established for 
themselves, and not only that, much of 
it has also been involved in scandals. 
Also, it cannot be done at the time you 
are attacking traditional forms of en-
ergy. 

So that is why we are here. One of 
the realities is that, oddly enough, at 
this particular time, we are producing 
more energy in America than we have 
for a long time. And the numbers are 
always all over the place, depending on 
what the starting date is with these 
surveys. Whether you go to an industry 
like the Western Energy Alliance or a 

neutral entity like the Congressional 
Research Service, they are all saying 
basically the same thing. There is a 
slight increase in offshore energy on 
Federal lands. There is not an increase 
in onshore energy production on Fed-
eral lands, depending, once again, on 
what base you are using, and our in-
crease in production, which is true, has 
almost all come from private lands, 
State-owned lands, and Native Amer-
ican lands of this country. 

Now, the fact that we are closer to 
energy independence is nice, but that is 
not our goal. That is simply an infa-
mous goal that we should have. 

The goal should be to reduce the 
amount of energy coming into this 
country and becoming more energy 
independent so we can actually help 
people, so that we can come to the 
point where we are producing enough 
energy from this energy-rich Nation to 
make sure that we have affordable 
electricity, so when a family goes into 
a room, they don’t have to worry about 
turning on the light, impacting their 
kids’ college education fund; so that 
even low-income families can realize 
they can heat their homes in the win-
ter; so that one can travel from Point 
A to Point B in your car and realize it 
is affordable; so that jobs actually are 
plentiful, especially spinoff jobs. 

It is not those who necessarily are 
working at the site in which you are 
developing the energy, but the spinoff 
jobs: the trucker that goes to and from 
bringing product into or away from the 
site, or those who are doing the motels 
and the restaurants that are feeding 
the workers, those who are working on 
Main Street that are providing food 
and resources to those who are pro-
viding the services to those particular 
workers. 

In Western States, like the State of 
Utah, it is essential, also, to our edu-
cation fund. If you were to look at this 
particular chart, the chart on the top, 
the States in red are the States that 
have the hardest time, the slowest 
growth in their education funding. 

The chart on the bottom, the stuff in 
red is what is owned by the Federal 
Government. I hate to say it, but there 
is a relationship between the amount 
of public lands owned by the Federal 
Government and the inability to try 
and fund the proper education system. 

What that comes to, in gross terms, 
is over the last 20 years, Western 
States, the predominantly public land 
States, have increased their education 
funding by 35 percent. The rest of the 
Nation, which has very little public 
ground, has increased its education 
funding by 68 percent. They are dou-
bling the growth of it. 

What simply matters is that States 
in the West that are public land States 
have a difficult time of funding their 
education system when they are pro-
hibited from being able to develop a lot 
of the resources which are found in 
those Western States. That is one of 
the reasons why we have a difficult 
time in funding our own education sys-

tem and why the first bill in this rule 
is asking for Western States to be 
treated fairly in this particular proc-
ess. 

Whether one likes it or not, to vote 
against these bills unintentionally 
harms kids, and it harms education in 
the West. If our funding for education 
in my home State is going to be effec-
tively increased, it has got to come 
from development of the natural re-
sources that are in my State and not 
putting impediments in the way of the 
State moving forward. 

This is the map of significance that I 
showed you. Everything that is red is 
that which is owned by the Federal 
Government, and you find—glory be— 
we have the predominance of it here in 
the West, in my State. 

There is a difference in how energy is 
developed in the red areas, as opposed 
to the basically white areas. If you 
were trying to develop areas in the 
white, which has very little Federal 
land, it simply means a company goes 
out, they contact a property owner, get 
the right to do exploration, and then, if 
they find something which they wish, 
they buy either the land or the mineral 
rights and go ahead and do it. 

On the red areas, the public land 
areas, the process is far, far different. 
It has been said on this floor that this 
bill would allow oil companies to go 
wherever they want. That is an over-
statement. It is not quite accurate. 

In the red areas, what happens is, 
first, the Federal Government, in this 
case, the Department of the Interior, 
will establish a regional management 
plan to establish which areas are prop-
er for economic development, for drill-
ing, and for mining. Not all areas are, 
so not all areas become part of the re-
gional management plan, and only 
those areas that have potential for eco-
nomic development in oil and gas are 
the ones that are listed in the RMP. 

Then it goes through a NEPA proc-
ess. Once the NEPA process for the 
RMP is completed, then the Interior 
Department decides what areas that 
are listed as potential energy develop-
ment areas will actually be leased by 
the Federal Government. 

Then they are let out to bid. That 
also has to go through a NEPA process 
before, finally, a company can bid on 
lands and go through and try to find 
out if it is worthy to develop. If they 
wish to develop, then they also have to 
go through an application for drilling. 

Now, in most States, the white area, 
that application for drilling by itself 
takes between 15 to 30 days. In the red 
area, that application has been aver-
aging over 300 days, which is where the 
unfairness takes place. 

The first bill that is in this rule 
would say, okay, let’s split the dif-
ference, and we will say you make the 
decision within 60 days; plenty of time 
to make that particular decision. 

It is also noted that, in all of these 
processes I went through, from the 
RMP to the NEPA process, to the 
lease, to the lease bid, to the second 
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NEPA process, to the APD, there is op-
portunity for citizens to have input, 
free speech access to input. 

Now, that costs the Department 
money to access that, which is true, 
but it is part of their job, so we accept 
it. 

b 1315 
However, when the bid is actually 

made or a protest is made to that bid, 
that is extra work for the Department, 
which, in every other area of govern-
ment, we would require a fee when 
some kind of citizen action requires 
extra work to expedite the paperwork 
for that type of protest or that type of 
policy or that type of request. 

The companies that do an APD are 
already charged that by the Depart-
ment of the Interior. They pay a fee of 
$6,500 every time they have a request 
to drill. This bill codifies that. But also 
it says that, if you are going to chal-
lenge or protest one, this is not the op-
portunity for citizen input that you 
have along the process each and every 
step. But if you are actually going to 
do a challenge of this, then you also 
should pay a fee because this challenge 
requires extra work and extra expense 
on the part of the Department, and this 
is put at a $5,000 fee. It is $6,500 to actu-
ally request the permitting process to 
start and $5,000 if you want to protest 
it. 

In my State, unfortunately, we have 
seen examples where, on what I con-
sider to be a whim, the President or 
the administration or the Department 
of the Interior has simply withdrawn 
leases that have gone through all of 
those steps I indicated and were effec-
tive and were put into motion. The 
first thing this administration did was 
to withdraw 77 leases in Utah. It had a 
catastrophic effect upon the Uinta 
Basin in my home State, where unem-
ployment skyrocketed immediately 
after that was done, not only because 
the leases were withdrawn, but the pri-
vate companies that were doing their 
work on private lands also saw the 
handwriting on the wall and wished to 
no longer go forward with that because 
of the implications of the withdrawal 
of those leases. 

I got a letter from one of the kids 
who was living there. She was in junior 
high school. She asked me to please do 
something about it because her father 
was not working on the wells or the 
sites of those leases. He was one of the 
truckers, a private contractor who was 
taking stuff into those sites and truck-
ing stuff out from those sites. And she 
was so happy because her family had 
been situated. They were doing well. 
They had finally bought a house and 
bought some property, and she had her 
dream of finally having a horse. And 
she wrote to me, pleading to see if we 
could change what this administration 
had done with those 77 leases so she 
could simply keep her horse. It didn’t 
happen. She lost the horse. Her father 
lost the job. They lost the house. They 
lost land and had to go back to Salt 
Lake City to find employment. 

Recently, in this same area, once 
again going through the process, the 
Interior Department identified 800,000 
acres that were susceptible and appro-
priate for economic drilling develop-
ment. They were those that were al-
ready abutting existing leases or inter-
mingled within existing leases. But 
there were 800,000 acres. When they 
came up with the lease process, the ad-
ministration decided to only offer 
144,000; and then before the lease actu-
ally went out to bid, they withdrew al-
most 100,000 of those 144,000 because 
they had found a question in their 
minds as to what the impact might be. 

Now, I recognize this could be legiti-
mate. I mean, the Federal Government 
has only owned this land since the 
Mexican War. Obviously there are 
things that can slip somebody’s atten-
tion in the first 180 years of looking at 
a piece of property. But nonetheless, 
only 44,000 acres were put out to bid. 
That is 5 percent of the total that was 
identified as acceptable for this kind of 
development. 

Now, we are not talking about wil-
derness areas or national park areas or 
conservation areas; only areas that 
were susceptible and appropriate for 
this concept, which is why the 25 per-
cent figure is really kind of a modest 
figure of what should be the case and 
should be taken. 

If we were to pass these two bills, it 
is very easy to realize that the desert 
could bloom again because that is the 
purpose. These bills, for the first time, 
identify Native American interests and 
make sure that Native American inter-
ests on Native American lands are 
going to be respected by the Federal 
Government. They take it. 

Four score and 7 years ago, we start-
ed a fracking process in the United 
States—give or take a score. But this 
fracturing process has, so far, been 
working. We have a list of those from 
the EPA, from the Interior Depart-
ment, from both Energy Secretaries, 
the last two Interior Secretaries, a 
former EPA Administrator, the current 
Administrator, former BLM Directors 
who have all said that there is no iden-
tifiable problem with what the States 
are doing with fracturing. The States 
do have this experience in doing it. 

The language is very clear. Some-
times people say, well, there are no 
regulations because they can’t find a 
specific regulation. It mentions the 
word ‘‘fracturing.’’ But to be honest, 
and not trying to be too wonkish, if 
you have rules and regulations that 
talk about wellbore construction or 
drill site integrity, that is what is nec-
essary to ensure the health and safety 
of individuals. And States do know how 
to go do that, and they do know how to 
protect that area. 

The actual question, though, is, if we 
are coming up with rules for frac-
turing—and this deals with the bill 
that Representative FLORES was ad-
dressing—where should the decision be 
made on how to implement those rules? 
Should it be made here in Washington 

or should it be made in the State where 
the situation exists? 

I have a great deal of empathy for 
what the gentleman from Colorado was 
saying was what he wished to see in his 
home State. I would be more than 
happy to allow him to do anything he 
wanted to do. If, indeed, they want to 
cancel all kinds of fossil fuel develop-
ment in the State of Colorado, I would 
be more than happy to allow him to do 
that. I just don’t want that in my 
State. 

And unfortunately, the conventional 
wisdom is always that only people in 
Washington, D.C., have the broad view 
to make decisions for the entire Na-
tion. That is a ridiculous wisdom. That 
is inaccurate. States are just as com-
petent. There are as many smart peo-
ple who live and reside in States, their 
Department of Environmental Quality, 
which we have in the State of Utah, as 
live here in Washington. They can 
make these decisions. They can do it 
well. 

If a State does not want to make 
these kinds of decisions, does not want 
to have these kinds of rules, allow a 
national rule to take precedence. No 
problem. But if a State is willing to be 
independent and make decisions for 
themselves, we should allow them to do 
it because the States are just as good 
and, unfortunately, often better than 
the Federal Government in making 
these kinds of provisions. 

You see, one of the things that is 
happening—the good gentleman from 
Colorado did talk about what is hap-
pening in his State. And once again, if 
his State wants to ban all kinds of 
these activities, if they want to ban all 
development of fossil fuels, that is fine. 

This bill’s adoption does not stop 
Colorado from doing anything that Col-
orado wishes to do. Not passing this 
bill will stop the State of Utah from 
having primacy and doing what the 
State of Utah wishes to do. 

Look, we are not talking about the 
decimation of enormous tracts of Fed-
eral land. Within the Federal campus, 
there are over 650 million acres. That is 
one-third of America that the Federal 
Government owns. Of those 650 million 
acres, 450 million acres are already set 
aside for preservation and conservation 
and will never, never have any kind of 
development or any kind of drilling 
taking place on those 450 million acres. 

The amount of area that has been 
identified as potential for economic de-
velopment is only 38 million acres. But 
on those 38 million acres, allow the 
States to move forward to make sure 
that what the State wants on our local 
lands is respected and that what hap-
pens on Federal public lands is fair and 
equitable to what happens on private 
lands in non-Federal States. 

With that, I look forward to anything 
the gentleman from Colorado has to 
say, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself 30 seconds 
to respond. 

To be clear, there is not an effort in 
Colorado, as the gentleman insinuated, 
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to somehow prevent the extraction of 
fossil fuels from occurring in Colorado. 
In fact, quite to the contrary. Because 
of the lack of meaningful State regula-
tions, many cities and counties are 
banning extraction; and four of the five 
biggest cities I represent have morato-
riums or bans on fracking precisely be-
cause there are insufficient Federal 
and State guidelines. So it is really 
working with counterpurposes and 
hurting the very prospects for the ex-
traction industry that the gentleman 
aspires to assist by not having ade-
quate regulation to safeguard people’s 
homes and families. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor-
rect that none of the dialogue that we 
just heard is mutually exclusive from 
creating jobs, from providing a growing 
economy, having a sustainable environ-
ment, and maybe having even a na-
tional energy policy. This should not 
be a conflict between who has read and 
who has not in terms of land and the 
ability to use Federal lands and edu-
cation. We can do both. And what I be-
lieve is happening is that we are trying 
to take sides without looking construc-
tively at everyone’s amendments to 
make this legislation what it should 
be. 

I have always advocated for a na-
tional energy policy. Today I rise to 
discuss the amendments that I offered 
to try to bring people together. I lis-
tened to the discussion. 

Since the industry pays $6,500, we 
must let individual protesters pay 
$5,000. I would venture to say that the 
amendment that I offered would have 
been a fair one. It is to eliminate that 
amount. It could have been a com-
promise, make it a $1,000 fee. But in ac-
tuality, this blocks individuals from 
even expressing their viewpoint even 
though they have been able to go 
through the process of comment. 

I did get an amendment in which will 
help ensure that the legislation, should 
it become law, will not apply or be in-
terpreted in such a way that it unfairly 
burdens injured parties seeking relief. 
My amendment No. 2 indicates that 
this shall not be construed to abridge 
the right of people to petition for the 
redress of grievances in violation of the 
first article of the amendment to the 
Constitution, a right to protest. 

Another amendment that I had was 
also an amendment to protect individ-
uals, farmers, ranchers, and small busi-
nesses by removing the provision in the 
bill prohibiting recovery of attorney 
fees pursuant to the Equal Access to 
Justice Act. That amendment was 
made in order to create a level playing 
field. 

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman 
from Texas an additional 15 seconds. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. There are a 
number of other amendments that I of-

fered to H.R. 2728. One would have 
made it clear that the deference ac-
corded to State law under section 44 of 
the bill applied only to fracking oper-
ations conducted on State lands but 
not to Federal lands. This was a good 
amendment that did not make it. A 
number of amendments did not. Some 
of my amendments did, and I want to 
say thank you. But I believe we can 
work together for a national energy 
policy that works for all of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on the rule gov-
erning debate on H.R. 1965, the ‘‘Federal 
Lands Jobs and Energy Security Act,’’ and 
H.R. 2728, the ‘‘Protecting States’ Rights to 
Promote American Energy Security Act.’’ 

As the Member of Congress from Houston, 
the energy capital of the nation, I have always 
been mindful of the importance and have 
strongly advocated for national energy policies 
that will make our nation more energy inde-
pendent, preserve and create jobs, and keep 
our nation’s economy strong. 

I am not pro- or anti-fracking. I strongly am 
‘‘pro-jobs’’ and ‘‘pro-growing economy’’ and 
‘‘pro-sustainable environment.’’ 

Volatile energy prices threaten economic se-
curity for millions of middle class Americans 
and hits consumers hard, raising gas prices 
and straining budgets for millions of American 
families. 

It is a familiar story, but in order to restore 
lasting security for middle class families we 
need a sustained plan for American energy, 
not false promises of quick fixes. 

That is why I carefully consider each energy 
legislative proposal brought to the floor on its 
individual merits and support them when they 
are sound, balanced, fair, and promote the na-
tional interest. 

Where they fall short, I believe in working 
across the aisle to improve them by offering 
constructive amendments. 

That is why I offered several amendments 
for the Rules Committee to consider in report-
ing the bills covered by this rule. 

Three of my amendments were made in 
order by the Committee and for this I wish to 
express my appreciation to Chairman SES-
SIONS and Ranking Member SLAUGHTER hear-
ing the bills before the House. 

Four other amendments that I offered were 
not made in order by the Committee, which I 
regret very much since I believe strongly that 
each would have made genuine improvements 
to the bills. 

For the benefits of all Members, I will de-
scribe these amendments briefly. 

JACKSON LEE AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 1965, ‘‘FEDERAL 
LANDS JOBS AND ENERGY SECURITY ACT’’ 

Jackson Lee Amendment #1 would have 
eliminated the new $5,000 filing fee that cre-
ates a higher barrier for individuals, small 
businesses or communities to protest agency 
actions taken pursuant to the bill. 

A filing fee of this magnitude would unduly 
burden the ability of farmers, ranchers, home-
owners, communities, and small businesses 
aggrieved by agency action to seek redress to 
vindicate their rights or obtain a remedy for a 
legally cognizable injury. 

Although the Committee did not make in 
order Jackson Lee Amendment #1, I am 
pleased that the Rules Committee made in 
order Jackson Lee Amendment #2, which will 
help ensure that this legislation, should be-
come law, will not applied or interpreted in 

such a way that it unfairly burdens injured par-
ties seeking relief. 

Jackson Lee Amendment #2 provides that 
this legislation: 

‘‘[S]hall not be construed to abridge the 
right of the people to petition for the redress 
of grievances, in violation of the first article 
of amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States.’’ 

We should never take for granted the pre-
cious and unique right—even for democ-
racies—of citizens to hold their government 
accountable and answerable to the judiciary 
for redress for legally cognizable injuries. 

I am also pleased that Rules Committee 
made in order Jackson Lee Amendment #3, 
another amendment offered to protect individ-
uals, farmers, ranchers, and small businesses 
by removing the provision in the bill prohibiting 
recovery of attorney fees pursuant to the 
Equal Access to Justice Act. 

This amendment levels the playing field and 
conforms the bill to current law and practice. 

Since its enactment in 1980, the Equal Ac-
cess to Justice Act (EAJA) has enhanced par-
ties’ ability to hold government agencies ac-
countable for their actions and inaction. 

EAJA also helps deter government inaction 
or erroneous conduct and encourages all par-
ties, not just those with resources to hire legal 
counsel, to assert their rights. 

The EAJA is used to vindicate a variety of 
federal rights, including access to Veterans Af-
fairs and Social Security disability benefits, as 
well as to secure statutory environmental pro-
tections. 

The EAJA promotes public involvement in 
laws have a significant impact on the public 
health and safety such as the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, Clean Air Act and Clean 
Water Act. 
2. JACKSON LEE AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 2728, ‘‘PRO-

TECTING STATES’ RIGHTS TO PROMOTE AMERICAN EN-
ERGY SECURITY ACT’’ 
I offered several amendments to H.R. 2728, 

the ‘‘Protecting States’ Rights to Promote 
American Energy Security Act’’ that address 
State and Federal interest in developing and 
enforcing fracking regulations. 

The first of these, Jackson Lee Amendment 
#1 to H.R. 2728, would have made it clear 
that the deference accorded to state law under 
section 44 of the bill applied only to fracking 
operations conducted on state lands but not to 
federal lands. 

My amendment would not impact the ability 
of states to approve fracking on state or pri-
vate lands. 

I am disappointed that the Rules Committee 
did not make this amendment in order be-
cause it would have markedly improved the 
bill. 

Before offering this amendment I canvassed 
and consulted key stakeholders in my district 
and was advised by them that a patchwork of 
50 separate sets of legal rules and regulations 
governing fracking operations on federal lands 
was inefficient, expensive, and unduly burden-
some. I agree. My amendment would have en-
sured that there would be only a single, uni-
form standard governing fracking operations 
administered by the Department of Interior. 

Federal lands are held in trust for the ben-
efit of the American people. They are a source 
of national pride as well as a source of rev-
enue for a wide range of industries, which in-
clude ranching, logging, mineral extraction (in-
cluding oil and gas), and tourism. 
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I am hopeful that this amendment will be re-

considered by the Senate or the bicameral 
conference as the bill makes its way through 
the legislative process, particularly since the 
Rules Committee also declined even to make 
in order another version of the amendment, 
Jackson Lee Amendment #2, which required 
only that the Secretary review and approve 
state fracking law before permitting it to gov-
ern fracking operations on federal land. 

Mr. Speaker, fracking is a new and prom-
ising mining technique that has proven to be 
very effective and profitable for oil and gas ex-
traction processes. This appears to be good 
news for our nation’s energy and economic 
but the technology is still in its infancy. 

That is why I am also pleased that the 
Rules Committee made in order Jackson Lee 
Amendment #3, which provides that the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall annually review and 
report to Congress on all State activities relat-
ing to hydraulic fracturing. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Jackson 
Lee Amendments made in order under this 
rule. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds, if I could, sim-
ply to say that what the bill does, does 
not restrict any kind of free speech op-
portunity for individuals. They still 
have the right of comment, which is to-
tally free, in any of those processes 
from the RPM to the NEPA to the 
lease to the leased bid to the second 
NEPA to the APD. So that is there 
only when an effort actually causes an 
additional expense to the government, 
which is typical and standard. That fee 
is actually going to be initiated to try 
to cover the costs to the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

It is my pleasure now to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. LAMBORN), the sponsor of the first 
of the two bills, who has a bill that will 
ensure that the standards become fair 
and equitable for everyone throughout 
this Nation. 

Mr. LAMBORN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Utah. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to respond to my 
colleague from Colorado who has raised 
some concerns about the issue of hy-
draulic fracturing. And we all agree. 
There is a place for reasonable regula-
tion; there is a place for the surface 
rights of homeowners and businesses in 
the area of a well to have their safety 
and health protected; and we would all 
agree with that. 

In Colorado, we really do have a pret-
ty comprehensive and well-thought-out 
system of regulations. Some of the ob-
jections may really get more into 
State and local issues that my col-
league has raised, the distance of set-
backs and things like that, but I hope 
we will not miss the main point. 

The main point: these bills are before 
the House this week. We want to im-
prove the American economy. We want 
to create more jobs. Energy is one of 
the bright spots in an otherwise ane-
mic economic recovery. And if you 
look at where the energy production is 
really taking off, it is on State and pri-
vate lands. For my colleague from Col-
orado, it is a private land scenario that 
he is dealing with. 

Federal lands need to catch up. There 
are billions of acres of Federal lands, 
including offshore. I know we are going 
to concentrate on onshore, but we have 
not kept up with energy production, 
and yet this has otherwise been a 
bright spot in our economy. 

So if we want to create jobs for the 
American people—and these are some 
of the best paying jobs—if we want to 
have an expanded manufacturing base, 
if we want the cost of energy to con-
sumers to be as low as possible so that 
they can go out and spend their hard- 
earned money on everything else that 
they need for their families and not 
have as high of a utility bill, then we 
need to pass these three bills this 
week. 

b 1330 

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

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, there is 
a place to talk about reasonable regu-
lation that has to be in place for the 
drilling process, for the capture of gas, 
and for how to treat the water that 
comes back up from a fractured well. 

Yes, let’s look at those things; and 
let’s also look at the State role and not 
think that the Federal role has to take 
over completely, as we have some in 
this administration who would like to 
do. 

But the bottom line is we need Amer-
ican jobs. We need a stronger economy. 
We need lower prices so people keep 
more of their hard-earned money. That 
is what these job bills are about this 
week. It is about the economy and jobs. 

So we will get into a discussion later 
today, tomorrow, and Thursday on 
making sure that the environment is 
protected, making sure that everyone 
else has their rights protected; but 
let’s create jobs. That is what these 
bills are going to do. That is why I am 
proud to be a sponsor of the bill that 
comes up later this afternoon that we 
will be talking more about. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I would in-
quire whether the gentleman from 
Utah has any remaining speakers. If 
not, I am prepared to close. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I have no fur-
ther speakers. 

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to make sure we don’t 
go home unless we finish the budget by 
December 13. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to 
the vote on the previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POLIS. I will submit for the 

record, as well, a recent poll. The Den-
ver Post published an article this past 

summer that states that 65 percent of 
Colorado residents favor protecting 
wilderness parks and open space and 
our Federal lands for future genera-
tions and 30 percent support more drill-
ing. 

It has been 144 days and 13 hours 
since the Senate passed its immigra-
tion reform bill, S. 744. We have intro-
duced H.R. 15 here in the House. Each 
day that the House refuses to take up 
reform costs the country $37 million. 
Already there is more than $5 billion in 
potential lost revenue so far. 

If we can take up immigration re-
form and pass it, I would even support 
allowing that revenue to be used to 
keep the loopholes for the oil and gas 
industry open—something that I have 
long opposed. But if we can pass immi-
gration reform, I would accept that 
pay-for as a way of keeping the oil and 
gas loopholes open for the next several 
years. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office found that the comprehensive 
immigration reform bill would increase 
our GDP by 3.3 percent, raise American 
wages by $470 billion, and create an av-
erage of 121,000 jobs for Americans each 
year. So rather than take up a job-cre-
ating bill for Americans that reduces 
our deficit, we are taking up a bill that 
hurts the economy and hurts jobs in 
districts like mine. 

The longer we fail to act on immigra-
tion reform, the greater the cost to the 
American people. Take the example of 
the solvency of the Social Security sys-
tem. As the Social Security Adminis-
tration estimates, close to two-thirds 
of the 8 million undocumented people 
who are here currently work under-
ground. No surprise. They are not al-
lowed to work aboveground in official 
jobs with payroll deductions, and nei-
ther they nor their employers are able 
to legally declare their earnings or pay 
their payroll taxes. 

Today, only 37 percent of undocu-
mented immigrants pay Social Secu-
rity taxes. Experts are estimating that 
our Nation loses about $20 billion in 
payroll taxes each year. We will con-
tinue to lose that money until we pass 
H.R. 15, comprehensive immigration re-
form. 

The Senate has acted—with strong 
Republican support and strong Demo-
cratic support—and passed bipartisan 
immigration reform last June; and yet 
the House hasn’t had a single moment 
of floor time for any immigration re-
form bill, despite the fact that four 
have been passed through the com-
mittee. 

The time is now. We are here today, 
we are here tomorrow, we are here 2 
more weeks. If we need to come back, 
let’s do it. 

The country is demanding that we 
create jobs. Comprehensive immigra-
tion reform will do that. The country 
is demanding we shore up our entitle-
ment programs. Comprehensive immi-
gration reform will do that. The coun-
try is demanding that we reduce our 
deficit. Comprehensive immigration re-
form will do it. Securing our borders, 
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protecting our country from terror-
ists—law enforcement, the faith com-
munity all support immigration re-
form. 

In closing, I want to again state the 
article I am submitting for the record 
says 65 percent want to protect our en-
vironment and 30 percent are for more 
drilling. 

The people have spoken. These bills 
are out of touch. It is time to take up 
comprehensive immigration reform. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
rule and the bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

[From the Denver Post] 
POLL OF WESTERNERS ON DRILLING ON PUBLIC 

LANDS: 65% PROTECTION; 30% DRILLING 
(By Bruce Finley) 

A new poll finds that 30 percent of the resi-
dents of Colorado and the western United 
States favor oil and gas drilling on public 
lands, while 65 percent support protecting 
wilderness, parks and open space for future 
generations. 

Results of the poll done by Hart Research 
Associates were presented Monday by the 
policy group Center for American Progress, 
which with the Wilderness Society was 
launching a campaign for balance. 

‘‘This is a case where Washington’s policies 
and rhetoric are still locked in a drilling- 
first mind-set, but westerners want the pro-
tection of public lands to be put on equal 
ground,’’ said John Podesta, chairman of the 
Center for American Progress, which is 
headquartered in Washington, D.C. 

‘‘Voters do not see conservation and devel-
opment of public lands as an either-or 
choice. Instead, they want to see expanded 
protections for public lands—including new 
parks, wilderness and monuments—as part of 
a responsible and comprehensive energy 
strategy,’’ Podesta said. 

U.S. domestic oil and gas production has 
reached record levels, with more than 37 mil-
lion acres of public land leased to companies 
for drilling. Polling and focus group discus-
sions were conducted in Colorado, Montana, 
New Mexico, Oregon, Arizona, Idaho, Utah, 
Wyoming and Nevada in April and May. 

The poll asked participants to state what 
they regard as a very important priority, 
and 65 percent said permanent protection of 
public lands. Results showed 63 percent 
prioritized ensuring access to public lands 
for recreation, while 30 percent favored en-
suring access to oil and gas resources. 

The poll found that 29 percent supported 
use of public lands for grazing livestock. 

Western Energy Alliance officials in Den-
ver cited a different poll. It found that more 
than 78 percent of voters nationwide favor 
increased development of oil and natural gas 
in the United States. 

Voters have a favorable view of ‘‘how oil 
and natural gas in produced in America,’’ 
said Tim Wigley, president of Western En-
ergy Alliance in a statement. ‘‘Almost one in 
four (24 percent) chose federal lands over 
state or private lands.’’ 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

I appreciate the poll that was pre-
sented into the RECORD; but that is 
why, I would submit, the Interior De-
partment has a resource management 
plan. Those RMPs are established in 
the first place so that incompatible re-
lationships and incompatible entities 
are not put in the same area. It is why 
you can actually have both. 

What the two bills before us that 
would be brought to the floor under 

this rule do is allow States to have a 
say in what is going on, because States 
are confident. They are closer to the 
problem. They should have a say and a 
stake and make a statement in this 
particular issue. 

If these bills were brought to the 
floor, public land States in the West— 
the red areas on my map—would be 
treated fairly and treated closer to 
what is happening in the white States, 
where there is little public land. 

This is also, though, one of the things 
that I want us not to lose focus on. It 
is not about drilling or not drilling. It 
is what is the purpose of developing our 
energy resources, that is, to make sure 
that people can heat their homes and 
have lights in their houses, that they 
can drive from point A to point B and 
afford it, and so that people can have 
jobs so that that little middle school 
girl in my State can actually have a 
place for her horse. That is what these 
bills are about. 

More importantly, for Western 
States, the public land States, is to 
allow us to generate the revenue we 
need from the resources we have in our 
State to fund an education system. If 
these bills are defeated, the ability of 
Western land States to adequately fund 
their educational systems will be sty-
mied. 

It is important. If you care about 
kids, you have to provide this kind of 
resource for the Western States. That 
is why these two bills are not just re-
hashes. These two bills are essential 
for those of us who live in the West. 

For the sake of the education system 
of Western kids, I would encourage ev-
eryone to support not only the rule, 
but support both underlying bills. They 
are important. This is a fair rule. It is 
appropriate legislation. They are good 
bills and a fair rule. I urge their adop-
tion. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. POLIS is as follows: 

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 419 OFFERED BY 
MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new section: 

SEC. 3. It shall not be in order to consider 
a concurrent resolution providing for ad-
journment unless the House as adopted a 
conference report on S. Con. Res. 8, estab-
lishing a budget for the United States Gov-
ernment by December 13, 2013. 

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 no-
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 rile, 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. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 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 on the resolution. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of adoption. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 223, nays 
194, not voting 13, as follows: 
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[Roll No. 590] 

YEAS—223 

Aderholt 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coble 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cotton 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Daines 
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 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 

Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
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 
McClintock 
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) 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
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 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—194 

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 

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 
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 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 

Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 

Rahall 
Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—13 

Campbell 
Cárdenas 
Davis, Rodney 
Gosar 
Herrera Beutler 

Lowey 
McCarthy (NY) 
Radel 
Rush 
Sinema 

Thompson (PA) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 

b 1402 

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama and Mr. 
CAPUANO changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-

er, on rollcall No. 590 I was unavoidably de-
tained. 

Had I been present, I would have voted, 
‘‘yes.’’ 

Stated against: 
Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

590, had I been present, I would have voted, 
‘‘no.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 222, noes 196, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 591] 

AYES—222 

Aderholt 
Amash 
Amodei 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bentivolio 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Broun (GA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
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 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gardner 
Garrett 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (MO) 

Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanna 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
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 
McClintock 
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) 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
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 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NOES—196 

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 

Cárdenas 
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 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Enyart 
Eshoo 
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Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garcia 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hanabusa 
Hastings (FL) 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 

Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maffei 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Michaud 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Moran 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Negrete McLeod 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (CA) 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Pingree (ME) 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rahall 

Rangel 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
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 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—12 

Campbell 
Coble 
Fleischmann 
Gosar 
Gutiérrez 

Herrera Beutler 
McCarthy (NY) 
Radel 
Rush 
Thompson (PA) 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Weber (TX) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1410 

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. 
Stated for: 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 591, I was unavoidably detained—I would 
have voted, ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal, which the Chair will put 
de novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

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

f 

FEDERAL LANDS JOBS AND 
ENERGY SECURITY ACT 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 

all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on H.R. 1965. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 419 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1965. 

The Chair appoints the gentlewoman 
from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole. 

b 1414 

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. 1965) to 
streamline and ensure onshore energy 
permitting, provide for onshore leasing 
certainty, and give certainty to oil 
shale development for American en-
ergy security, economic development, 
and job creation, and for other pur-
poses, with Ms. FOXX 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 Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) and the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. HOLT) each will control 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

b 1415 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Chair, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Madam Chair, with millions of Amer-
icans still looking for work, growing 
debts and deficits, and energy prices 
that are still far too high, the United 
States needs to implement an all-of- 
the-above energy plan to responsibly 
harness our Nation’s energy resources 
on our Federal lands. 

New energy production is one of the 
best ways to grow the economy and 
create new jobs to put people back to 
work. One needs to look no further for 
proof than to States like North Dakota 
that have flourishing economies and 
some of the lowest unemployment 
rates in the country, all due to energy 
production. Because of this energy 
boom, the U.S. is now projected to be 
the world leader in oil production by 
2015, surpassing Saudi Arabia. 

The catch is that this increased oil 
production is happening on private and 
State lands—which is good—places 
that aren’t as restricted by onerous 
Federal regulations and policies. Fed-
eral lands are being left behind. 

However, this lack of production on 
Federal lands is not for a lack of re-
sources. We have tremendous potential 
for new onshore oil and natural gas 
production on Federal lands, but the 
Obama administration is actively and 

purposely keeping these resources off 
limits. Leasing and permitting delays, 
regulatory hurdles, and ever-changing 
rules are a few of the reasons energy 
production on Federal lands is in de-
cline. 

President Obama has had the four 
lowest years of Federal acres leased for 
energy production going back to 1988. 
Under his administration, the average 
time to get a drilling permit approved 
on Federal land is 307 days. By con-
trast, it takes an average of only 10 
days in North Dakota to get a permit; 
and another example, in Colorado it 
only takes 27 days. 

It is no wonder that State lands are 
flourishing while Federal lands are ex-
periencing a decrease in energy produc-
tion. That is unacceptable, and this bill 
today offers real solutions to unlock 
the shackles that have been placed on 
our Federal lands. 

H.R. 1965, the Federal Lands Jobs and 
Energy Security Act, is a package of 
bills that will help us expand oil, nat-
ural gas, and renewable energy produc-
tion on public lands. It will streamline 
government red tape, break down bu-
reaucratic hurdles, and put in place a 
clear plan for developing our own en-
ergy resources. Even more impor-
tantly, this bill will spur job creation 
and help grow and strengthen our econ-
omy. 

Madam Chair, I want to take a mo-
ment to specifically highlight the im-
portance of the third title in this bill, 
the National Petroleum Reserve Alas-
ka Access Act. The NPR–A was specifi-
cally designated in 1923 as a petroleum 
reserve. Let me repeat that: NPR–A 
was specifically designated in 1923— 
that is 90 years ago—as a petroleum re-
serve. Its express purpose was to supply 
our country with American energy. 
That was the foresight of Congress 90 
years ago. That is why it is completely 
unacceptable that the Obama adminis-
tration this year finalized a plan to 
close half of NPR–A to energy produc-
tion. Let me repeat: we set aside NPR– 
A 90 years ago for energy production, 
and this administration unilaterally 
shut off half of it. So this bill would 
nullify that plan and require the Inte-
rior Department to produce a new plan 
for responsibly developing these re-
sources. 

This bill would require annual lease 
sales in the NPR–A and ensure that 
necessary roads, bridges, and pipelines 
needed to support energy resources out 
of the NPR–A can be approved and 
completed in a timely, efficient man-
ner. Now, Madam Chairman, this is 
crucial to the Trans-Alaskan Pipeline 
System, TAPS. It is crucial because 
that pipeline needs to remain fully 
operational. 

Much focus has been given to the 
Keystone XL pipeline, and properly so; 
but we cannot forget that TAPS is one 
of the most important pieces of energy 
infrastructure in our Nation. Reduced 
production in Alaska has left TAPS at 
less than half of its capacity, threat-
ening a shutdown that would cost jobs 
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and significantly weaken our energy 
security. We cannot allow that to hap-
pen, and developing our resources in 
the NPR–A is vital to ensuring that it 
doesn’t. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
job-creating legislation and allow our 
Federal lands to be part of our Nation’s 
energy equation. 

We have seen the jobs that can be 
created through energy production. We 
have seen how it can grow local com-
munities and create thriving econo-
mies. We have seen how lower energy 
prices are vital to putting more money 
in the pockets of American families. 
We know what is possible. It is just a 
matter of realizing that potential by 
allowing new energy production to 
occur on our Federal lands. 

The majority of the provisions in this 
bill passed the House last Congress 
with bipartisan support. It is time for 
this Congress to once again move for-
ward with this commonsense, job-cre-
ating energy plan. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I rise in op-
position to this misguided, unneces-
sary, and environmentally harmful 
piece of legislation and yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

We all know that under President 
Obama the United States is in the mid-
dle of an almost unprecedented oil and 
gas boom. Last week, the Energy Infor-
mation Administration said that for 
the first time in 20 years U.S. crude oil 
production surpassed imports. Also last 
week, the International Energy Agency 
projected that the U.S. would become 
the number one oil producer by 2015. 

The headlines keep coming. On Octo-
ber 4, EIA reported: 

U.S. expected to be the largest producer of 
petroleum and natural gas hydrocarbons in 
2013. 

On October 16, a headline read: 
U.S. is already world’s number one pro-

ducer, consultants say. 

Even the Republicans have to admit 
this energy boom is happening, but 
they say it has nothing to do with 
President Obama because they don’t 
want to give him credit for anything. 
They say all of the increased produc-
tion—all of it—is coming from State 
and private lands. President Obama, 
they believe, is choking off production 
on Federal lands, and that is why we 
need the giveaways to Big Oil. That is 
why we need these attempts in this leg-
islation to stifle public comment. That 
is why we need drill-at-all-cost meas-
ures. 

But they are wrong. Flat-out wrong. 
What has actually happened to oil 

production from our public and Indian 
lands out West since President Obama 
took office, you may ask? It has sky-
rocketed. Onshore oil production from 
Federal and Indian lands, just what we 
are talking about in this legislation, 
has gone up every year since the Presi-
dent has been in office. It is now 35 per-
cent higher than it was under Presi-
dent Bush. Yet this legislation would 

not just reduce environmental produc-
tions. It would gut them; it would re-
move them. 

So here is an even more interesting 
statistic. The nationwide increase in 
oil production since President Obama 
took office is 30 percent. The increase 
on Federal and Indian lands is even 
outpacing the increase nationwide, in-
cluding private lands. I believe it is 
simple enough that anyone should be 
able to understand this. Oil production 
for the entire country is up 30 percent. 
Oil production on Federal and Indian 
land is up 35 percent. 

But the Republicans have this play-
book that they just can’t get away 
from, this shopworn 2008 drill, baby, 
drill playbook. And so they want to try 
to make things easier for Big Oil while 
trying to ensure that conservation and 
hunting and fishing and recreation and 
renewables, and everything else that 
these Federal lands might be used for, 
has to take a back seat to drilling. 

The entire premise of this bill is that 
President Obama is shutting off access 
to Federal lands and driving oil produc-
tion down. The premise is false. We are 
not here because we need this legisla-
tion to increase our domestic produc-
tion of oil and gas, and it certainly has 
nothing to do with prices at the pump. 
We are not here because the bill will 
have any impact on the world price of 
oil or gasoline at the pump. We are not 
here because anyone thinks this bill 
has a chance of becoming law either. 
We are here because we have a deeply 
divided Republican caucus, and one of 
the few things that unites this caucus 
is the belief that Big Oil should enjoy 
higher profits, and those profits should 
come from publicly owned land. 

We are here because bills to convert 
our priceless national treasures into 
profits on Big Oil’s balance sheets are 
about the only idea that our Repub-
lican colleagues can agree on among 
themselves. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 

Madam Chair, I am very pleased to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), a former chairman 
of the Natural Resources Committee. 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Madam Chair-
man, it is amazing as I sit on this floor 
after 40 years of listening to so much 
nonsense from the other side when it 
comes to energy. This increase of pro-
duction in the United States came 
from private lands and State lands, not 
the Federal lands, and those are the 
facts. And we are still not independent 
from oil from the Middle East that 
caused us disruption in our economy. 
To hear the same litany of words over 
and over again, we have to save, we 
can’t produce, but we have to have em-
ployment. We will have a stimulus 
package. And, in fact, we will have 
more government borrowing for the 
economy and forget real jobs. 

But I am going to talk about title V 
in this legislation. The Federal Lands 

Jobs and Energy Security Act contains 
a number of measures to promote en-
ergy development by and for the ben-
efit of Indians and Alaska Natives. 

Specifically, title V contains a range 
of measures requested by a number of 
Indian tribes and Alaska Native cor-
porations to streamline burdensome 
Federal regulations and legal proce-
dures that hinder exploration, develop-
ment, and production of energy on 
their lands. 

There are 56 million acres of lands 
held in trust by the Federal Govern-
ment for the benefit of Indians, 56 mil-
lion. In Alaska, there are 44 million 
acres, a total land mass larger than the 
State of California. 

Many of these areas are in untapped 
energy resources. It is estimated that 
up to 10 percent or more of our Na-
tion’s energy is contained in Native 
lands. 

The problem is that outdated Federal 
policies thwart the ability of tribes to 
use their lands for their benefit. Leases 
of Indian trust lands require Federal 
review and approval, which arguably 
brings little or no value to the tribes 
involved. If Federal review and ap-
proval of energy leases created any 
economic value, then private land-
owners and State governments would 
be clamoring to have their projects re-
viewed and approved by the Federal 
Government, too. 

There are few better measures of how 
ineffective Federal supervision of In-
dian affairs has been than the fact that 
since 2010 nearly $5 billion has been 
paid by the government to Indians to 
settle Federal mismanagement of their 
trust lands. 

While many Indian tribes and Alaska 
Native corporations have made great 
strides in building businesses and 
strengthening their economies, tribal 
communities remain at the bottom of 
nearly every economic and social indi-
cator. The sad fact is in 21st-century 
America, severe poverty wears a Native 
face. 

b 1430 

Instead of helping tribes make posi-
tive strides in energy development, the 
Obama administration is erecting new 
hurdles. The EPA canceled a valid per-
mit for the largest tribe to operate a 
large power plant on its land with its 
coal. The Department of the Interior 
has proposed a hydraulic fracturing 
rule which makes Indian lands less 
competitive and less attractive to in-
dustry, again, taking away from the 
American Indians. 

Fortunately, several tribes are seek-
ing to shed the current Federal system 
altogether and to take over manage-
ment of their lands and energy re-
sources. It is these tribes which asked 
for the provisions in title V of the bill 
today. 

It is with great pleasure that the 
standalone bill on which title V is 
based, H.R. 1548, has been endorsed by 
the National Congress of American In-
dians and several individual tribes. 
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It is time to stop treating Indian 

trust lands as public lands—they are 
not public lands; they are private 
lands—and increase tribes’ powers of 
self-governance over their energy re-
sources for the good of their members 
and for the good of the United States’ 
energy security. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Let’s make 
the principle of tribal self-governance, 
which you talk about and never fol-
low—you never give the Indians a 
break for anything. You pat them on 
the head, give them a blanket and half 
a beef, and expect them to be quiet. 
That is that side over there. You do not 
support the American Indians. You 
never have. You pat them on the head 
and give them a side of beef. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), a 
lifelong stalwart supporter of the envi-
ronment and of energy production. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I 
rise first to pay respects to the distin-
guished gentleman on the majority 
side handling the legislation to tell 
him that I have affection and respect 
for him, but he is handling a bad bill. 
I also want to thank my good friend for 
yielding me this time. 

I have been to Alaska many times. I 
have hunted there. I have fished there. 
I have been to the NPR–A. I have been 
to all of the refuges in the national for-
ests and national parks and the BLM 
lands up there. I have seen what a 
treasure it is. I have also supported, ac-
tively, the idea that this Nation must 
make it possible for us to easily 
produce energy, but not at the price of 
throwing away things like our basic 
fundamental environmental protection 
laws. 

This legislation is not going to sig-
nificantly increase production of oil. 
All it is going to do is throw away the 
things that are necessary to protect it 
against unwise use. This has been a 
battle that we have had in this body 
many times, where the majority will 
consistently seek to make it easier to 
drill for oil that either isn’t there or 
isn’t there in the amounts or that is 
not going to be produced by the oil 
companies, because we are finding that 
there is a lot of oil where there is au-
thorization for drilling where they just 
got the drilling permits and they sit 
there and look at the drilling permits. 
Oil is not produced. 

Having said this, the Secretary in the 
last year or so has increased the ability 
of this Nation to continue producing 
more and more oil from the public 
lands. One of the problems with Alaska 
is the public lands are cold, they are 
intractable, they are harsh, and they 
are hard to produce oil from; so it is 

necessary that it takes longer for us to 
produce oil on those lands, and that is 
properly so. It is easy to produce it in 
the warmer, more gentle climates here 
in the United States. Given that fact, 
we can expect that we will see more 
rapid increases in production here than 
we will see up there. 

We have a tremendous national 
treasure in Alaska. It produces fish, 
wildlife, open spaces, salmon, all kinds 
of riches of renewable resources of all 
kinds. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I gladly 
yield the gentleman an additional 1 
minute. 

Mr. DINGELL. I express my thanks 
to my dear friend. 

Madam Chairwoman, we should not 
throw away those protections, nor 
should we open those lands up to being 
blasted, drilled, ditched, and dug with-
out wise protection. After all, good 
conservation is wise conservation and 
wise use of the resources. 

We are going to find, as time passes, 
the predictions of our Department of 
Energy and the Department of the In-
terior, that this oil is not present in 
NPR–A and in the arctic game range 
and is not there in the amounts that 
we would like, and there is no real rea-
son for increasing that oil production, 
especially by permits that will not 
yield any additional production of oil 
to this Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
legislation. Let the administration 
continue its production of oil according 
to wise use and see to it that we pro-
tect the treasures that we have in 
Alaska against unwise use. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Chairman, I am very pleased to 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN), the sponsor of 
this legislation, 

Mr. LAMBORN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the committee, 
DOC HASTINGS. 

I rise in strong support of H.R. 1965, 
the Federal Lands Jobs and Energy Se-
curity Act, which incorporates four ad-
ditional bills into my bill. This legisla-
tion takes significant steps toward 
moving our country forward on a path 
to energy independence by stream-
lining government regulations and re-
ducing government red tape that 
hinders onshore energy production. It 
will create new American jobs, pro-
mote energy and economic develop-
ment, and increase revenues to the 
State and Federal governments. 

This legislation also sets firm 
timelines for Applications for Permit 
to Drill, or APD, approvals and dedi-
cates funds from APD solar and wind 
right-of-way fees to the permitting 
field offices. It will require the Bureau 
of Land Management to lease at least 
25 percent of the nominated acreage 
not previously made available for 
lease. It will inject certainty into the 
leasing process and terms to give en-
ergy developers the certainty they 
need to move forward with production. 

It also requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to develop a 4-year plan for on-
shore energy development, similar to 
the 5-year plan they are required to de-
velop for offshore development. It 
opens up the National Petroleum Re-
serve in Alaska for energy production 
and allows the BLM to conduct leasing 
through the Internet. 

Since taking office, despite the 
claims to the contrary, President 
Obama has waged a war on energy de-
velopment. Under the administration, 
a simple permit, which in my home 
State of Colorado on average takes 27 
days to approve, takes nearly a year on 
Federal land. And only minuscule areas 
of land have been leased for energy de-
velopment, despite significant interest 
in many more acres. In fact, the Obama 
administration has had the 4 lowest 
years of Federal acres leased for energy 
production going back to 1988. The 
Obama administration has even taken 
the shocking and questionable step of 
canceling leases that have been legally 
bought and paid for. 

Energy companies are practically 
fleeing from developing energy on Fed-
eral lands in favor of the more reliable 
and efficient State and private permit-
ting processes. Further, the Obama ad-
ministration has made it harder for oil 
shale technology to develop so that 
companies are showing little interest 
in developing this promising tech-
nology. 

While the President tries to take 
credit for increased energy production 
under his administration, the reality is 
that the vast majority of any increased 
production occurs on State and private 
land that the Federal Government has 
no jurisdiction over. In fact, since 2009, 
total Federal oil production is down 7.8 
percent, and total natural gas produc-
tion on Federal lands is down 21 per-
cent. 

My legislation would interject much- 
needed certainty into nearly every step 
of the onshore energy production proc-
ess. It will ensure that permits are ap-
proved in a timely fashion, would pro-
hibit the administration from changing 
lease terms or revoking leases after 
they have been legally won, would en-
sure that onshore leasing moves stead-
ily forward, and will allow the Sec-
retary to plan for this Nation’s future 
energy needs. 

Energy that is available and afford-
able creates more jobs for Americans 
here at home rather than overseas. It 
lowers the price of essential goods that 
American families buy every day, and 
it leaves more of the hard-earned 
money in the pockets of Americans 
after they pay their gas and utility 
bills. There is no reasonable objection 
to this bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
critical legislation to create new 
American jobs and establish an effi-
cient process to produce both renew-
able and conventional energy on Fed-
eral lands. We can do this while meet-
ing the extensive environmental stand-
ards that are already in place. 
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Madam Chairwoman, I urge support 

for this bill. 
Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, let’s sum-

marize what is in this legislation. 
H.R. 1965 is a compilation of a num-

ber of wishful bills, wishful legislation 
from the other side. It would shortcut 
environmental reviews, discourage 
public participation in energy develop-
ment decisions, and eliminate thought-
ful leasing reforms. 

It would require that any public enti-
ty or individual that wanted to chal-
lenge a leasing decision post a $5,000 
protest fee just to be able to access the 
process. 

It would require that the Department 
of the Interior lease at least 25 percent 
each year of oil and gas nominated 
areas, whether or not they are suitable 
for drilling now. 

And, Madam Chair, I get this. It 
would elevate oil and gas leasing deci-
sions above all other uses of public 
lands, such as hunting, fishing, graz-
ing, conservation, recreation, and 
other energy uses. 

It would also require a plan to criss-
cross the National Petroleum Reserve 
in Alaska with roads and pipelines, a 
network that would be a bonanza for 
some contractor, I am sure, ignoring 
the management plan that was ap-
proved this year. Why? Not for a good 
reason. We don’t need all these relax-
ations—‘‘relaxation’’ is too mild a 
word—the gutting of environmental re-
view, the removal of public participa-
tion, because oil production is doing 
very well, thank you. 

Let’s deal with facts. 
Federal onshore oil production, 

which is what this bill is about, has in-
creased 35 percent. It is actually a fast-
er growth rate than oil production 
overall in the United States. I am not 
sure why the other side refuses to ac-
knowledge that. I would think they 
would want to take that as good news. 
If you look past their talking points at 
the actual data, you will see that Fed-
eral onshore oil production has in-
creased every year since 2008. That 
doesn’t include Indian lands, where 
production has also increased every 
year since 2008. So the fundamental 
premise of this bill is flawed. 

There are, right now, 37 million acres 
of Federal land under lease for oil and 
gas development, but two-thirds of 
that is not in production or explo-
ration. Go figure. Let’s go ask these 
companies why they are bidding on 
these lands. When you lease land, it is 
because you think it will be produc-
tive, yet they are sitting on them. We 
don’t need to streamline. We don’t need 
to remove any environmental controls 
in order to stimulate leasing, because 
37 million acres of Federal land are 
under lease now. 

Furthermore, even if the other side 
was right about their flawed premise, 
even if it was a problem in production, 
onshore Federal oil is only 5 percent or 
6 percent of total production. That is 
all it will be. So if there were a produc-
tion problem, if it were not the case 

that we were producing more than we 
have produced—we are in better shape 
than we have been in decades—further 
drilling on Federal land would not be 
the answer. 

b 1445 
So there is no reason for this bill. It 

sets back the use of these Federal lands 
to a free-for-all, unprotected state, and 
this is bad legislation. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. 
Madam Chairwoman, I am very pleased 
to yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TIPTON), a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. TIPTON. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for yielding me time on this crit-
ical matter. 

I appreciate that my Planning for 
American Energy Act was incorporated 
as title II of the Federal Lands Jobs 
and Energy Security Act of 2013. This 
final, commonsense package seeks to 
put in place responsible American en-
ergy plans that will reduce energy 
costs for consumers while also spurring 
economic growth and job opportuni-
ties. 

The legislation before us today would 
unleash the potential for thousands of 
new jobs and establish a reliable, af-
fordable, and secure source of Amer-
ican energy through responsible pro-
duction. Title II of this act seeks to es-
tablish commonsense steps to create an 
all-of-the-above American energy plan 
for using Federal lands to meet Amer-
ica’s energy needs. 

Under title II of this legislation, the 
nonpartisan Energy Information Ad-
ministration provides the projected en-
ergy needs of the United States for the 
next 30 years to the Secretaries of the 
Interior and Agriculture. The Secre-
taries would use this information to es-
tablish an environmentally respon-
sible, 4-year energy production plan. 

The bill allows for energy develop-
ment on public lands in order to pro-
mote the energy and national security 
of the United States in accordance 
with multiple-use management stand-
ards established by the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act. 

Title II requires an all-of-the-above 
approach to energy development re-
sponsibly in this country. The bill spe-
cifically cites wind, solar, hydropower, 
geothermal, oil, gas, coal, oil shale, 
and minerals needed for energy devel-
opment to be included in the plan. 
These goals would be accomplished re-
sponsibly, without repealing a single 
environmental regulation or review 
process. 

Earlier this year, an important study 
entitled ‘‘Energy Cost Impacts on 
American Families’’ was released. This 
study, which relies on government 
data, had some troubling findings, in-
cluding that more than 50 percent of 
U.S. households are expected to spend 
at least 20 percent of their family budg-
ets on energy costs in 2013. This figure 
has nearly doubled in the last 10 years 
alone. 

Even more troubling is the fact that 
these energy increases have dispropor-
tionately impacted families on lower 
incomes and seniors on fixed incomes. 
This stands to reason, given the decline 
in energy production on Federal lands 
under this administration. 

Since President Obama took office, 
production on Federal lands has de-
clined significantly, including a stag-
gering 21 percent decline in Federal 
natural gas production. 

Colorado, along with our neighboring 
Western States, is in a unique position 
to contribute to our Nation’s energy 
security and ensure that the United 
States remains competitive in the 
world market. 

By promoting a commonsense regu-
latory framework embracing domestic 
energy research and development, and 
applying environmental and safety 
standards already on the books rather 
than adding costly new mandates, we 
can help meet America’s energy needs 
right here at home, providing energy 
and economic security that will benefit 
American families. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. TIPTON. An all-of-the-above ap-
proach in energy, this responsibly in-
creases production on federal lands and 
is needed to ensure that the prosperity 
of our Nation is ensured. This is ex-
actly what H.R. 1965 will accomplish. It 
creates a framework to responsibly 
meet America’s energy needs, lower en-
ergy costs for consumers, and create 
much-needed American jobs. 

I urge the immediate passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chair, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
the distinguished whip of the Demo-
cratic Party, someone who understands 
the economic importance of protecting 
the environment. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Chair, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey for 
yielding. 

Madam Chair, this bill, and the other 
two House bills we will consider this 
week, were put forward, in my opinion, 
to fill time. Yes, they are unifying 
issues on the Republican side of the 
aisle, Madam Chair, but they are not 
pressing. Even if they were good policy, 
they are not pressing. 

We stand here without a budget. We 
stand here with 10 days left to go. 

Madam Chair, it is now quarter of 
3:00, and it was about 2:30, and our busi-
ness is through for today. No budget, 
no unemployment insurance extension, 
no farm bill, no conference report even 
on the budget, no immigration bill, no 
ending discrimination, ENDA, bill—a 
raft of critically important issues that 
this House ought to be considering. 

So this is somewhat the fiddle on 
which we are playing while Rome is 
burning. 

We shut down the government for 16 
days, for the first time in 17 years, a 
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conscious decision to shut down gov-
ernment, and 147 of my Republican col-
leagues, Madam Chair, voted to keep 
the government shut down and voted 
against paying our bills. Yet, we con-
sider this legislation. 

Now, I am against this legislation 
substantively, but even more egregious 
is the wasting of 4 of the 12 days we had 
available to address the issues I have 
just discussed. America is rightfully 
disgusted with the Congress of the 
United States. Me too. 

Energy security remains an impor-
tant issue. I agree with my colleagues 
on that. But these bills offer partisan 
solutions to energy production that are 
taking our time away from pressing 
matters, as I have explained, like the 
budget conference, unemployment in-
surance, comprehensive immigration 
reform, the farm bill, Medicare physi-
cian payment formula, and tax extend-
ers. 

We are all going to be wringing our 
hands just a few days from now saying, 
Of course we want to make sure there 
is a doc fix so that people with Medi-
care can make sure their doctors are 
paid appropriately so they will con-
tinue to serve them. We will say, Of 
course we want to do that. 

Well, why did you waste a week? 
We won’t have an answer to that, un-

less the answer is, Well, we are really 
not going to address them; we would 
rather address these issues that bring 
our party together and make us look 
like we are doing the work that our 
base wants us to do. 

Tomorrow’s legislation seeks to 
block a proposed Bureau of Land Man-
agement regulation that is not even 
yet in effect and overreaches to cover 
all Interior Department lands. 

The first of these bills sets an arbi-
trary deadline on leases, permits, and 
reviews that stand in the way of regu-
lators doing their job to protect citi-
zens and affected communities. 

I think citizens want to be protected. 
Yes, they want it done in an efficient, 
effective manner, but they want to be 
protected. 

These bills were put forward in the 
name of achieving energy security, 
when, in truth, ironically, America is 
now more energy secure than it has 
been in decades. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN). 
The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HOLT. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HOYER. We are more energy 
independent than we have been in dec-
ades. As a matter of fact, when I talk 
about the Make It In America agenda 
of making manufacturing jobs and 
making things here in this country, 
one of our assets is, we are the abun-
dant energy supply in the world today. 
There are more oil rigs in America 
today than the rest of the world com-
bined. 

Yet, we are talking about energy se-
curity. We have it. Do we need to en-
hance it? Of course. Just days ago, the 
Energy Information Administration 

announced that we produced more 
crude oil last month, Madam Chair, 
than we imported for the first time in 
almost 20 years. Under President 
Obama, oil production is up, and we 
now have more rigs operating, as I 
said, than the rest of the world com-
bined. 

Domestic natural gas extraction has 
also grown to an all-time record, and 
energy companies already hold more 
than 20 million acres of public land on-
shore on which they have yet to 
produce oil or gas. That is 56 percent of 
leased public lands onshore. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) 
was speaking of that. 

These bills distract and delay this 
body’s critical attention to the issues 
of critical concern to all America, and, 
yes, indeed, to the rest of the world 
that wants to see and needs a respon-
sible, fiscally secure America. 

No budget, no budget conference, no 
farm bill, no immigration bill, no 
ENDA bill, all which passed the Senate 
in a bipartisan fashion. They are wor-
thy of debate. That doesn’t mean ei-
ther side has to agree, but that is what 
we ought to be debating, ladies and 
gentlemen of this House, because they 
are the critical issues confronting us 
before the end of this year. 

Yet, we waste our time, and frankly, 
we let ourselves off early because we 
don’t have enough work to do. 

I urge opposition to these three bills. 
I urge the majority party to bring the 
important pieces of legislation to the 
floor that America needs. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, before I yield to my col-
league from Ohio, I yield myself 1 
minute to respond to my good friend, 
the minority leader. He characterized 
these bills as being not pressing. 

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that 
probably the biggest issue facing Amer-
ica that we have heard from our con-
stituents probably on both sides of the 
aisle is the need to have a growing 
economy and jobs. American energy— 
we have a chance to capture American 
energy and jobs with this legislation. 
So while it is not pressing, as the gen-
tleman says, it is certainly very, very 
important. 

Now, I would also point out the gen-
tleman, the minority leader, was talk-
ing about several issues that are im-
portant. I would just suggest that prob-
ably number one on Americans’ minds 
right now actually started on October 
1, when the signup for the health care 
plan passed. Now, if there is something 
that is absolutely pressing that needs 
to pass this Congress before the end of 
the year, it is to rectify how people can 
keep the health care policies that they 
wanted. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself an additional 30 seconds. 

I might add, last week, last Friday, 
in a bipartisan vote, 39 Members of my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
joined us to ensure that if people like 

their health care policies they can 
keep their health care policies. 

Now, that bill is waiting in the Sen-
ate. We have a bicameral legislature. 
We know they have to act. But if there 
is one thing that is absolutely pressing 
before we get done is to resolve that 
issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHN-
SON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Chair-
man, today I rise in support of the Fed-
eral Lands Jobs and Energy Security 
Act. This important legislation will 
help streamline onshore energy produc-
tion and create jobs right here in 
America. 

I want to thank the chairman for in-
cluding legislation I have introduced, 
the BLM Live Internet Auctions Act, 
as a title in this legislation. 

As we are all aware, oftentimes the 
Federal Government is behind the pri-
vate sector when it comes to techno-
logical innovation. As a former chief 
information officer of a publicly traded 
company, I understand how much more 
efficient the Federal Government could 
become if we were able to provide some 
much-needed technological innovation. 

b 1500 
The BLM Live Internet Auctions Act 

will allow the Federal Government to 
come into the 21st century and do what 
the private sector has already been 
doing for over a decade. 

This legislation fixes an unintended 
consequence of a 26-year-old law that 
requires that BLM conduct auctions by 
oral bidding. Back in 1987, the Internet 
hadn’t even been created by a certain 
former Vice President, and this bill 
simply gives the Bureau of Land Man-
agement the option to conduct auc-
tions for their lease sales over the 
Internet. Traditional in-person auc-
tions will still be held, but we can more 
effectively speed up sales, reduce fraud, 
and ensure the best return to Federal 
taxpayers for oil and gas leases by con-
ducting them securely online. 

Most importantly, this legislation 
will ensure efficient and timely lease 
sales so that developers can more 
quickly begin producing homegrown 
energy for American consumers and 
create much-needed jobs for Ameri-
cans. 

We know that BLM has the capa-
bility to do this because back in 2009 
BLM conducted a test run of the pro-
gram, selling 28 land parcels via live 
Internet auctions. By all accounts, 
they were very successful. The pilot 
program resulted in 1,500 unique visi-
tors from 46 States, increasing the 
number of bidders and the sale price 
when compared with traditional in-per-
son auctions. Even the administration 
supports this legislation, and I am 
hopeful that the Senate will act on it 
quickly so that we can bring the BLM 
process into the 21st century. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the underlying legislation. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), the 
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minority member of highest rank on 
our committee, the Natural Resources 
Committee. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. Chairman, I was listening with 
interest to some of the statements 
made earlier in the debate about the 
administration deliberately restraining 
the oil and gas industry in this coun-
try. Actually, the facts belie those 
statements. 

The Federal lands oil production is 
growing faster than that on private 
lands—plus 30, plus 35. Obviously, they 
start with a larger base, but still it is 
growing faster. So that hardly shows 
any deliberate attempts by the Obama 
administration to limit this produc-
tion. 

And, again, Republicans talk about 
that the President had not leased an 
adequate amount of land. But if you 
look, these little photos are of former 
President George Bush, and when the 
lines start to go up, these are from the 
current President, Barack Obama, and 
onshore oil production on Federal 
lands is up 35 percent. 

So let’s deal with what the real in-
tent here is. The Obama administra-
tion has an all-of-the-above strategy. 
They are trying to produce these re-
sources responsibly. The other side of 
the aisle would have us believe that en-
vironmental laws and other restric-
tions and an intentional campaign by 
the Obama administration are making 
us vulnerable to foreign influences. Ac-
tually, our imports were at the lowest 
level in recent history in the last year. 
We are producing more and more of our 
own oil and are headed toward self-suf-
ficiency. But we also have to deal with 
climate change, and we also have to 
deal with prices to consumers. 

Now, with this legislation, we are ac-
tually celebrating Thanksgiving a 
week early. I would call the bill a tur-
key. But it is not just a turkey; it is 
leftovers from Turkey Day, because we 
have actually passed this legislation 
previously, and it went nowhere pre-
viously, as will this legislation here 
today. 

But they want to pretend that this 
will somehow benefit consumers and 
that somehow there is a campaign by 
the Obama administration to restrain 
the supply. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. I will have an amend-
ment later. 

If we want to drive down prices at 
the pump tomorrow by 70 cents, it is 
pretty simple: just stop the speculation 
on Wall Street. But I will talk about 
that more later. 

There are a number of provisions in 
this bill that are egregious. I don’t 
have time to go into all of them, but 
there are a few things. As I mentioned 
earlier, basically do away with envi-
ronmental protections, muzzle the 
public’s voice in terms of them appeal-
ing decisions by the distant Federal 
Government to develop in their back-
yard or next door, you know, to elevate 
oil and gas drilling to the predominant 

use on any Federal public lands—yes, 
predominant use over and above hunt-
ing, fishing, recreation. Anything else, 
oil and gas is predominant. 

Now, the President also said, You 
know what? I think that we ought to 
go out and look at these parcels before 
we lease them. That is something they 
didn’t do in the Bush era. We have 25- 
year-old land use plans at many of 
these agencies. They are understaffed. 
They are behind. They haven’t revised 
their land use plans in a long time. A 
lot of things have happened in the last 
25 years, and it might be that there is 
now a ski resort right next to an area 
that was previously available or was 
potentially available for oil and gas 
leasing. 

The Obama administration said we 
ought to go out and look to see how it 
can impact other activities that have 
come to the floor in the last 25 years. 
They are being criticized for that. Now, 
that does take a little bit of time, but 
they are saying, hey, some States are 
allowing private lands to go forward in 
10 days. These aren’t private lands. 
These are the lands of the people of the 
United States of America. I think a lit-
tle more due diligence is in order. We 
don’t want to mimic a State that says, 
Oh, you want to drill there? Okay. Here 
you go. No one gets to say anything 
about it. It is your land. You go right 
ahead. 

Then, this is amazing. This is kind of 
a fun math issue. They say that the in-
dustry can nominate land, which is the 
current law, but they are saying the 
government must lease 25 percent of 
whatever the industry chooses to nomi-
nate in a given year. So there are 130 
million acres available for oil and gas 
leasing in the United States, predomi-
nantly in the West. So in the first year, 
the industry nominates 130 million 
acres. That means the Interior Depart-
ment has to offer 32 million acres to 
lease. Now, next year, well, we have 
only got 100 million left, so they would 
get 25 percent of that. That is 25 mil-
lion acres. 

As you can figure it out, we are sort 
of infinitely headed toward zero here. 
The gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOLT) is a scientist. He can probably 
figure it out better. I don’t know if we 
would ever get to zero. But it would be 
in ever and ever smaller increments 
that we were leasing here. And yet 
there are 25 million acres that the in-
dustry has under lease that they 
haven’t yet developed, but they could 
get this astonishing increase. 

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

Mr. HOLT. I yield an additional 1 
minute to the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I was thinking of 
bringing a map of all the leasable land, 
but it would be difficult to produce. 
But you can get it in your imagination. 

So let’s deal with the real problems 
before us. If we are going to produce 
energy on Federal lands, make sure 
there is no real conflict. Let’s keep the 
multiple use concept. I think most 

members of the public support that, 
not give oil and gas a predominant use. 
Let’s also keep in mind that we have to 
look at alternative energy develop-
ment on Federal lands so that we can 
deal with climate change, which some 
of us believe in. 

This warmed-over leftover turkey 
proposal will pass the House, of course, 
but that will be the last that anyone 
hears of it. Happy Thanksgiving. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Wy-
oming (Mrs. LUMMIS), another member 
of the Natural Resources Committee. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Chair, I would 
like to put a couple things straight 
that have been said. We are not talking 
about all Federal lands in this bill. We 
are not talking about National Park 
Service lands. National parks and na-
tional monuments are excluded from 
this bill. We are not talking about wil-
derness. We are not talking about lands 
that have been recommended for wil-
derness status. Those are managed as 
de facto wilderness. We are not talking 
about wildlife refuges. We are not talk-
ing about Department of Defense lands. 
We are not talking about Bureau of 
Reclamation lands. We are only talk-
ing about Bureau of Land Management 
lands that are managed for multiple 
use now. We are also talking about a 
Nation that desperately needs jobs. 

Mr. Chair, I was in a country in the 
Arab world last weekend. They have 6.5 
percent employment in the private sec-
tor. Everyone else is either unem-
ployed or works for the government. 
Their neighbors prop up their econo-
mies to keep their problems from spill-
ing over the borders into their coun-
tries. For a country that has been 
clamoring for jobs to smack down this 
bill as being irrelevant indicates to me 
that Congress has lost its way, that it 
doesn’t understand that what the 
American people want is to work. They 
want earned success. They want self-re-
spect. They want jobs. 

H.R. 1965 would streamline the leas-
ing and permitting process to put our 
public land resources back to work for 
the people who own them, the Amer-
ican people, particularly those who live 
near these resources and know the im-
portance of a quality environment. 

I represent the whole State of Wyo-
ming. I have lived there my entire life. 
Nobody cares more about the environ-
ment of Wyoming than I do—nobody. 
This is also good fiscal policy. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentlewoman from Wyoming. 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Wyoming’s payments 
to the U.S. Treasury for oil, gas, and 
coal royalties nearly pays for the en-
tire BLM budget. 

And I would point out that, contrary 
to what the gentleman said about the 
increase in production on Federal land, 
between the year 2000 and 2007, in Wyo-
ming, the number of new leases issued 
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was 873, on average; during the Obama 
administration, it is 599. In my book, 
that is a decline of 31 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank 
Messrs. Hastings and Lamborn for 
making this bill possible. I urge the 
Members to support it. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. POE), the gentleman from the 
State that certainly knows what oil 
production is about. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, for the first time in 
nearly 20 years, the United States is 
producing more crude oil than it im-
ports. U.S. oil output is soaring due to 
the fracking boom in North Dakota 
and, yes, in Texas and some other 
areas. That is the reason. 

The Energy Information Administra-
tion said this week that oil production 
by barrels is up 11 percent from last 
year and 63 percent over the last 5 
years. If this trend continues, with the 
expanded use of renewables, and, of 
course, the completion of the Keystone 
XL pipeline, it is entirely possible that 
we could see total energy independence 
in this country in the next 10 years. 
Imagine what our foreign policy could 
be if we were energy independent. We 
could make Middle Eastern oil, tur-
moil, and politics irrelevant. 

However, all of this progress has been 
made despite the current administra-
tion. How ironic it is the administra-
tion takes credit for all the oil produc-
tion boom when it does everything it 
can to stonewall this boom. 

Oil and natural gas production on 
Federal lands is down 40 percent com-
pared to 10 years ago. Most of the new 
drilling is on private and State land, 
not Federal land. Under this adminis-
tration, 2010 had the lowest number of 
offshore leases since 1984. Imagine what 
we could do if we could speed up the 
permitting process on Federal land. 

To address this, H.R. 1965 expands on-
shore oil and natural gas production on 
Federal lands and streamlines the leas-
ing and permitting process, among 
many other commonsense provisions, 
to help get the government out of the 
way of progress. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Chair, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I would like to address the talking 
points that have been parroted without 
thinking by speaker after speaker from 
the other side. 

The fact is oil production on onshore 
public lands, the subject of this legisla-
tion, is up by 35 percent. It is not down. 
It is not flat. It is up. It is up even 
more than oil production in the coun-
try overall. So what is the problem 
here? 

As for employment, it is worth point-
ing out that oil and natural gas indus-
try employment has increased. 

b 1515 
Clearly, there was a falloff with the 

recession—or let’s call it a depression— 

but in the last half-dozen years, indus-
try employment has increased by more 
than 162,000—a 40 percent increase. Oil 
and gas industry jobs decreased in 2009 
as a result of the recession, but now 
the jobs are increasing at a rate even 
faster than before. 

And I have to emphasize that in con-
nection with this because this legisla-
tion says that oil and gas would take 
precedence over all other uses of Fed-
eral lands. Federal lands don’t exist 
solely for the purpose of oil and gas ex-
traction. 

As I have said before, there is one 
thing that the Republicans seem to 
agree on, that we should give away 
whatever we can to the oil companies. 
That is why we are doing this legisla-
tion, because they don’t have any other 
legislation that they can agree on well 
enough to bring to the floor. But mul-
tiple uses of our Federal lands, aside 
from oil and gas production, are impor-
tant to Americans. 

As for jobs, the government shut-
down that the folks who are proposing 
this legislation voted for and supported 
caused the closure of over 400 units of 
our National Park Service and cost 
local economies hundreds of millions of 
dollars and caused delays in the ap-
proval of pending permits, by the way. 

It is also worth pointing out that this 
week the Interior Department an-
nounced that, because of revenues from 
oil and gas extraction, the Department 
of the Interior was able to disburse 
$14.2 billion—a 17 percent increase over 
the previous year—to State, local, and 
tribal accounts. This money goes for 
the land and water conservation fund, 
the reclamation fund, historic preser-
vation, and so forth. 

So this is a bill to address a problem 
that doesn’t exist—and to do it in a 
way that does not address the interests 
of the people at large. It is a giveaway 
to the oil and gas industry. I urge my 
colleagues to vote this down. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 51⁄4 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, just let me talk about 
what this bill is about. This bill is 
about attempting to open Federal 
lands to energy production. 

All the talk has been on oil and gas. 
That is very important. But this is also 
for renewable by doing what? By say-
ing that in the process of using Federal 
lands for energy production, those 
lands that have the potential for the 
most production should be the first 
leased. What a remarkable idea: go 
where the potential energy is. And that 
is what this bill does. 

But let me respond to my good friend 
from New Jersey who talked about how 
much we are producing in this country 
and so forth. I would suggest that he 
left out a few important points. 

First of all, it takes some length of 
time in order to get an active lease 
into production, and the gentleman 
didn’t talk about that. Why? Because it 
generally takes 4 to 6 years. And some-
times it is 8 to 10 years. 

But in the last administration—the 
Bush II administration—they were 
very active in letting leases. And as a 
result of that, at the time that this ad-
ministration took over, there were a 
number of active leases that were 
ready to produce. That is why the pro-
duction was high in the early part of 
this administration. 

And just put it this way: again, we 
are talking about Federal lands that 
are being leased for production. When 
the President took office, roughly 1.9 
million acres were leased for energy 
production. That was in 2009. In 2012, 
that figure dropped to 1.75 million 
acres that were open for production. 
That is, obviously, a reduction. 

But another way to look at it is the 
application permits to drill, which is 
really where I guess it meets the road, 
so to speak. In 2001, there were a little 
over 2,000 permits that were issued; and 
in 2012, there were a little over 1,700 
permits issued. That is a 15 percent 
drop. If you drop the permits, you are 
obviously going to have less produc-
tion. 

So I think that needed to be pointed 
out to kind of set the record straight. 

As to my good friend, Mr. DINGELL, 
who is not on the floor now, I want to 
talk about the National Petroleum Re-
serve in Alaska one more time. 

Ninety years ago, that was set aside 
as a reserve. In all the years that 
Democrats controlled Congress, from 
the mid-fifties all the way to the nine-
ties, nothing was ever done to change 
that policy until this administration 
decided, without any direction from 
Congress, to set aside one-half of that. 

Why is that important? 
I mentioned in my opening remarks 

that the Trans-Alaska Pipeline is a 
very important part of our pipeline 
system. There is no question that there 
is a movement in this country to try to 
dry up that pipeline by slow-walking 
oil exploration in Alaska, whether they 
are talking about offshore or onshore. 

The NPR was designed to be a petro-
leum reserve. Why should we not build 
an infrastructure to utilize that? 

It has been said, well, there’s not 
that much oil there. Well, that will 
come out when leases are offered. 
Those that want to take advantage of 
this and think there is some produc-
tion there will make the leases. The 
market will dictate that. But to unilat-
erally close it off doesn’t make any 
sense. This bill corrects that. It makes 
NPR what it was supposed to be his-
torically since 1923. 

So those are just a couple of issues, 
Mr. Chairman, I wanted to touch on. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. All time for gen-
eral debate has expired. 
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Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 

considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on Natural Resources, 
printed in the bill, an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute consisting of 
the text of Rules Committee Print 113– 
26 is adopted. The bill, as amended, 
shall be considered as the original bill 
for the purpose of further amendment 
under the 5-minute rule and shall be 
considered as read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1965 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Lands 
Jobs and Energy Security Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—FEDERAL LANDS JOBS AND 
ENERGY SECURITY 

Sec. 1001. Short title. 
Sec. 1002. Policies regarding buying, building, 

and working for America. 
Subtitle A—Onshore Oil and Gas Permit 

Streamlining 
Sec. 1101. Short title. 

CHAPTER 1—APPLICATION FOR PERMITS TO 
DRILL PROCESS REFORM 

Sec. 1111. Permit to drill application timeline. 
Sec. 1112. Solar and wind right-of-way rental 

reform. 
CHAPTER 2—ADMINISTRATIVE PROTEST 

DOCUMENTATION REFORM 
Sec. 1121. Administrative protest documentation 

reform. 
CHAPTER 3—PERMIT STREAMLINING 

Sec. 1131. Improve Federal energy permit co-
ordination. 

Sec. 1132. Administration of current law. 
CHAPTER 4—JUDICIAL REVIEW 

Sec. 1141. Definitions. 
Sec. 1142. Exclusive venue for certain civil ac-

tions relating to covered energy 
projects. 

Sec. 1143. Timely filing. 
Sec. 1144. Expedition in hearing and deter-

mining the action. 
Sec. 1145. Standard of review. 
Sec. 1146. Limitation on injunction and pro-

spective relief. 
Sec. 1147. Limitation on attorneys’ fees. 
Sec. 1148. Legal standing. 
CHAPTER 5—KNOWING AMERICA’S OIL AND GAS 

RESOURCES 
Sec. 1151. Funding oil and gas resource assess-

ments. 
Subtitle B—Oil and Gas Leasing Certainty 

Sec. 1201. Short title. 
Sec. 1202. Minimum acreage requirement for on-

shore lease sales. 
Sec. 1203. Leasing certainty. 
Sec. 1204. Leasing consistency. 
Sec. 1205. Reduce redundant policies. 
Sec. 1206. Streamlined congressional notifica-

tion. 
Subtitle C—Oil Shale 

Sec. 1301. Short title. 
Sec. 1302. Effectiveness of oil shale regulations, 

amendments to resource manage-
ment plans, and record of deci-
sion. 

Sec. 1303. Oil shale leasing. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 

Sec. 1401. Rule of construction. 

TITLE II—PLANNING FOR AMERICAN 
ENERGY 

Sec. 2001. Short title. 
Sec. 2002. Onshore domestic energy production 

strategic plan. 

TITLE III—NATIONAL PETROLEUM 
RESERVE IN ALASKA ACCESS 

Sec. 3001. Short title. 
Sec. 3002. Sense of Congress and reaffirming 

national policy for the National 
Petroleum Reserve in Alaska. 

Sec. 3003. National Petroleum Reserve in Alas-
ka: lease sales. 

Sec. 3004. National Petroleum Reserve in Alas-
ka: planning and permitting pipe-
line and road construction. 

Sec. 3005. Issuance of a new integrated activity 
plan and environmental impact 
statement. 

Sec. 3006. Departmental accountability for de-
velopment. 

Sec. 3007. Deadlines under new proposed inte-
grated activity plan. 

Sec. 3008. Updated resource assessment. 

TITLE IV—BLM LIVE INTERNET AUCTIONS 

Sec. 4001. Short title. 
Sec. 4002. Internet-based onshore oil and gas 

lease sales. 

TITLE V—NATIVE AMERICAN ENERGY 

Sec. 5001. Short title. 
Sec. 5002. Appraisals. 
Sec. 5003. Standardization. 
Sec. 5004. Environmental reviews of major Fed-

eral actions on Indian lands. 
Sec. 5005. Judicial review. 
Sec. 5006. Tribal biomass demonstration project. 
Sec. 5007. Tribal resource management plans. 
Sec. 5008. Leases of restricted lands for the 

Navajo Nation. 
Sec. 5009. Nonapplicability of certain rules. 

TITLE I—FEDERAL LANDS JOBS AND 
ENERGY SECURITY 

SEC. 1001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Federal Lands 
Jobs and Energy Security Act’’. 
SEC. 1002. POLICIES REGARDING BUYING, BUILD-

ING, AND WORKING FOR AMERICA. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL INTENT.—It is the intent of 
the Congress that— 

(1) this title will support a healthy and grow-
ing United States domestic energy sector that, in 
turn, helps to reinvigorate American manufac-
turing, transportation, and service sectors by 
employing the vast talents of United States 
workers to assist in the development of energy 
from domestic sources; 

(2) to ensure a robust onshore energy produc-
tion industry and ensure that the benefits of de-
velopment support local communities, under this 
title, the Secretary shall make every effort to 
promote the development of onshore American 
energy, and shall take into consideration the so-
cioeconomic impacts, infrastructure require-
ments, and fiscal stability for local communities 
located within areas containing onshore energy 
resources; and 

(3) the Congress will monitor the deployment 
of personnel and material onshore to encourage 
the development of American manufacturing to 
enable United States workers to benefit from 
this title through good jobs and careers, as well 
as the establishment of important industrial fa-
cilities to support expanded access to American 
resources. 

(b) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall when possible, and practicable, en-
courage the use of United States workers and 
equipment manufactured in the United States in 
all construction related to mineral resource de-
velopment under this title. 

Subtitle A—Onshore Oil and Gas Permit 
Streamlining 

SEC. 1101. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Stream-

lining Permitting of American Energy Act of 
2013’’. 
CHAPTER 1—APPLICATION FOR PERMITS 

TO DRILL PROCESS REFORM 
SEC. 1111. PERMIT TO DRILL APPLICATION 

TIMELINE. 
Section 17(p)(2) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 

U.S.C. 226(p)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(2) APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS TO DRILL RE-

FORM AND PROCESS.— 
‘‘(A) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall decide 

whether to issue a permit to drill within 30 days 
after receiving an application for the permit. 
The Secretary may extend such period for up to 
2 periods of 15 days each, if the Secretary has 
given written notice of the delay to the appli-
cant. The notice shall be in the form of a letter 
from the Secretary or a designee of the Sec-
retary, and shall include the names and titles of 
the persons processing the application, the spe-
cific reasons for the delay, and a specific date a 
final decision on the application is expected. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE OF REASONS FOR DENIAL.—If the 
application is denied, the Secretary shall pro-
vide the applicant— 

‘‘(i) in writing, clear and comprehensive rea-
sons why the application was not accepted and 
detailed information concerning any defi-
ciencies; and 

‘‘(ii) an opportunity to remedy any defi-
ciencies. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATION DEEMED APPROVED.—If the 
Secretary has not made a decision on the appli-
cation by the end of the 60-day period beginning 
on the date the application is received by the 
Secretary, the application is deemed approved, 
except in cases in which existing reviews under 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) or Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) are incom-
plete. 

‘‘(D) DENIAL OF PERMIT.—If the Secretary de-
cides not to issue a permit to drill in accordance 
with subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) provide to the applicant a description of 
the reasons for the denial of the permit; 

‘‘(ii) allow the applicant to resubmit an appli-
cation for a permit to drill during the 10-day pe-
riod beginning on the date the applicant re-
ceives the description of the denial from the Sec-
retary; and 

‘‘(iii) issue or deny any resubmitted applica-
tion not later than 10 days after the date the 
application is submitted to the Secretary. 

‘‘(E) FEE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 

law, the Secretary shall collect a single $6,500 
permit processing fee per application from each 
applicant at the time the final decision is made 
whether to issue a permit under subparagraph 
(A). This fee shall not apply to any resubmitted 
application. 

‘‘(ii) TREATMENT OF PERMIT PROCESSING 
FEE.—Of all fees collected under this paragraph, 
50 percent shall be transferred to the field office 
where they are collected and used to process 
protests, leases, and permits under this Act sub-
ject to appropriation.’’. 
SEC. 1112. SOLAR AND WIND RIGHT-OF-WAY RENT-

AL REFORM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), 

and notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, of fees collected each fiscal year as annual 
wind energy and solar energy right-of-way au-
thorization fees required under section 504(g) of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1764(g))— 

(1) no less than 25 percent shall be available, 
subject to appropriation, for use for solar and 
wind permitting and management activities by 
Department of the Interior field offices respon-
sible for the land where the fees were collected; 

(2) no less than 25 percent shall be available, 
subject to appropriation, for Bureau of Land 
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Management solar and wind permit approval 
activities; and 

(3) no less than 25 percent shall be available, 
subject to appropriation, to the Secretary of the 
Interior for department-wide solar and wind 
permitting activities. 

(b) LIMITATION.—The amount used under sub-
section (a) each fiscal year shall not exceed 
$10,000,000. 

CHAPTER 2—ADMINISTRATIVE PROTEST 
DOCUMENTATION REFORM 

SEC. 1121. ADMINISTRATIVE PROTEST DOCU-
MENTATION REFORM. 

Section 17(p) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(p)) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(4) PROTEST FEE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall collect 

a $5,000 documentation fee to accompany each 
protest for a lease, right of way, or application 
for permit to drill. 

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF FEES.—Of all fees col-
lected under this paragraph, 50 percent shall re-
main in the field office where they are collected 
and used to process protests subject to appro-
priation.’’. 

CHAPTER 3—PERMIT STREAMLINING 
SEC. 1131. IMPROVE FEDERAL ENERGY PERMIT 

COORDINATION. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the In-

terior (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’) shall establish a Federal Permit 
Streamlining Project (referred to in this section 
as the ‘‘Project’’) in every Bureau of Land 
Management field office with responsibility for 
permitting energy projects on Federal land. 

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall enter into a memorandum of under-
standing for purposes of this section with— 

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture; 
(B) the Administrator of the Environmental 

Protection Agency; and 
(C) the Chief of the Army Corps of Engineers. 
(2) STATE PARTICIPATION.—The Secretary may 

request that the Governor of any State with en-
ergy projects on Federal lands to be a signatory 
to the memorandum of understanding. 

(c) DESIGNATION OF QUALIFIED STAFF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after 

the date of the signing of the memorandum of 
understanding under subsection (b), all Federal 
signatory parties shall, if appropriate, assign to 
each of the Bureau of Land Management field 
offices an employee who has expertise in the 
regulatory issues relating to the office in which 
the employee is employed, including, as applica-
ble, particular expertise in— 

(A) the consultations and the preparation of 
biological opinions under section 7 of the En-
dangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1536); 

(B) permits under section 404 of Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1344); 

(C) regulatory matters under the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.); 

(D) planning under the National Forest Man-
agement Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 472a et seq.); and 

(E) the preparation of analyses under the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(2) DUTIES.—Each employee assigned under 
paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) not later than 90 days after the date of as-
signment, report to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement Field Managers in the office to which 
the employee is assigned; 

(B) be responsible for all issues relating to the 
energy projects that arise under the authorities 
of the employee’s home agency; and 

(C) participate as part of the team of per-
sonnel working on proposed energy projects, 
planning, and environmental analyses on Fed-
eral lands. 

(d) ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL.—The Secretary 
shall assign to each Bureau of Land Manage-
ment field office identified in subsection (a) any 

additional personnel that are necessary to en-
sure the effective approval and implementation 
of energy projects administered by the Bureau 
of Land Management field offices, including in-
spection and enforcement relating to energy de-
velopment on Federal land, in accordance with 
the multiple use mandate of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.). 

(e) FUNDING.—Funding for the additional per-
sonnel shall come from the Department of the 
Interior reforms identified in sections 1111, 1112, 
and 1121. 

(f) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion affects— 

(1) the operation of any Federal or State law; 
or 

(2) any delegation of authority made by the 
head of a Federal agency whose employees are 
participating in the Project. 

(g) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section 
the term ‘‘energy projects’’ includes oil, natural 
gas, coal, and other energy projects as defined 
by the Secretary. 
SEC. 1132. ADMINISTRATION OF CURRENT LAW. 

Notwithstanding any other law, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall not require a finding of ex-
traordinary circumstances in administering sec-
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15942). 

CHAPTER 4—JUDICIAL REVIEW 
SEC. 1141. DEFINITIONS. 

In this chapter— 
(1) the term ‘‘covered civil action’’ means a 

civil action containing a claim under section 702 
of title 5, United States Code, regarding agency 
action (as defined for the purposes of that sec-
tion) affecting a covered energy project on Fed-
eral lands of the United States; and 

(2) the term ‘‘covered energy project’’ means 
the leasing of Federal lands of the United States 
for the exploration, development, production, 
processing, or transmission of oil, natural gas, 
wind, or any other source of energy, and any 
action under such a lease, except that the term 
does not include any disputes between the par-
ties to a lease regarding the obligations under 
such lease, including regarding any alleged 
breach of the lease. 
SEC. 1142. EXCLUSIVE VENUE FOR CERTAIN CIVIL 

ACTIONS RELATING TO COVERED 
ENERGY PROJECTS. 

Venue for any covered civil action shall lie in 
the district court where the project or leases 
exist or are proposed. 
SEC. 1143. TIMELY FILING. 

To ensure timely redress by the courts, a cov-
ered civil action must be filed no later than the 
end of the 90-day period beginning on the date 
of the final Federal agency action to which it 
relates. 
SEC. 1144. EXPEDITION IN HEARING AND DETER-

MINING THE ACTION. 
The court shall endeavor to hear and deter-

mine any covered civil action as expeditiously as 
possible. 
SEC. 1145. STANDARD OF REVIEW. 

In any judicial review of a covered civil ac-
tion, administrative findings and conclusions re-
lating to the challenged Federal action or deci-
sion shall be presumed to be correct, and the 
presumption may be rebutted only by the pre-
ponderance of the evidence contained in the ad-
ministrative record. 
SEC. 1146. LIMITATION ON INJUNCTION AND PRO-

SPECTIVE RELIEF. 
In a covered civil action, the court shall not 

grant or approve any prospective relief unless 
the court finds that such relief is narrowly 
drawn, extends no further than necessary to 
correct the violation of a legal requirement, and 
is the least intrusive means necessary to correct 
that violation. In addition, courts shall limit the 
duration of preliminary injunctions to halt cov-
ered energy projects to no more than 60 days, 
unless the court finds clear reasons to extend 

the injunction. In such cases of extensions, such 
extensions shall only be in 30-day increments 
and shall require action by the court to renew 
the injunction. 
SEC. 1147. LIMITATION ON ATTORNEYS’ FEES. 

Sections 504 of title 5, United States Code, and 
2412 of title 28, United States Code, (together 
commonly called the Equal Access to Justice 
Act) do not apply to a covered civil action, nor 
shall any party in such a covered civil action re-
ceive payment from the Federal Government for 
their attorneys’ fees, expenses, and other court 
costs. 
SEC. 1148. LEGAL STANDING. 

Challengers filing appeals with the Depart-
ment of the Interior Board of Land Appeals 
shall meet the same standing requirements as 
challengers before a United States district court. 

CHAPTER 5—KNOWING AMERICA’S OIL 
AND GAS RESOURCES 

SEC. 1151. FUNDING OIL AND GAS RESOURCE AS-
SESSMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall provide matching funding for joint 
projects with States to conduct oil and gas re-
source assessments on Federal lands with sig-
nificant oil and gas potential. 

(b) COST SHARING.—The Federal share of the 
cost of activities under this section shall not ex-
ceed 50 percent. 

(c) RESOURCE ASSESSMENT.—Any resource as-
sessment under this section shall be conducted 
by a State, in consultation with the United 
States Geological Survey. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this section a total of 
$50,000,000 for fiscal years 2014 through 2017. 

Subtitle B—Oil and Gas Leasing Certainty 
SEC. 1201. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Providing 
Leasing Certainty for American Energy Act of 
2013’’. 
SEC. 1202. MINIMUM ACREAGE REQUIREMENT 

FOR ONSHORE LEASE SALES. 
In conducting lease sales as required by sec-

tion 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 
226(a)), each year the Secretary of the Interior 
shall perform the following: 

(1) The Secretary shall offer for sale no less 
than 25 percent of the annual nominated acre-
age not previously made available for lease. 
Acreage offered for lease pursuant to this para-
graph shall not be subject to protest and shall 
be eligible for categorical exclusions under sec-
tion 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15942), except that it shall not be subject 
to the test of extraordinary circumstances. 

(2) In administering this section, the Secretary 
shall only consider leasing of Federal lands that 
are available for leasing at the time the lease 
sale occurs. 
SEC. 1203. LEASING CERTAINTY. 

Section 17(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 
U.S.C. 226(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ be-
fore ‘‘All lands’’, and by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary shall not withdraw any 
covered energy project issued under this Act 
without finding a violation of the terms of the 
lease by the lessee. 

‘‘(B) The Secretary shall not infringe upon 
lease rights under leases issued under this Act 
by indefinitely delaying issuance of project ap-
provals, drilling and seismic permits, and rights 
of way for activities under such a lease. 

‘‘(C) No later than 18 months after an area is 
designated as open under the current land use 
plan the Secretary shall make available nomi-
nated areas for lease under the criteria in sec-
tion 2. 

‘‘(D) Notwithstanding any other law, the Sec-
retary shall issue all leases sold no later than 60 
days after the last payment is made. 

‘‘(E) The Secretary shall not cancel or with-
draw any lease parcel after a competitive lease 
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sale has occurred and a winning bidder has sub-
mitted the last payment for the parcel. 

‘‘(F) Not later than 60 days after a lease sale 
held under this Act, the Secretary shall adju-
dicate any lease protests filed following a lease 
sale. If after 60 days any protest is left unset-
tled, said protest is automatically denied and 
appeal rights of the protestor begin. 

‘‘(G) No additional lease stipulations may be 
added after the parcel is sold without consulta-
tion and agreement of the lessee, unless the Sec-
retary deems such stipulations as emergency ac-
tions to conserve the resources of the United 
States.’’. 
SEC. 1204. LEASING CONSISTENCY. 

Federal land managers must follow existing 
resource management plans and continue to ac-
tively lease in areas designated as open when 
resource management plans are being amended 
or revised, until such time as a new record of de-
cision is signed. 
SEC. 1205. REDUCE REDUNDANT POLICIES. 

Bureau of Land Management Instruction 
Memorandum 2010–117 shall have no force or ef-
fect. 
SEC. 1206. STREAMLINED CONGRESSIONAL NOTI-

FICATION. 
Section 31(e) of the Mineral Leasing Act (30 

U.S.C. 188(e)) is amended in the matter fol-
lowing paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘at least thirty 
days in advance of the reinstatement’’ and in-
serting ‘‘in an annual report’’. 

Subtitle C—Oil Shale 
SEC. 1301. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Protecting 
Investment in Oil Shale the Next Generation of 
Environmental, Energy, and Resource Security 
Act’’ or the ‘‘PIONEERS Act’’. 
SEC. 1302. EFFECTIVENESS OF OIL SHALE REGU-

LATIONS, AMENDMENTS TO RE-
SOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS, AND 
RECORD OF DECISION. 

(a) REGULATIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other law or regulation to the contrary, the 
final regulations regarding oil shale manage-
ment published by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment on November 18, 2008 (73 Fed. Reg. 69,414) 
are deemed to satisfy all legal and procedural 
requirements under any law, including the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), and the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and the Secretary of the In-
terior shall implement those regulations, includ-
ing the oil shale leasing program authorized by 
the regulations, without any other administra-
tive action necessary. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
PLANS AND RECORD OF DECISION.—Notwith-
standing any other law or regulation to the con-
trary, the November 17, 2008 U.S. Bureau of 
Land Management Approved Resource Manage-
ment Plan Amendments/Record of Decision for 
Oil Shale and Tar Sands Resources to Address 
Land Use Allocations in Colorado, Utah, and 
Wyoming and Final Programmatic Environ-
mental Impact Statement are deemed to satisfy 
all legal and procedural requirements under any 
law, including the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), and the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and 
the Secretary of the Interior shall implement the 
oil shale leasing program authorized by the reg-
ulations referred to in subsection (a) in those 
areas covered by the resource management plans 
amended by such amendments, and covered by 
such record of decision, without any other ad-
ministrative action necessary. 
SEC. 1303. OIL SHALE LEASING. 

(a) ADDITIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
LEASE SALES.—The Secretary of the Interior 
shall hold a lease sale within 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act offering an addi-

tional 10 parcels for lease for research, develop-
ment, and demonstration of oil shale resources, 
under the terms offered in the solicitation of 
bids for such leases published on January 15, 
2009 (74 Fed. Reg. 10). 

(b) COMMERCIAL LEASE SALES.—No later than 
January 1, 2016, the Secretary of the Interior 
shall hold no less than 5 separate commercial 
lease sales in areas considered to have the most 
potential for oil shale development, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, in areas nominated 
through public comment. Each lease sale shall 
be for an area of not less than 25,000 acres, and 
in multiple lease blocs. 

Subtitle D—Miscellaneous Provisions 
SEC. 1401. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to au-
thorize the issuance of a lease under the Min-
eral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) to any 
person designated for the imposition of sanc-
tions pursuant to— 

(1) the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 
1701 note), the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, 
Accountability and Divestiture Act of 2010 (22 
U.S.C. 8501 et seq.), the Iran Threat Reduction 
and Syria Human Rights Act of 2012 (22 U.S.C. 
8701 et seq.), section 1245 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (22 
U.S.C. 8513a), or the Iran Freedom and 
Counter-Proliferation Act of 2012 (22 U.S.C. 8801 
et seq.); 

(2) Executive Order 13622 (July 30, 2012), Exec-
utive Order 13628 (October 9, 2012), or Executive 
Order 13645 (June 3, 2013); 

(3) Executive Order 13224 (September 23, 2001) 
or Executive Order 13338 (May 11, 2004); or 

(4) the Syria Accountability and Lebanese 
Sovereignty Restoration Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 
2151 note). 

TITLE II—PLANNING FOR AMERICAN 
ENERGY 

SEC. 2001. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Planning for 

American Energy Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2002. ONSHORE DOMESTIC ENERGY PRO-

DUCTION STRATEGIC PLAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Mineral Leasing Act (30 

U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is amended by redesignating 
section 44 as section 45, and by inserting after 
section 43 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 44. QUADRENNIAL STRATEGIC FEDERAL 

ONSHORE ENERGY PRODUCTION 
STRATEGY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) The Secretary of the Interior (hereafter in 

this section referred to as ‘Secretary’), in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture with 
regard to lands administered by the Forest Serv-
ice, shall develop and publish every 4 years a 
Quadrennial Federal Onshore Energy Produc-
tion Strategy. This Strategy shall direct Federal 
land energy development and department re-
source allocation in order to promote the energy 
and national security of the United States in ac-
cordance with Bureau of Land Management’s 
mission of promoting the multiple use of Federal 
lands as set forth in the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.). 

‘‘(2) In developing this Strategy, the Secretary 
shall consult with the Administrator of the En-
ergy Information Administration on the pro-
jected energy demands of the United States for 
the next 30-year period, and how energy derived 
from Federal onshore lands can put the United 
States on a trajectory to meet that demand dur-
ing the next 4-year period. The Secretary shall 
consider how Federal lands will contribute to 
ensuring national energy security, with a goal 
for increasing energy independence and produc-
tion, during the next 4-year period. 

‘‘(3) The Secretary shall determine a domestic 
strategic production objective for the develop-
ment of energy resources from Federal onshore 
lands. Such objective shall be— 

‘‘(A) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 

domestic production of oil and natural gas from 
the Federal onshore mineral estate, with a focus 
on lands held by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and the Forest Service; 

‘‘(B) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic coal production from Federal lands; 

‘‘(C) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of strategic and critical en-
ergy minerals from the Federal onshore mineral 
estate; 

‘‘(D) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
megawatts for electricity production from each 
of the following sources: wind, solar, biomass, 
hydropower, and geothermal energy produced 
on Federal lands administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the Forest Service; 

‘‘(E) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
unconventional energy production, such as oil 
shale; 

‘‘(F) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
domestic production of oil, natural gas, coal, 
and other renewable sources from tribal lands 
for any federally recognized Indian tribe that 
elects to participate in facilitating energy pro-
duction on its lands; and 

‘‘(G) the best estimate, based upon commercial 
and scientific data, of the expected increase in 
production of helium on Federal lands adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management and 
the Forest Service. 

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall consult with the Ad-
ministrator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration regarding the methodology used to ar-
rive at its estimates for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(5) The Secretary has the authority to ex-
pand the energy development plan to include 
other energy production technology sources or 
advancements in energy on Federal lands. 

‘‘(b) TRIBAL OBJECTIVES.—It is the sense of 
Congress that federally recognized Indian tribes 
may elect to set their own production objectives 
as part of the Strategy under this section. The 
Secretary shall work in cooperation with any 
federally recognized Indian tribe that elects to 
participate in achieving its own strategic energy 
objectives designated under this subsection. 

‘‘(c) EXECUTION OF THE STRATEGY.—The rel-
evant Secretary shall have all necessary author-
ity to make determinations regarding which ad-
ditional lands will be made available in order to 
meet the production objectives established by 
strategies under this section. The Secretary 
shall also take all necessary actions to achieve 
these production objectives unless the President 
determines that it is not in the national security 
and economic interests of the United States to 
increase Federal domestic energy production 
and to further decrease dependence upon for-
eign sources of energy. In administering this 
section, the relevant Secretary shall only con-
sider leasing Federal lands available for leasing 
at the time the lease sale occurs. 

‘‘(d) STATE, FEDERALLY RECOGNIZED INDIAN 
TRIBES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, AND PUBLIC 
INPUT.—In developing each strategy, the Sec-
retary shall solicit the input of affected States, 
federally recognized Indian tribes, local govern-
ments, and the public. 

‘‘(e) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall report 
annually to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate on the progress of meeting the pro-
duction goals set forth in the strategy. The Sec-
retary shall identify in the report projections for 
production and capacity installations and any 
problems with leasing, permitting, siting, or pro-
duction that will prevent meeting the goal. In 
addition, the Secretary shall make suggestions 
to help meet any shortfalls in meeting the pro-
duction goals. 

‘‘(f) PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT.—Not later than 12 months after the 
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date of enactment of this section, in accordance 
with section 102(2)(C) of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)), 
the Secretary shall complete a programmatic en-
vironmental impact statement. This pro-
grammatic environmental impact statement will 
be deemed sufficient to comply with all require-
ments under that Act for all necessary resource 
management and land use plans associated with 
the implementation of the strategy. 

‘‘(g) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW.—At least 60 
days prior to publishing a proposed strategy 
under this section, the Secretary shall submit it 
to the President and the Congress, together with 
any comments received from States, federally 
recognized Indian tribes, and local governments. 
Such submission shall indicate why any specific 
recommendation of a State, federally recognized 
Indian tribe, or local government was not ac-
cepted. 

‘‘(h) STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL ENERGY MIN-
ERALS DEFINED.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘strategic and critical energy minerals’ 
means those that are necessary for the Nation’s 
energy infrastructure including pipelines, refin-
ing capacity, electrical power generation and 
transmission, and renewable energy production 
and those that are necessary to support domes-
tic manufacturing, including but not limited to, 
materials used in energy generation, production, 
and transportation.’’. 

(b) FIRST QUADRENNIAL STRATEGY.—Not later 
than 18 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall sub-
mit to Congress the first Quadrennial Federal 
Onshore Energy Production Strategy under the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 

TITLE III—NATIONAL PETROLEUM 
RESERVE IN ALASKA ACCESS 

SEC. 3001. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘National Petro-

leum Reserve Alaska Access Act’’. 
SEC. 3002. SENSE OF CONGRESS AND REAFFIRM-

ING NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE NA-
TIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 
ALASKA. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska 

remains explicitly designated, both in name and 
legal status, for purposes of providing oil and 
natural gas resources to the United States; and 

(2) accordingly, the national policy is to ac-
tively advance oil and gas development within 
the Reserve by facilitating the expeditious explo-
ration, production, and transportation of oil 
and natural gas from and through the Reserve. 
SEC. 3003. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: LEASE SALES. 
Section 107(a) of the Naval Petroleum Re-

serves Production Act of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 
6506a(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct an expeditious program of competitive leas-
ing of oil and gas in the reserve in accordance 
with this Act. Such program shall include at 
least one lease sale annually in those areas of 
the reserve most likely to produce commercial 
quantities of oil and natural gas each year in 
the period 2013 through 2023.’’. 
SEC. 3004. NATIONAL PETROLEUM RESERVE IN 

ALASKA: PLANNING AND PERMIT-
TING PIPELINE AND ROAD CON-
STRUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Secretary of the Interior, 
in consultation with other appropriate Federal 
agencies, shall facilitate and ensure permits, in 
a timely and environmentally responsible man-
ner, for all surface development activities, in-
cluding for the construction of pipelines and 
roads, necessary to— 

(1) develop and bring into production any 
areas within the National Petroleum Reserve in 
Alaska that are subject to oil and gas leases; 
and 

(2) transport oil and gas from and through the 
National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska in the 

most direct manner possible to existing transpor-
tation or processing infrastructure on the North 
Slope of Alaska. 

(b) TIMELINE.—The Secretary shall ensure 
that any Federal permitting agency shall issue 
permits in accordance with the following 
timeline: 

(1) Permits for such construction for transpor-
tation of oil and natural gas produced under ex-
isting Federal oil and gas leases with respect to 
which the Secretary has issued a permit to drill 
shall be approved within 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(2) Permits for such construction for transpor-
tation of oil and natural gas produced under 
Federal oil and gas leases shall be approved 
within 6 months after the submission to the Sec-
retary of a request for a permit to drill. 

(c) PLAN.—To ensure timely future develop-
ment of the Reserve, within 270 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall submit to Congress a plan 
for approved rights-of-way for a plan for pipe-
line, road, and any other surface infrastructure 
that may be necessary infrastructure that will 
ensure that all leasable tracts in the Reserve are 
within 25 miles of an approved road and pipe-
line right-of-way that can serve future develop-
ment of the Reserve. 
SEC. 3005. ISSUANCE OF A NEW INTEGRATED AC-

TIVITY PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT. 

(a) ISSUANCE OF NEW INTEGRATED ACTIVITY 
PLAN.—The Secretary of the Interior shall, 
within 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, issue— 

(1) a new proposed integrated activity plan 
from among the non-adopted alternatives in the 
National Petroleum Reserve Alaska Integrated 
Activity Plan Record of Decision issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior and dated February 21, 
2013; and 

(2) an environmental impact statement under 
section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)) for 
issuance of oil and gas leases in the National 
Petroleum Reserve-Alaska to promote efficient 
and maximum development of oil and natural 
gas resources of such reserve. 

(b) NULLIFICATION OF EXISTING RECORD OF 
DECISION, IAP, AND EIS.—Except as provided in 
subsection (a), the National Petroleum Reserve- 
Alaska Integrated Activity Plan Record of Deci-
sion issued by the Secretary of the Interior and 
dated February 21, 2013, including the inte-
grated activity plan and environmental impact 
statement referred to in that record of decision, 
shall have no force or effect. 
SEC. 3006. DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY FOR 

DEVELOPMENT. 
The Secretary of the Interior shall issue regu-

lations not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act that establish clear re-
quirements to ensure that the Department of the 
Interior is supporting development of oil and gas 
leases in the National Petroleum Reserve-Alas-
ka. 
SEC. 3007. DEADLINES UNDER NEW PROPOSED 

INTEGRATED ACTIVITY PLAN. 
At a minimum, the new proposed integrated 

activity plan issued under section 3005(a)(1) 
shall— 

(1) require the Department of the Interior to 
respond within 5 business days to a person who 
submits an application for a permit for develop-
ment of oil and natural gas leases in the Na-
tional Petroleum Reserve-Alaska acknowledging 
receipt of such application; and 

(2) establish a timeline for the processing of 
each such application, that— 

(A) specifies deadlines for decisions and ac-
tions on permit applications; and 

(B) provide that the period for issuing each 
permit after submission of such an application 
shall not exceed 60 days without the concur-
rence of the applicant. 
SEC. 3008. UPDATED RESOURCE ASSESSMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall complete a comprehensive assessment 

of all technically recoverable fossil fuel re-
sources within the National Petroleum Reserve 
in Alaska, including all conventional and un-
conventional oil and natural gas. 

(b) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
resource assessment required by subsection (a) 
shall be carried out by the United States Geo-
logical Survey in cooperation and consultation 
with the State of Alaska and the American As-
sociation of Petroleum Geologists. 

(c) TIMING.—The resource assessment required 
by subsection (a) shall be completed within 24 
months of the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) FUNDING.—The United States Geological 
Survey may, in carrying out the duties under 
this section, cooperatively use resources and 
funds provided by the State of Alaska. 
TITLE IV—BLM LIVE INTERNET AUCTIONS 
SEC. 4001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘BLM Live 
Internet Auctions Act’’. 
SEC. 4002. INTERNET-BASED ONSHORE OIL AND 

GAS LEASE SALES. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.—Section 17(b)(1) of the 

Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 226(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the third sentence, 
by inserting ‘‘, except as provided in subpara-
graph (C)’’ after ‘‘by oral bidding’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) In order to diversify and expand the Na-

tion’s onshore leasing program to ensure the 
best return to the Federal taxpayer, reduce 
fraud, and secure the leasing process, the Sec-
retary may conduct onshore lease sales through 
Internet-based bidding methods. Each indi-
vidual Internet-based lease sale shall conclude 
within 7 days.’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after the 
tenth Internet-based lease sale conducted under 
the amendment made by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall analyze the first 10 
such lease sales and report to Congress the find-
ings of the analysis. The report shall include— 

(1) estimates on increases or decreases in such 
lease sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding, in— 

(A) the number of bidders; 
(B) the average amount of bid; 
(C) the highest amount bid; and 
(D) the lowest bid; 
(2) an estimate on the total cost or savings to 

the Department of the Interior as a result of 
such sales, compared to sales conducted by oral 
bidding; and 

(3) an evaluation of the demonstrated or ex-
pected effectiveness of different structures for 
lease sales which may provide an opportunity to 
better maximize bidder participation, ensure the 
highest return to the Federal taxpayers, mini-
mize opportunities for fraud or collusion, and 
ensure the security and integrity of the leasing 
process. 

TITLE V—NATIVE AMERICAN ENERGY 
SEC. 5001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Native Amer-
ican Energy Act’’. 
SEC. 5002. APPRAISALS. 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Title XXVI of the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2607. APPRAISAL REFORMS. 

‘‘(a) OPTIONS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—With re-
spect to a transaction involving Indian land or 
the trust assets of an Indian tribe that requires 
the approval of the Secretary, any appraisal re-
lating to fair market value required to be con-
ducted under applicable law, regulation, or pol-
icy may be completed by— 

‘‘(1) the Secretary; 
‘‘(2) the affected Indian tribe; or 
‘‘(3) a certified, third-party appraiser pursu-

ant to a contract with the Indian tribe. 
‘‘(b) TIME LIMIT ON SECRETARIAL REVIEW AND 

ACTION.—Not later than 30 days after the date 
on which the Secretary receives an appraisal 
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conducted by or for an Indian tribe pursuant to 
paragraphs (2) or (3) of subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall— 

‘‘(1) review the appraisal; and 
‘‘(2) provide to the Indian tribe a written no-

tice of approval or disapproval of the appraisal. 
‘‘(c) FAILURE OF SECRETARY TO APPROVE OR 

DISAPPROVE.—If, after 60 days, the Secretary 
has failed to approve or disapprove any ap-
praisal received, the appraisal shall be deemed 
approved. 

‘‘(d) OPTION TO INDIAN TRIBES TO WAIVE AP-
PRAISAL.— 

‘‘(1) An Indian tribe wishing to waive the re-
quirements of subsection (a), may do so after it 
has satisfied the requirements of subsections (2) 
and (3) below. 

‘‘(2) An Indian tribe wishing to forego the ne-
cessity of a waiver pursuant to this section must 
provide to the Secretary a written resolution, 
statement, or other unambiguous indication of 
tribal intent, duly approved by the governing 
body of the Indian tribe. 

‘‘(3) The unambiguous indication of intent 
provided by the Indian tribe to the Secretary 
under paragraph (2) must include an express 
waiver by the Indian tribe of any claims for 
damages it might have against the United States 
as a result of the lack of an appraisal under-
taken. 

‘‘(e) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘appraisal’ includes appraisals 
and other estimates of value. 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall de-
velop regulations for implementing this section, 
including standards the Secretary shall use for 
approving or disapproving an appraisal.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13201 note) is amended by adding at the 
end of the items relating to title XXVI the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘Sec. 2607. Appraisal reforms.’’. 
SEC. 5003. STANDARDIZATION. 

As soon as practicable after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall implement procedures to ensure that 
each agency within the Department of the Inte-
rior that is involved in the review, approval, 
and oversight of oil and gas activities on Indian 
lands shall use a uniform system of reference 
numbers and tracking systems for oil and gas 
wells. 
SEC. 5004. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEWS OF MAJOR 

FEDERAL ACTIONS ON INDIAN 
LANDS. 

Section 102 of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before the first 
sentence, and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) REVIEW OF MAJOR FEDERAL ACTIONS ON 
INDIAN LANDS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For any major Federal ac-
tion on Indian lands of an Indian tribe requir-
ing the preparation of a statement under sub-
section (a)(2)(C), the statement shall only be 
available for review and comment by the mem-
bers of the Indian tribe and by any other indi-
vidual residing within the affected area. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Chairman of the 
Council on Environmental Quality shall develop 
regulations to implement this section, including 
descriptions of affected areas for specific major 
Federal actions, in consultation with Indian 
tribes. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, each of 
the terms ‘Indian land’ and ‘Indian tribe’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 2601 of 
the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (25 U.S.C. 3501). 

‘‘(4) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
in the Native American Energy Act, except sec-
tion 5006 of that Act, shall give the Secretary 
any additional authority over energy projects 
on Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act lands.’’. 
SEC. 5005. JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

(a) TIME FOR FILING COMPLAINT.—Any energy 
related action must be filed not later than the 

end of the 60-day period beginning on the date 
of the final agency action. Any energy related 
action not filed within this time period shall be 
barred. 

(b) DISTRICT COURT VENUE AND DEADLINE.— 
All energy related actions— 

(1) shall be brought in the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia; and 

(2) shall be resolved as expeditiously as pos-
sible, and in any event not more than 180 days 
after such cause of action is filed. 

(c) APPELLATE REVIEW.—An interlocutory 
order or final judgment, decree or order of the 
district court in an energy related action may be 
reviewed by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. The D.C. Circuit 
Court of Appeals shall resolve such appeal as 
expeditiously as possible, and in any event not 
more than 180 days after such interlocutory 
order or final judgment, decree or order of the 
district court was issued. 

(d) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN PAYMENTS.—Not-
withstanding section 1304 of title 31, United 
States Code, no award may be made under sec-
tion 504 of title 5, United States Code, or under 
section 2412 of title 28, United States Code, and 
no amounts may be obligated or expended from 
the Claims and Judgment Fund of the United 
States Treasury to pay any fees or other ex-
penses under such sections, to any person or 
party in an energy related action. 

(e) LEGAL FEES.—In any energy related action 
in which the plaintiff does not ultimately pre-
vail, the court shall award to the defendant (in-
cluding any intervenor-defendants), other than 
the United States, fees and other expenses in-
curred by that party in connection with the en-
ergy related action, unless the court finds that 
the position of the plaintiff was substantially 
justified or that special circumstances make an 
award unjust. Whether or not the position of 
the plaintiff was substantially justified shall be 
determined on the basis of the administrative 
record, as a whole, which is made in the energy 
related action for which fees and other expenses 
are sought. 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions apply: 

(1) AGENCY ACTION.—The term ‘‘agency ac-
tion’’ has the same meaning given such term in 
section 551 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) INDIAN LAND.—The term ‘‘Indian Land’’ 
has the same meaning given such term in section 
203(c)(3) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public 
Law 109-58; 25 U.S.C. 3501), including lands 
owned by Native Corporations under the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (Public Law 92- 
203; 43 U.S.C. 1601). 

(3) ENERGY RELATED ACTION.—The term ‘‘en-
ergy related action’’ means a cause of action 
that— 

(A) is filed on or after the effective date of this 
Act; and 

(B) seeks judicial review of a final agency ac-
tion to issue a permit, license, or other form of 
agency permission allowing: 

(i) any person or entity to conduct activities 
on Indian Land, which activities involve the ex-
ploration, development, production or transpor-
tation of oil, gas, coal, shale gas, oil shale, geo-
thermal resources, wind or solar resources, un-
derground coal gasification, biomass, or the gen-
eration of electricity; or 

(ii) any Indian Tribe, or any organization of 
two or more entities, at least one of which is an 
Indian tribe, to conduct activities involving the 
exploration, development, production or trans-
portation of oil, gas, coal, shale gas, oil shale, 
geothermal resources, wind or solar resources, 
underground coal gasification, biomass, or the 
generation of electricity, regardless of where 
such activities are undertaken. 

(4) ULTIMATELY PREVAIL.—The phrase ‘‘ulti-
mately prevail’’ means, in a final enforceable 
judgment, the court rules in the party’s favor on 
at least one cause of action which is an under-
lying rationale for the preliminary injunction, 
administrative stay, or other relief requested by 

the party, and does not include circumstances 
where the final agency action is modified or 
amended by the issuing agency unless such 
modification or amendment is required pursuant 
to a final enforceable judgment of the court or 
a court-ordered consent decree. 
SEC. 5006. TRIBAL BIOMASS DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT. 
The Tribal Forest Protection Act of 2004 is 

amended by inserting after section 2 (25 U.S.C. 
3115a) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 3. TRIBAL BIOMASS DEMONSTRATION 

PROJECT. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For each of fiscal years 

2014 through 2018, the Secretary shall enter into 
stewardship contracts or other agreements, 
other than agreements that are exclusively di-
rect service contracts, with Indian tribes to 
carry out demonstration projects to promote bio-
mass energy production (including biofuel, heat, 
and electricity generation) on Indian forest land 
and in nearby communities by providing reliable 
supplies of woody biomass from Federal land. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—The definitions in section 
2 shall apply to this section. 

‘‘(c) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—In each fis-
cal year for which projects are authorized, the 
Secretary shall enter into contracts or other 
agreements described in subsection (a) to carry 
out at least 4 new demonstration projects that 
meet the eligibility criteria described in sub-
section (d). 

‘‘(d) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—To be eligible to 
enter into a contract or other agreement under 
this subsection, an Indian tribe shall submit to 
the Secretary an application— 

‘‘(1) containing such information as the Sec-
retary may require; and 

‘‘(2) that includes a description of— 
‘‘(A) the Indian forest land or rangeland 

under the jurisdiction of the Indian tribe; and 
‘‘(B) the demonstration project proposed to be 

carried out by the Indian tribe. 
‘‘(e) SELECTION.—In evaluating the applica-

tions submitted under subsection (c), the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) shall take into consideration the factors 
set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 
2(e) of Public Law 108–278; and whether a pro-
posed demonstration project would— 

‘‘(A) increase the availability or reliability of 
local or regional energy; 

‘‘(B) enhance the economic development of the 
Indian tribe; 

‘‘(C) improve the connection of electric power 
transmission facilities serving the Indian tribe 
with other electric transmission facilities; 

‘‘(D) improve the forest health or watersheds 
of Federal land or Indian forest land or range-
land; or 

‘‘(E) otherwise promote the use of woody bio-
mass; and 

‘‘(2) shall exclude from consideration any mer-
chantable logs that have been identified by the 
Secretary for commercial sale. 

‘‘(f) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(1) ensure that the criteria described in sub-

section (c) are publicly available by not later 
than 120 days after the date of enactment of this 
section; and 

‘‘(2) to the maximum extent practicable, con-
sult with Indian tribes and appropriate inter-
tribal organizations likely to be affected in de-
veloping the application and otherwise carrying 
out this section. 

‘‘(g) REPORT.—Not later than September 20, 
2015, the Secretary shall submit to Congress a 
report that describes, with respect to the report-
ing period— 

‘‘(1) each individual tribal application re-
ceived under this section; and 

‘‘(2) each contract and agreement entered into 
pursuant to this section. 

‘‘(h) INCORPORATION OF MANAGEMENT 
PLANS.—In carrying out a contract or agree-
ment under this section, on receipt of a request 
from an Indian tribe, the Secretary shall incor-
porate into the contract or agreement, to the ex-
tent practicable, management plans (including 
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forest management and integrated resource 
management plans) in effect on the Indian for-
est land or rangeland of the respective Indian 
tribe. 

‘‘(i) TERM.—A stewardship contract or other 
agreement entered into under this section— 

‘‘(1) shall be for a term of not more than 20 
years; and 

‘‘(2) may be renewed in accordance with this 
section for not more than an additional 10 
years.’’. 
SEC. 5007. TRIBAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

PLANS. 
Unless otherwise explicitly exempted by Fed-

eral law enacted after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, any activity conducted or resources 
harvested or produced pursuant to a tribal re-
source management plan or an integrated re-
source management plan approved by the Sec-
retary of the Interior under the National Indian 
Forest Resources Management Act (25 U.S.C. 
3101 et seq.) or the American Indian Agricul-
tural Resource Management Act (25 U.S.C. 3701 
et seq.), shall be considered a sustainable man-
agement practice for purposes of any Federal 
standard, benefit, or requirement that requires a 
demonstration of such sustainability. 
SEC. 5008. LEASES OF RESTRICTED LANDS FOR 

THE NAVAJO NATION. 
Subsection (e)(1) of the first section of the Act 

of August 9, 1955 (25 U.S.C. 415(e)(1); commonly 
referred to as the ‘‘Long-Term Leasing Act’’), is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘, except a lease for’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, including leases for’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘25’’ the 
first place it appears and all that follows and 
inserting ‘‘99 years;’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) in the case of a lease for the exploration, 

development, or extraction of mineral resources, 
including geothermal resources, 25 years, except 
that any such lease may include an option to 
renew for one additional term not to exceed 25 
years.’’. 
SEC. 5009. NONAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN 

RULES. 
No rule promulgated by the Department of the 

Interior regarding hydraulic fracturing used in 
the development or production of oil or gas re-
sources shall have any effect on any land held 
in trust or restricted status for the benefit of In-
dians except with the express consent of the 
beneficiary on whose behalf such land is held in 
trust or restricted status. 

The Acting CHAIR. No further 
amendment to the bill, as amended, 
shall be in order except those printed 
in part A of House Report 113–271. Each 
such further amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS 
OF WASHINGTON 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have an amendment made 
in order under the rule. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 8, line 17, strike ‘‘$10,000,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$5,000,000’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
makes adjustments in the bill to the 
amount of funds authorized to be made 
available to BLM field offices for en-
ergy permitting. This change is made 
to ensure the bill meets its goal of re-
ducing the deficit, not increasing 
spending. 

According to information from the 
Congressional Budget Office, after 
adoption of this amendment the under-
lying bill would reduce the deficit by 
$26 million, while generating more 
American energy and new jobs for 
American workers. 

This amendment sets the funding di-
rected to wind and solar energy permit-
ting in local BLM field offices at $5 
million each fiscal year. Currently, 
under existing law, no funds get sent to 
those doing the work to permit these 
renewable projects. After the amend-
ment, the amount to help foster renew-
able energy on Federal lands is less 
than currently in the bill, but is far 
more than the zero dollars allocated 
today. 

A vote for this amendment is a vote 
for an all-of-the-above approach to 
American energy. It is a vote for more 
American-made energy, and it is a vote 
to support renewable energy that uses 
its own funds and not taxpayers’ sub-
sidies; and, Mr. Chairman, it is a vote 
to reduce the deficit. 

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

time in opposition to the amendment. 
The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 

from New Jersey is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. HOLT. I wanted to point out a 
curious, but revealing, point about this 
amendment. 

In order to get the bill to score prop-
erly to fit with the policy of the Repub-
lican Conference, it was necessary to 
cut $5 million out of the authorization 
in the bill. 

So where did they go? To cut $5 mil-
lion out of renewable energy and let 
the tens of millions of dollars of au-
thorized funds for the oil and gas to sit 
untouched. 

But I would really like to address 
something else that the gentleman said 
that has to do with the whole reason 
we are here today on this bill instead 
of doing that important work that Mr. 
HOYER spoke of earlier. 

The gentleman talked about how we 
have to increase the supply of oil so 
that we can drive down prices at the 
pump and talked about how the poli-
cies of President Bush were responsible 
for the undeniable increases in onshore 
oil production. 

They say that gas was as much as $4 
a gallon in 2008. You know whose fault 
that was. 

And then, in 2009, it was $2 a gallon. 
Did the supply in the United States 

change that much in 1 year? No. This 
shows quite clearly that it is not be-
cause of the amount of drilling on pub-
lic lands. That has nothing to do with 
it. It has a scant effect on the price at 
the pump. 

It is amazing, Mr. Speaker. When 
confronted with something uncomfort-
able, the Republicans always have a 
convenient excuse. 

Gas prices were $4 a gallon in 2008. 
Oh, that is because NANCY PELOSI was 
Speaker of the House. 

Gas prices plummet later that year 
to half that amount. Well, that is be-
cause President Bush said we need to 
drill more. 

Then, gas prices shoot up after JOHN 
BOEHNER becomes Speaker of the 
House, but that is because President 
Obama is in office. 

And, now, oil production on Federal 
lands skyrockets under President 
Obama, and it is a boom. But that is 
really because of President Bush. 

So if gas prices go down further this 
year, maybe that is because of, I don’t 
know, was it Eisenhower or Reagan? 

Give me a break. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I urge adoption of the 
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. HAS-
TINGS). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 

LEE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 9, line 9, strike the closing quotation 
marks and the following period, and after 
line 9 insert the following: 

‘‘(C) RIGHT TO PETITION PRESERVED.—This 
paragraph shall not be construed to abridge 
the right of the people to petition for the re-
dress of grievances, in violation of the first 
article of amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me thank 
Mr. HOLT and Mr. HASTINGS and the 
Rules Committee for admitting this 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we could all engage in 
discussions about our commitment to a 
national energy policy. I would venture 
to say that we would not find one 
Member of this body that was not com-
mitted to the idea of individuals being 
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able to have low costs at the pump and 
to be able to have heat in the severe 
winters and air conditioning for those 
of us in the heat of summer in places 
like Texas and elsewhere. We are com-
mitted to doing so. 

b 1530 

I said this earlier this morning on 
the rule. Let me thank the Rules Com-
mittee for this amendment that has 
been admitted on my behalf, but let me 
also say that we will do better if we 
come across the aisle and talk about 
the issues—again, sustainable environ-
ment, sustainable energy policy, the 
creation of jobs, and addressing the 
needs of low-income families. That is 
the American way. The American way 
is also the ability to petition your gov-
ernment in the system of laws that we 
have. 

My amendment is simple. It indi-
cates that the underlying bill should 
not be construed to abridge the right of 
the people to petition for the redress of 
grievances in violation of the first arti-
cle of the amendment to the Constitu-
tion in the Bill of Rights. 

It is important to note that there is 
a $5,000 fee for anyone who wants to 
protest the particular structure in this 
bill, upon aggrieved parties, to chal-
lenge the award by the agency of a 
lease, of a right-of-way, of a permit to 
drill on public lands. This $5,000 fee is 
supposed to give comfort because, on 
the larger entities—the businesses—it 
is a $6,500 fee. For many parties, that 
may adversely affect the individuals, 
who would be homeowners, small busi-
nesses, nonprofits, and community or-
ganizations. A filing or a documenta-
tion fee of this amount, in many cases, 
is prohibitive and will discourage many 
injured parties from taking the actions 
necessary to vindicate their rights. 

My amendment seeks to avoid this 
undesirable result by making it plain 
that it is not the intent of Congress to 
discourage parties from seeking relief 
where necessary or to deny access to 
justice to any party with a legitimate 
claim. I ask my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, my amendment is simple and 

straightforward. The Jackson Lee Amendment 
provides that nothing in section 1121 of the 
bill: 

‘‘[S]hall not be construed to abridge the right 
of the people to petition for the redress of 
grievances, in violation of the first article of 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States.’’ 

Section 1121 amends the Mineral Leasing 
Act (30 U.S.C. 226(p)) to impose a $5,000 
‘‘documentation fee’’ upon aggrieved parties to 
challenge the award by the agency of a lease, 
right of way, permit to drill on public lands. 

For many parties that may be adversely af-
fected by these types of agency actions—indi-
viduals, home owners, small businesses, non- 
profits and community organizations—a filing 
or documentation fee of this amount in many 
cases is prohibitive and will discourage many 
injured parties from taking the action nec-
essary to vindicate their rights. 

My amendment seeks to avoid this undesir-
able result by making plain that it is not the in-
tent of Congress to discourage parties from 
seeking relief where necessary or to deny ac-
cess to justice to any party with a legitimate 
claim. 

The Jackson Lee Amendment is intended to 
provide flexibility to the agency and the courts 
in considering a request to waive all or a por-
tion of the ‘‘documentation fee.’’ 

It does not direct or require the agency to 
grant such waivers. The amendment is in-
tended only to permit and encourage such 
waivers in appropriate cases. 

Mr. Chairman, we should never take for 
granted the precious and unique right—even 
for democracies—of citizens to hold their gov-
ernment accountable and answerable to the 
judiciary for redress for legally cognizable inju-
ries. 

As the Member of Congress from Houston, 
the energy capital of the nation, I have always 
been mindful of the importance and have 
strongly advocated for national energy policies 
that will make our nation more energy inde-
pendent, preserve and create jobs, and keep 
our nation’s economy strong. 

I am pro-energy independence, ‘‘pro-jobs,’’ 
‘‘pro-growing economy’’ and pro-sustainable 
environment. As a senior member of the Judi-
ciary Committee, I am also ‘‘pro-fairness.’’ 

The Jackson Lee Amendment seeks to es-
tablish fairness and restore balance in the ap-
plication and implementation of this law. 

I urge my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

To be clear, nothing in this act pro-
hibits individuals from asserting their 
rights to petition the government. In 
fact, it would be ridiculous for us to 
try to write a statute that would ne-
gate the First Amendment, so nothing 
in this bill does that at all. Let me talk 
about the process here. 

The BLM undertakes multiple layers 
of rulemaking and environmental re-
view when going through its Federal 
actions. Nearly every layer of this 
process allows for the opportunity for 
public comments, involvement, and 
questions regarding BLM’s actions. 
Nothing, Mr. Chairman, in this legisla-
tion impacts an individual’s right to 
comment, petition, and object to the 
actions of BLM under this bill. Noth-
ing, by the way, in this legislation 
stops individuals from filing lawsuits. 
That is important in this debate on 
this amendment. 

H.R. 1965 simply implements a cost 
recovery fee for the formal process of 
filing protests of oil and gas leasing. 
These formal protests require a direct 
BLM response, using staff time, en-
ergy, and resources to address what is, 
simply, often a delaying tactic. This 
paperwork recovery fee will ensure 
that BLM has the resources necessary 
to address the protests but that it has 
the necessary resources to carry out 

the functions of the Bureau of Land 
Management, which is for multipur-
pose use in this country. 

So it is for these reasons, Mr. Chair-
man, that I oppose this amendment, 
because it does not add anything to 
what people already have a constitu-
tional right to do. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 

take issue with my good friend from 
Washington State. 

This bill has a $5,000 documentation 
fee on the stage of protest and petition. 
Obviously, our good friends on the in-
dustry side don’t even pay anything to 
nominate land, but it is a $5,000 bar-
rier. 

My friend refers to the administra-
tive process. I am a lawyer. It is under 
the APA code. That is different from 
being able to go to a higher level and 
to be able to comment under the Fed-
eral Register and write that ‘‘I don’t 
like this,’’ and then you are ruled 
against anyhow. Then your next level 
of protest is to be able to protest at the 
level that requires you to pay $5,000, 
not even $1,000. We are scoring this, 
and we are doing it on the backs of 
citizens. 

My amendment does make sense be-
cause what it says is that we are com-
mitted as a Congress not to block peo-
ple from being able to have an equal 
opportunity to protest. They may not 
prevail, Mr. Chairman, but they should 
have an equal opportunity. 

I believe it would be senseless for Re-
publicans and Democrats not to go on 
record to say that we support the op-
portunity for protest and petition. I am 
pro-energy independence, pro-jobs, pro- 
growing the economy, pro-fairness, 
pro-sustainable environment, and I be-
lieve that there are opportunities for 
us to come together. We haven’t lis-
tened to each other. The gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT) just made 
some very important statements. I am 
making a statement about the idea. 

I believe it is egregious to have a 
$5,000 fee on individuals—nonprofits, 
farmers, ranchers, neighbors, et cetera. 
I will say to you, if you want to under-
stand what it means, in my town, there 
is a group going to court to fight 
against a high-rise. That high-rise, Mr. 
Chairman, went through every proc-
ess—the planning commission, the city 
council—and they were rejected, but 
they are going into a lawsuit. They 
happen to be a little bit more pros-
perous. Farmers, ranchers, and others 
who are having to pay $5,000 and neigh-
bors who are having to pay $5,000, I 
simply think that is excessive. 

My colleagues, since the amendment 
that I had was to eliminate the $5,000, 
I welcome a compromise of $1,000; but I 
offer this simple statement that what 
we do today shall not be construed to 
abridge the right of the people to peti-
tion for the redress of grievances in 
violation of the first article of the 
amendment, and it protects the Fifth 
Amendment as well, which is due proc-
ess—the right to protect your property. 
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Frankly, I believe that it is extremely 
important because there are entities 
that are near Federal lands. 

So, with a generosity of spirit, I 
would ask my colleagues to support the 
Jackson Lee amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. How 

much time is remaining, Mr. Chair-
man? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, this bill 
has nothing to do with high-rises, so we 
should set that apart, and I know the 
gentlelady was using that as an exam-
ple. 

I have to say this in a larger sense, 
which is that, in the time that I have 
had the privilege to chair this com-
mittee, we have seen over and over and 
over what I would call ‘‘frivolous ac-
tion’’ by people with lawsuits who are 
trying to slow down the process. The 
gentlelady used her example of high- 
rises in Houston. I will use another ex-
ample that, I think, this House needs 
to address, and that is the issue of the 
Endangered Species Act and how it af-
fects development in other parts of the 
country. 

In setting that aside for now, this bill 
simply says that, in going through the 
process, there should be something up 
front if you are serious about your 
issue. It is nothing more than that. 
This is a modest way to say, if people 
are serious about the actions that they 
are trying to take, then there ought to 
be nothing more than some skin in the 
game. That is what this bill does. This 
amendment would take that out. That 
is why I oppose the amendment and 
why I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas will be 
postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. LOWENTHAL 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
part A of House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 12, beginning at line 20, strike section 
1132. 

Beginning at page 16, line 24, strike ‘‘, ex-
cept that’’ and all that follows through page 
17, line 2 and insert a period. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentleman 

from California (Mr. LOWENTHAL) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

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

The amendment I offer today main-
tains the Interior Department’s ability 
to review oil and gas activities for sig-
nificant impacts on public health and 
safety, among other extraordinary cir-
cumstances. 

While predictable, it is unfortunate 
that the majority again and again is 
willing to throw out basic health and 
safety protections in order to speed up 
oil and gas extractions for industry. 
Whether it is in this oil and gas indus-
try bill today, in last week’s mining in-
dustry bill, or in tomorrow’s natural 
gas industry bill, the majority’s com-
mon theme is that of getting rid of 
transparency and protections for public 
health and safety and of threatening 
our environment in the name of in-
creased profits for industry. 

This is not okay with me. This is not 
why I came to Washington. 

The oil and gas industry is the most 
profitable in the world, and the rates of 
domestic extraction have increased 
under the Obama administration. 
ExxonMobil reported a net income of 
over $44 billion in 2012. I know it and 
Wall Street knows it, and their balance 
sheets prove it. These companies are 
doing fine. So why are we stripping our 
oversight agencies and the ability of 
the public to ensure that extraction is 
done responsibly and not at the ex-
pense of the welfare of this and future 
generations? I think it is shortsighted; 
I think it is irresponsible; and I think 
it is wrong. 

H.R. 1965, as it is currently written, 
would prevent the Interior Department 
from reviewing oil and gas activities 
that would otherwise qualify for skip-
ping the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act for extraordinary cir-
cumstances. 

Section 390 of the Energy and Policy 
Act of 2005 allows certain qualifying oil 
and gas activities to potentially skip a 
full NEPA process through a categor-
ical exclusion. Title 43 of section 46.205 
of the Code of Federal Regulations re-
quires that the Interior Department 
test for extraordinary circumstances in 
which a normally excluded action may 
have a significant environmental effect 
and require additional analysis and ac-
tion. Title 43 of section 46.215 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations goes on to 
list the types of extraordinary cir-
cumstances to be tested before pro-
ceeding with a categorical exclusion 
for the oil and gas activity. 

Thus, before the Interior Department 
bypasses NEPA, this is what it cur-
rently checks for: 

Are there significant impacts upon 
public health or safety? Are there vio-
lations of Federal, State, local, or trib-
al law? Are there limits to access and 
ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites? 

Is there the introduction, continued ex-
istence, or spread of noxious weeds or 
of nonnative invasive species? It also 
lists eight other potential significant 
problems. 

This is what the existing law and reg-
ulation does. It helps to protect the 
public and the environment during oil 
and gas activities. Simply speaking, 
H.R. 1965 eliminates these protections. 
My amendment would simply preserve 
them, and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

This amendment would increase reg-
ulatory red tape and opportunities for 
frivolous lawsuits to stop what we are 
trying to do here—American energy 
production and job creation. It would 
achieve the exact opposite of what our 
Nation needs and what the bill pro-
vides. 

H.R. 1965 seeks to streamline and ex-
pedite the onshore oil and gas and re-
newable permitting process, and it does 
so in a safe and responsible way. This 
amendment would simply reinject the 
same uncertainty and bureaucracy into 
the permitting process that this legis-
lation seeks to do away with. 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005, Mr. 
Chairman, established in a broad, bi-
partisan fashion the use of categorical 
exclusions for energy projects in spe-
cific and limited circumstances. This 
provision was intended to expedite the 
permit approvals of certain energy 
projects on disturbed land, on oper-
ations with a small footprint, or in 
areas that were previously approved in 
recent years. Again, the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 was a bipartisan attempt, 
and this provision which I just de-
scribed was part of the 2005 Act. 

b 1545 
These pro-energy reforms are de-

signed to allow minor actions that do 
not significantly affect the environ-
ment to move forward without the bur-
densome and lengthy full costly envi-
ronmental review. 

To the point the gentleman is mak-
ing and what the gentleman’s amend-
ment addresses, this legislation clari-
fies the Department’s ability to use the 
categorical exclusion tool to quickly 
permit energy projects. This amend-
ment, unfortunately, would require the 
Department of the Interior to unrea-
sonably review what we call ‘‘extraor-
dinary circumstances’’ which require 
additional NEPA reviews, thereby es-
sentially negating any value from ex-
pediting a project and inserting more 
certainty into an already uncertain en-
ergy permitting process. 

The intent of this legislation is to 
streamline and simplify projects that 
are held up, often for years, in bureau-
cratic red tape and regulatory uncer-
tainty. This amendment backtracks 
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from the goal by injecting more bu-
reaucracy and regulatory hurdles into 
the process. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t think this 
amendment adds anything to what we 
are trying to accomplish. In fact, I 
think it goes the other way. It goes the 
other way in such a way that negates 
what the Energy Act of 2005 in a bipar-
tisan manner said. 

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from California has 11⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Washington is saying that, if we re-
move the extraordinary circumstances 
part of seeing whether, in fact, we 
grant a categorical exemption—what 
my amendment does by saying ‘‘no’’ is 
that the public must have an oppor-
tunity, if we are going to grant an ex-
emption, which we think is fine, but 
what is wrong with finding out whether 
there is going to be a significant im-
pact on health and safety? What is 
wrong with finding out if there is going 
to be a violation of State, Federal, 
local, or tribal law? What is wrong 
with understanding what are the limits 
to access to ceremonial use of sacred 
sites? He says that by asking these 
questions before we give an exemption, 
that this imposes regulatory red tape 
that is exactly the opposite of what the 
Nation needs, it is more bureaucracy. 

It is just the opposite. This protects 
the Nation. This allows us to under-
stand, when we are given a categorical 
exemption, that we are protecting the 
public health of the Nation. 

I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on my amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Notwithstanding what my good 
friend from California said, I just want 
to make this point, which ironically 
was not brought out at all in the gen-
tleman’s argument. That is the issue of 
categorical exclusion. 

That has been in place on energy 
projects now for 8 years. If there is 
something wrong with that or there is 
an example of where it has been 
abused, then maybe the gentleman has 
a case, but the gentleman didn’t speak 
at all—not at all—to the point that 
that provision in the 2005 Energy Act 
has been abused. That alone should be 
enough to reject this amendment. 

In any case, I do not believe that his 
amendment adds to what we are trying 
to do to streamline the process of en-
ergy creation and creating American 
energy jobs. 

I urge rejection of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

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

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

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 15, beginning at line 4, strike section 
1147. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

I again thank the managers, Mr. 
HOLT and Mr. HASTINGS. 

Mr. Chairman, I again make the 
same comment about what I have 
heard on this floor from Members on 
both sides of the aisle: that they are 
pro-energy policy, pro-environment, 
pro-jobs, pro-sustainable environment. 
They simply want an opportunity to 
work on legislation to activate or to 
ensure that that occurs. 

There is a prohibition contained in 
section 1147 of this legislation with re-
spect to the recovery of attorney fees 
and costs by a prevailing party pursu-
ant to the Equal Access to Justice Act. 
My amendment removes the prohibi-
tion, a prohibition that has been estab-
lished law for a very long time. 

This amendment is needed to level 
the playing field and conform the bill 
to current law and practice. I think 
that if we listen to each other, it will 
be a simple answer of ‘‘yes’’ if we ask 
any citizen should they have a right to 
sue, and if they prevail under the Equal 
Access to Justice Act, that they are 
able to get attorney fees. 

I think the answer, when clear heads 
would respond, is not whether it is an 
energy bill or not, or who the defend-
ant is; they would say, Why shouldn’t 
this bill be subjected to the law that 
exists? 

The Equal Access to Justice Act al-
lows individuals, small businesses, and 
nonprofits to recover attorney fees 
from the Federal Government. This act 
is used to vindicate a variety of Fed-
eral rights, including access to Vet-
erans Affairs and Social Security dis-
ability benefits, as well as to secure 
statutory environmental protections. 

Therefore, to eliminate that is again 
to cut into—to cut into—the very Bill 
of Rights of your right to petition, to 

the right to counsel, all of that, be-
cause it indicates that you have a right 
to prevail in attorney fees. 

It is a simple process that does not 
undermine, if you will, the question of 
the energy policy in the United States. 

If we look at the first poster, we will 
acknowledge the fact that, interest-
ingly enough, the average amount of 
money under these cases was $1.8 mil-
lion annually over the last 8 years. The 
EPA only paid out $280,000 annually 
over the last 5 years. I venture to say 
with the average payment of $100,000 
this is not busting the bank. This is al-
lowing citizens who prevail to be able 
to have attorney fees. I clearly believe 
that the legislation that we have war-
rants a fix, a fair fix, to be able to en-
sure that anyone that has a disagree-
ment post the administrative process 
and goes into court can, in fact, utilize. 

This is one that shows that, in fact, 
local environmental groups and na-
tional environmental groups are no 
more than others. The largest amount 
goes to various State governments, in-
dividuals, various unions and workers 
that got a minimal amount or may not 
have even prevailed. 

So I think it is important to recog-
nize that this is not one that is going 
to destroy this bill, it is going to en-
hance the bill. 

With that, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment removes the 
prohibition contained in Section 1147 with re-
spect to the recovery of attorney fees and 
costs by a prevailing party pursuant to the 
Equal Access to Justice Act (5 U.S.C. § 504 
and 28 U.S.C. § 2412). 

This amendment is needed to level the play-
ing field and conform the bill to current law 
and practice. 

For more than three decades, since its en-
actment in 1980, the Equal Access to Justice 
Act (EAJA) has enhanced parties’ ability to 
hold government agencies accountable for 
their actions and inaction. 

EAJA allows individuals, small businesses 
and nonprofits to recover attorney fees from 
the federal government. 

The EAJA is used to vindicate a variety of 
federal rights, including access to Veterans Af-
fairs and Social Security disability benefits, as 
well as to secure statutory environmental pro-
tections. 

The EAJA promotes public involvement in 
laws have a significant impact on the public 
health and safety such as the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, Clean Air Act and Clean 
Water Act. 

EAJA also helps deter government inaction 
or erroneous conduct and encourages all par-
ties, not just those with resources to hire legal 
counsel, to assert their rights. 

Mr. Chairman, fee awards under the EAJA 
are NOT available in any and every case. 
Rather, attorneys’ fees are only recoverable in 
cases where plaintiffs prevail and the govern-
ment cannot demonstrate that its legal position 
was ‘‘substantially justified.’’ 

The amount of attorney fees awarded can-
not exceed $125 per hour, a figure is far 
below the amount currently charged by big city 
law firms. 

No law firm or public interest group is get-
ting rich off a practice relying upon EAJA 
awards for its attorney fees. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:29 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K19NO7.056 H19NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7227 November 19, 2013 
A new report, Shifting the Debate: In De-

fense of the Equal Access to Justice Act, con-
cludes that EAJA has been cost-effective, ap-
plies only to meritorious litigation and that ex-
isting legal safeguards and the independent 
discretion of federal judges will continue to en-
sure its prudent application. 

Moreover, the claim that large environ-
mental groups are getting rich on attorney 
fees simply is not supported by available evi-
dence. 

A recent GAO study (requested by House 
Republicans) of cases brought against EPA 
found: most environment lawsuits (48%) were 
brought by trade associations and private 
companies; attorney fees were awarded only 
about eight percent of the time; among envi-
ronmental plaintiffs, the majority of cases were 
brought by local groups rather than national 
groups; and the average award under the 
EAJA was only about $100,000. 

In reality, EAJA ‘‘reforms’’ would have the 
effect of watering down the implementation 
and enforcement of law enacted to protect the 
public health and safety. 

Much has been made about environmental 
groups obtaining fees in suits that are ‘‘mere-
ly’’ procedural. 

Both public-interest and industry litigants 
agree that ‘‘procedural’’ litigation under the Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act is essential to 
checking executive power on a range of 
issues. 

Additionally, it should be pointed out that 
procedural requirements and deadlines con-
tained in environmental laws are paramount to 
ensuring the protections that Congress has 
enacted. 

Indeed, in the case of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, the nation’s foundational 
environmental statute, following sound proce-
dure is the entire point of the law. 

NEPA requires agencies to take a ‘‘hard 
look’’ at the consequences of their actions and 
to carefully consider alternatives, but compels 
no particular outcomes. 

Mr. Chairman, the provision in the bill that 
prohibits recovery of attorney fees under the 
EAJA is not ‘‘reform’’; it is a step backwards. 

Instead of providing an important tool by 
which the public can hold the federal govern-
ment accountable for its actions, Section 1147 
wold deny the benefit of this proven account-
ability tool to unwelcome legal challenges and 
to prejudice a subset of disfavored plaintiffs. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Jackson 
Lee Amendment. 

JACKSON LEE AMENDMENT #4 
1. EAJA attorney fees awards do not cost a 

lot of money 
According to GAO, the EAJA attorney fees 

paid to successful plaintiffs on average: by the 
Treasury Department: $1.8 million annually 
over the last 8 years; by EPA: $280,000 annu-
ally over the last 5 years; average Payment: 
$100,000. 

2. EAJA attorney fees awards are infre-
quently awarded 

Attorney fees were awarded only about 
eight percent (8%) of the time according to a 
July 2013 report by the Environmental Law In-
stitute, ‘‘The Environmental Relevance of the 
Equal Access to Justice Act.’’ 

3. Most environmental cases are brought by 
industry trade associations and private compa-
nies 

In August 2011 GAO conducted study of 
cases brought against EPA and found: most 

suits were brought by trade associations and 
private companies; and, among environmental 
plaintiffs, the majority of cases were brought 
by local groups rather than national groups. 

4. Largest EAJA attorney fees have been 
awarded in actions brought by industry trade 
group plaintiffs, private companies, and state 
or local government agencies 

$500,000: National Cotton Council; 
$150,000: Honeywell International, Inc.; 
$95,000: National Pork Producers Council & 

American Farm Bureau; 
$92,000. American Trucking Association; 
$22,000: American Corn Growers Associa-

tion. 
$400,000: State of New Jersey; 
$100,000: State of North Carolina; 
$127,500: Commonwealth of Massachu-

setts; 
$198,000: State of New York; 
$240,000: South Coast Air Quality Manage-

ment District (Calif.). 
In August 2011 GAO conducted a 

study of cases brought against EPA 
and found: 

1. most suits were brought by trade 
associations and private companies; 
and 

2. among environmental plaintiffs, 
the majority of cases were brought by 
local groups rather than national 
groups. 

Share of environmental cases by lead plaintiff 
type: FY 1995–2010 by type of group 

Number 
of cases 

Percent-
age 

Trade associations .................................................... 622 25 
Private companies .................................................... 566 23 
Local environmental and citizens’ groups ............... 388 16 
National environmental groups ................................ 338 14 
States, territories, municipalities, and regional 

government entities .............................................. 297 12 
Individuals ................................................................ 185 7 
Unions, workers’ groups, universities, and tribes .... 46 2 
Other ......................................................................... 33 1 
Unknown .................................................................... 7 1 

Total ................................................................. 2,482 100 

On average, EAJA attorney fees paid 
to successful plaintiffs: 

Treasury: $1.8 million annually over 
the last 8 years; 

EPA: $280,000 annually over the last 5 
years; average payment: $100,000. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, I rise to op-
pose this amendment. 

The Equal Access to Justice Act, or 
the EAJA, was created, rightfully so, 
to level the playing field between citi-
zens seeking to do the right thing and 
a well-funded Federal Government. Un-
fortunately, wealthy activist groups 
have been able to distort the intended 
purpose of the EAJA by exploiting the 
program as a cash register to file thou-
sands of lawsuits, many based on frivo-
lous technicalities. 

Further, Federal payments to law-
yers fighting lawsuits come out of each 
agency’s budgets, which, of course, 
hinders the agency’s ability to do their 
job and forces tighter budgets on the 

agencies working on behalf of Ameri-
cans. 

Every year, numerous energy 
projects are held up by burdensome 
legal challenges by activist groups 
whose aim is to hold up or simply stop 
energy production in this country. 

Under the guise of ‘‘responsible de-
velopment,’’ these groups file lawsuit 
after lawsuit that force the govern-
ment to use Federal resources and mil-
lions of dollars in taxpayer funds to 
litigate these lengthy and burdensome 
lawsuits. These well-funded activist 
groups have the resources to hire, in 
some cases, multiple lawyers to sue the 
Federal Government. 

These unnecessary delays in energy 
projects result in a domino effect of 
delays in economic development, of 
delays, obviously, in job creation, of 
delays in income generation for local, 
State, and, indeed, the Federal Govern-
ment, and delays in making the United 
States becoming energy independent. 

Further, many small communities 
depend on a robust energy sector to 
provide jobs for its residents and gen-
erate income for their local schools 
and for their communities. These well- 
funded activist organizations should 
not be rewarded, Mr. Chairman, with 
taxpayer dollars for delaying American 
job creation and the generation of 
funds for our local communities. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, 
let me be very clear that the awards 
under the EAJA are not available for 
any and every case. Only when the 
plaintiff prevails. Is that not fair? 

When an individual, a nonprofit, who 
has sought to even the playing field, 
who wants to make sure that we have 
a strong energy policy but they are 
praying that you listen to them as to 
how it is destroying their property, 
their house, their quality of life, they 
have a right to petition. 

So I want to correct the gentleman’s 
interpretation. I heard on the floor of 
the House that he mentioned the word 
‘‘frivolous.’’ As a lawyer, and one who 
adheres to the Constitution, I would 
like to not think that if you are con-
cerned about an issue, that you cannot 
get into the court of justice and that 
you cannot make your case. You may 
not win, but I want to surprise him 
with the fact that the large number of 
cases that went under this act and sued 
the EPA were trade associations—622; 
private companies—556. There are a va-
riety of others, not collectively to-
gether. State territories and munici-
palities—297. Should they not recover 
if they prevail? Should environmental 
groups not recover if they prevail— 
only at 388? Should individuals at 185 
cases not prevail if they win? Should 
workers groups and universities and 
tribes not prevail if they should win? 

I think that we are wrongheaded if 
we simply do not adhere to the existing 
law; not use the terminology ‘‘frivo-
lous’’ but applaud Americans who are 
willing to stand up for their rights. 
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My example was correct. It was an 

analogy. These homeowners are fight-
ing Big Business, but what they de-
cided to do is, after they were ruled 
against by every administrative local 
body, they have gone into the court-
house. They happen to be more pros-
perous than someone else, but why 
would you fault an individual who is 
using their meager pennies with an at-
torney to try and prevail on something 
that they believe will harm them? 

My amendment is very simple. It just 
indicates, if you prevail, you should 
not be denied the attorney fees that 
anyone else would get and, if you will, 
debunks and rebuts the proposition 
that only those groups that we might 
not enjoy their position—trade associa-
tions, private big companies—I ask my 
colleagues to support the Jackson Lee 
amendment for fairness and justice in 
America. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
the time. 

I would just simply say that what 
this bill and the bill tomorrow, for that 
matter—this bill is designed to create 
an atmosphere for more American en-
ergy production, which I think is badly 
needed in our economy, because we 
know that a growing economy by any 
measure has to have a predictable en-
ergy source. That has been lacking on 
our Federal lands. That is what the un-
derlying bill does. 

What we have seen, and what we have 
observed in our committee, is the fact 
that the courtroom is used to slow 
down so many projects on Federal land. 
This provision in the current bill sim-
ply, I think, clarifies and rectifies that 
we can have some certainty in the law. 
That, I think, is the important part of 
creating American energy. I don’t 
think that this amendment adds any-
thing to that. 

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

b 1600 

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

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. HANABUSA 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 25, on line 15, strike ‘‘and’’, on line 20, 
strike the period and insert ‘‘; and’’, and 
after line 20 insert the following: 

‘‘(H) the best estimate, based upon com-
mercial and scientific data, of the expected 
increase in domestic production of geo-
thermal, solar, wind, or other renewable en-
ergy sources from ‘available lands’ (as such 
term is defined in section 203 of the Hawaiian 
Homes Commission Act, 1920 (42 Stat. 108 et 
seq.), and including any other lands deemed 
by the Territory or State of Hawaii, as the 
case may be, to be included within that defi-
nition) that the agency or department of the 
government of the State of Hawaii that is re-
sponsible for the administration of such 
lands selects to be used for such energy pro-
duction. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentlewoman 
from Hawaii (Ms. HANABUSA) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Hawaii. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
nearly identical to one I proposed last 
Congress to a similar Natural Re-
sources bill numbered H.R. 4480, which 
was agreed to by a voice vote. 

This amendment simply adds to title 
II, the Planning for America Energy 
Act of 2013, a subsection (h), which es-
sentially mirrors the language found in 
a prior subsection addressing Native 
American tribal lands. This particular 
amendment requires the inclusion of 
Hawaiian Homes Commission Act 
lands. 

As you know, Hawaii is in a unique 
situation in that, in 1920, this Congress 
created the Hawaiian Homes Commis-
sion Act; and there is a special body of 
approximately 203,000 acres of land 
which is under the control of Congress. 
Congress approves whether or not 
things can be amended in the act. Even 
upon statehood, that right was re-
tained. 

This amendment seeks to have those 
Hawaiian Home lands that the State 
agency or department responsible for 
the administration of these lands has 
selected to be used for the very devel-
opment of geothermal, solar, wind, and 
other renewable energy sources in-
cluded in the Quadrennial Federal On-
shore Energy Production Strategy. It 
has no implications other than the fact 
that these lands could be used for re-
newable energy development and that 
these lands have somehow become for-
gotten, but do necessarily fall under 
Federal jurisdiction. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentlelady yield? 

Ms. HANABUSA. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
have no problem with your amend-
ment. As you rightfully said, in the 
last Congress this was accepted by a 
voice vote. I think it adds more lands 
for energy production; and as the gen-
tlelady knows, we are in favor of that. 
So we accept the gentlelady’s amend-
ment. 

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

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MARINO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 26, after line 4, insert the following: 
‘‘(6) The Secretary shall include in the 

Strategy a plan for addressing new demands 
for transmission lines and pipelines for dis-
tribution of oil and gas across Federal lands 
to ensure that energy produced can be dis-
tributed to areas of need. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MARINO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

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

Study after study proves that pipe-
lines are the safest, most environ-
mentally friendly, and most efficient 
method for transporting oil and nat-
ural gas. A company in my district 
tried to expand a current pipeline or 
build a new pipeline through a recre-
ation area, but was unable to do so be-
cause of bureaucratic red tape and 
mess. 

Instead of expanding a pipeline that 
was in the ground before the recreation 
area was created, the company had to 
loop the pipeline around the recreation 
area in order to provide natural gas to 
residents in New Jersey. This forced 
the company to add seven additional 
miles of pipeline, even though it would 
be more environmentally friendly to 
build a pipeline through the park. Yet 
the level of bureaucratic red tape in 
trying to construct oil and gas pipe-
lines through Federal lands is nothing 
short of ludicrous. 

My amendment wouldn’t solve the 
problem we experienced in my district; 
however, this amendment takes a 
small step in addressing the difficulties 
in constructing pipelines by requiring 
the Secretary of the Interior to include 
a plan for addressing new demands for 
transmission lines and pipelines for 
distribution of oil and gas across Fed-
eral lands to ensure that energy pro-
duced can be distributed to areas of 
need. 

Common sense tells us that without 
the necessary pipeline infrastructure 
to transport the energy, it will be 
much more difficult to meet America’s 
future oil and gas demands. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARINO. I yield to the gen-
tleman. 
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Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 

want to thank the gentleman for bring-
ing this amendment to the floor. I 
think it adds a great deal to what we 
are trying to do with energy develop-
ment in this country, and I am pre-
pared to accept the amendment. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

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

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 7 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add at the end the following: 
TITLE ll—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEC. l01. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF FLOODING ON 

OIL AND GAS FACILITIES. 
The Secretary of the Interior shall enter 

into an arrangement with the National 
Academy of Sciences under which the Acad-
emy shall study and report to the Congress 
on the effect of flooding on oil and gas facili-
ties, and the resulting instances of leaking 
and spills from tanks, wells, and pipelines. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I offer my amendment 
along with Representative HUFFMAN 
from California. It is a very simple 
amendment. It would require the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to study 
and report to Congress about the im-
pact of flooding on oil and gas facilities 
and the resulting instances of leaking 
and spills from tanks, wells, and pipe-
lines. 

Sadly, this is an issue that hits very 
close to home. In my district in Colo-
rado, we recently suffered from the 
great flood of 2013. Many counties in 
my district were declared Federal dis-
aster areas. Many of those counties are 
also home to significant extraction op-
erations. Floods can happen anywhere, 
and this one occurred well outside of a 
floodplain; but it is important to un-
derstand how to minimize damage to 
oil and gas infrastructure in the event 
of a flood. Constituents in my district 
in Colorado are rebuilding. We are 
working hard, and we wish we had the 
kind of information that this study 
would produce years before the flood so 
we could have better prepared with re-
gard to our oil and gas infrastructure 
and the safeguards around it. 

We do know a few things about the 
impact of the floods so far with regard 

to oil and gas facilities in northern and 
northeastern Colorado. Over 43,000 gal-
lons of oil and 26,000 gallons of pro-
duced water have spilled from the 
tanks, wells, and pipelines in the flood-
water. 

If we learn a lot from this experience, 
I hope that future areas impacted by 
flooding, as well as ours, because we 
never know whether the next flood is 
decades or years or centuries away, 
will be able to avoid these kinds of 
spills in our communities. 

On September 25, I did join Rep-
resentative DEFAZIO in sending a letter 
to Chairman HASTINGS requesting a 
hearing to understand the con-
sequences resulting from the flood. I 
continue to hope that the gentleman 
will be open to scheduling that hearing 
with regard to the impact of flooding, 
or perhaps more generally disasters, 
and how we can better safeguard our 
oil and gas infrastructure in this coun-
try. 

The floods in Colorado did shed a 
light on the need to better understand 
how we can safeguard our oil and gas 
infrastructure from disasters generally 
and, in our case, a terrible flood that 
had seven confirmed fatalities and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of property 
damage. 

We would all benefit from learning 
more about how disasters like the Col-
orado flood can impact communities, 
States, and, indeed, the Federal Gov-
ernment. Local elected officials, first 
responders, experts in oil and gas tech-
nology innovation, and the Academy of 
Sciences can help enhance our under-
standing of how to prevent damage to 
oil and gas infrastructure and avert 
spills and leaks in other communities. 
We don’t want our communities to 
have to learn the hard way, as ours has 
done. I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, in light of the recent 
flooding in the gentleman’s home State 
of Colorado, I can appreciate his con-
cern about this issue. However, this 
amendment contains no restrictions on 
the scope and breadth of this study, 
and it seems to be endless. In fact, the 
study is not focused on the tragic 
flooding in Colorado, and it is so expan-
sive it can include all flooding any-
where, and the term ‘‘oil and gas’’ fa-
cilities is undefined. That is what the 
amendment says. 

‘‘Oil and gas’’ facilities could be in-
terpreted to mean many things, much 
of which is outside of the jurisdiction 
of this committee. This could include 
corner gasoline stations or private gas 
meters. And ‘‘leaking and spills from 
tanks, wells, and pipelines’’ does not 
have to be associated with natural gas. 

It can be anything, such as a septic or 
water or sewer tanks and pipelines. 

Further, this amendment does not 
specify that the study be conducted in 
conjunction with production on Fed-
eral land, which of course is what this 
legislation specifically deals with. The 
result is a nationwide study that can 
touch a variety of sources, right down 
to private homes, the results of which 
will have nothing to do with the energy 
production process that this legislation 
seeks to streamline. 

This study, undoubtedly at the ex-
pense of taxpayer dollars, will have no 
impact on energy production; and, 
frankly, it has no clear goal. 

Finally, the proper place to examine 
the effects of flooding in Colorado is in 
Colorado. In testing done by the Colo-
rado State Department of Public 
Health and the Environment, they 
found pollutants from oil and gas in 
the aftermath of the spills at 29 spe-
cific sites, but no pollutants in Colo-
rado’s waterways. However, the inci-
dence of E. coli and raw sewage was 
measurable and did have an impact on 
public health, which is not limited to 
one industry and is not even covered by 
this study. 

Mr. Chairman, for a variety of rea-
sons, and I think I have tried to touch 
on the major ones that I just enun-
ciated, I urge rejection of this amend-
ment. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, again, re-

garding the language of the amend-
ment, of course it is not designed to 
apply narrowly to Colorado. That 
would be considered an earmark, pro-
hibited under the rules of the House. In 
addition, it is not designed just to 
serve the needs of my district. 

This amendment is designed to learn 
from this so other areas of the country 
don’t go through the same damage 
from flooding to our oil and gas infra-
structure that occurred in my district. 

The language is very limiting with 
regard to the report to Congress, very 
boilerplate language that we have used 
for other studies which have been suc-
cessfully accomplished by the Academy 
of Sciences, reporting to Congress ‘‘on 
the effect of flooding on oil and gas fa-
cilities, and the resulting instances of 
leaking and spills from tanks, wells, 
and pipelines,’’ precisely what has oc-
curred as a result of the flooding in 
Colorado and could, of course, occur as 
a result of flooding in other areas of 
the country that have a significant 
presence of the extraction industry. 

I hope that my colleagues will sup-
port this measure that Mr. HUFFMAN 
and I have brought forward. I think it 
would be a commonsense report that 
would be of great value to this Con-
gress in protecting our infrastructure 
and our environment from the impact 
of flooding. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, I am very pleased to yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. LAMBORN), the author of 
this legislation. 
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the full committee chairman for 
yielding me this time. 

I want to applaud and commend my 
colleague from Colorado for his con-
cern and thoughtfulness to the people 
impacted in Colorado, many of which 
were in his and Representative CORY 
GARDNER’s district, some even further 
south in my district where there was, 
unfortunately, some loss of life also. So 
we all share that same concern. 

b 1615 

To put things in perspective, though, 
when we look at the oil and gas impact 
of the flooding, there was no hydraulic 
fracturing going on during the flood-
ing, and the spillage that was later de-
termined to have taken place was rel-
atively minor. There were about 1,000 
barrels of oil and gas spilled, with 
about 400 barrels of production water. 
That is about 1,500 barrels, which is 
about 62,000 gallons. To put that in per-
spective, this was considered a 1 tril-
lion-gallon rainfall in a period of 7 days 
or so. That would amount to more than 
that every second. Every single second 
would have 67,000 barrels of river flow. 
So 1 second’s worth of oil and gas in 
the entire horrific rainfall, I think, 
puts things in perspective. 

So I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
amendment. It is a lot broader than 
just the Federal lands that this legisla-
tion talks about, and so it goes beyond 
the scope of the legislation and I don’t 
think it is really called for. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 1 minute remain-
ing. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I 
yield the gentleman an additional 30 
seconds. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Just to conclude, 
when you put things in perspective, I 
think that there were a lot more seri-
ous issues with the flooding, some of 
which continue to today and will con-
tinue far into the future. Those are the 
issues we should really concentrate on. 

For that reason, I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote 
on this amendment. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I do want 
to again elaborate a little bit. The gen-
tleman from Washington brought up 
germaneness and jurisdictional issues. 

This amendment has been advanced 
to the floor by the Rules Committee 
with the necessary waivers granted, so 
it does not need to go through any 
other committee. It is here for the full 
House to consider. I appreciate it being 
included in the rule. I encourage Mem-
bers to make the decision on the mer-
its. It has been granted the necessary 
waivers to be considered on the House 
floor. Again, I do think this study 
would be of value to Congress, if, in 
fact, the 43,000 gallons of oil don’t rep-
resent any kind of danger or risk that 
will be included in the report. 

The National Academy of Sciences 
will have access to the information 
that we as policymakers will need and 
my State will need for future planning 
and other States that have an extrac-
tion industry will benefit from in the 
event of a flood. This can save the 
health of people, it can save lives, and 
it can save costly infrastructure in the 
oil and gas industry. It is a common-
sense measure, a useful study. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes,’’ and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

As I mentioned in my initial re-
marks, this amendment really is very 
broadly written. And when we had 
other amendments talking about po-
tential lawsuits, boy, adopting this 
amendment here would really be a liti-
gant’s dream if it were to be part of the 
legislation. 

I urge rejection of this amendment, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

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

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 8 printed in 
House Report 113–271. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and conform the table of contents accord-
ingly): 
TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

SEC. 6001. CERTAIN REVENUES GENERATED BY 
THIS ACT TO BE MADE AVAILABLE 
TO THE COMMODITY FUTURES 
TRADING COMMISSION TO LIMIT EX-
CESSIVE SPECULATION IN ENERGY 
MARKETS. 

The Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 et 
seq.) is amended by redesignating section 44 
as section 45, and by inserting after section 
43 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 44. REVENUES TO BE MADE AVAILABLE TO 

THE COMMODITY FUTURES TRAD-
ING COMMISSION. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF TREASURY AC-
COUNT.—The Secretary of the Treasury (in 
this section referred to as the ‘Secretary’) 
shall establish an account in the Treasury of 
the United States. 

‘‘(b) DEPOSIT INTO ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN 
REVENUES GENERATED BY THIS ACT.—The 
Secretary shall deposit into the account es-
tablished under subsection (a) the first 
$10,000,000 of the total of the amounts re-
ceived by the United States under leases 
issued under this Act or any plan, strategy, 
or program under this Act. 

‘‘(c) AVAILABILITY AND USE OF FUNDS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the amounts in the account established 
under subsection (a) shall be made available 
to the Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion to use its existing authorities to limit 
excessive speculation in energy markets. 

‘‘(2) SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATIONS.—The au-
thority provided in paragraph (1) may be ex-
ercised only to such extent, and with respect 
to such amounts, as are provided in advance 
in appropriations Acts.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 419, the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, much 
of the majority’s argument here is 
based on providing relief to the Amer-
ican consumer, and this amendment 
would provide a real and potentially 
immediate relief to American con-
sumers. 

Two years ago in the Senate, in the 
spring when we were having a big run- 
up in oil prices, they had the head of 
Exxon Mobil testify. He said, Hey, 
don’t blame us for those high prices. He 
said, Blame Wall Street. He basically 
said that 60 cents to 70 cents per gallon 
at the pump is going to Wall Street 
speculators. So if we want to provide 
real relief to the American people, we 
need to rein in speculation. 

But the Republicans only have one 
watchdog out there—the Commodity 
Futures Trading Commission. They are 
supposed to set up position limits for 
nonparticipants, people just specu-
lating on price, not people actually uti-
lizing these commodities. That hasn’t 
been done, and they are otherwise 
under relenting attack, including a $10 
million cut in their budget by the Re-
publicans. 

So if we really wanted to do some-
thing to help consumers, we would pass 
this amendment, get a few more watch-
dogs downtown, put in place those posi-
tion limits on speculators, and next 
May you wouldn’t see prices run up $1, 
$1.25, $1.50 a gallon like we see every 
May. That has to do with two things: 
refinery manipulation by the industry 
and speculation by Wall Street. We are 
not addressing either of those things. 

Today, we are talking about putting 
more land up for leasing. And today, 
we have a total of 35,397,010 acres of ac-
tive leases, and the nonproducing 
leases are 30,019,256, i.e., that is about 
85 percent of the leases that are non-
producing leases. 

They have got plenty of places to go 
now. It is in their interest to constrain 
supply somewhere along the way. It 
hasn’t been on the side of production 
because we are exporting crude oil. We 
are still exporting gasoline, even. It 
has been on the refinery side and has 
been speculation by Wall Street that 
has driven up the price. 

I urge adoption of this amendment 
and reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion to the amendment. 
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 

recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 

Chairman, let me be very clear that I 
do oppose this amendment. 

This amendment is costly and waste-
ful. The amendment would redirect $10 
billion away from Federal permitting 
streamlining, which we know would 
help lower costs and produce more en-
ergy, and instead funnel the money to 
another fruitless study of the un-
founded position of somehow market 
speculation is impacting energy prices. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, re-
searchers Christopher Knittel and Rob-
ert S. Pindyck from the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, Sloan School 
of Management, MIT, found that specu-
lation wasn’t driving up energy prices. 
I will quote them, Mr. Chairman. 

Back to those pesky speculators for a mo-
ment: surely, their bets on oil have had at 
least some effect on prices? 

According to our latest research, the an-
swer is: not really. In our recent paper, we 
explore the link between speculation and in-
ventory changes. We calculate a series of 
speculation-free prices by creating a stable 
inventory of oil, providing us with a picture 
of what the market might look like in the 
absence of speculation. We focus on inven-
tory for a simple reason: if oil prices are 
changing because of speculators, then there 
would have to be commensurate changes to 
inventories—a buildup when prices are in-
creasing and a drawdown when prices are 
falling. 

But when the economy was strong and oil 
prices were increasing, we didn’t see large in-
creases in inventories. In fact, they fell 
somewhat. This means that peak prices 
would have actually been higher if you take 
away any effects of speculation. 

And let me repeat that final part: 
But when the economy was strong and oil 

prices were increasing, we didn’t see large in-
creases in inventories. In fact, they fell 
somewhat. This means that peak prices 
would have actually been higher if you take 
away any effects of speculation. 

Time and time again, we have heard 
from those opposed to oil and gas drill-
ing that it is the shady Wall Street 
speculator, the man behind the curtain 
who is driving up energy prices. The 
truth is that the best way to fight spec-
ulators, or foreign cartels, is simply to 
outproduce them, and that should be 
our solution here today. 

We should be working to figure out 
how to use more than just 2 percent of 
our Federal lands for energy develop-
ment. We should find a way to have 
Federal lands keep pace with private 
lands in the revolution of energy pro-
duction as currently taking place in 
the United States. Yet the Congres-
sional Research Service tells us: 

All of the increase from fiscal year 2007 to 
fiscal year 2012 took place on non-Federal 
lands, and the Federal share of total U.S. 
crude oil production fell by about 7 percent-
age points. 

Yet, instead of reversing this trend, 
streamlining permitting, the author of 
this amendment wants to siphon off 
money for studies. 

The legislation before us today is de-
signed to streamline and produce more 
onshore energy production. This will 
create jobs and reduce our dependence 
on foreign imports. It demands an all- 

of-the-above energy agenda, and I 
would like to think that the folks on 
the other side could at least embrace 
that part of it. 

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire as to how much time I have 
left? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Oregon has 21⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the gentleman’s amendment 
today, which helps ensure that our de-
rivatives regulator can protect our fi-
nancial markets and economy. This 
amendment improves the funding situ-
ation of the CFTC by giving back $10 
million that my Republican colleagues 
proposed to cut earlier this year. 

Many Americans are unaware that 
the CFTC is charged with enforcing 
laws designed to thwart Wall Street 
from manipulating the cost of com-
modities, which affects the price at the 
pump and the cost of food on our 
plates. Just as importantly, the CFTC 
has been tasked with writing and en-
forcing rules reforming the financial 
markets and participants like AIG that 
contributed to the worst financial cri-
sis since the Great Depression. 

For these reforms to have teeth, we 
need a cop with the resources and staff 
to hold the financial industry account-
able. And yet, despite the over-
whelming need, House Republicans 
want to cut the CFTC’s budget, decid-
ing this year to provide the CFTC a 
funding level that is 40 percent below 
the President’s request. This funding 
level is in addition to sequester cuts, 
which have caused temporary staff lay-
offs as well as the agency-wide closure 
for 2 weeks during the Republican 
shutdown. 

Mr. Chairman, we are witnessing a 
multifaceted effort by the Republican 
majority to undercut laws and regula-
tions with which Republicans and cer-
tain special interests disagree, halting 
Dodd-Frank rulemaking through liti-
gation and legislation, while simulta-
neously depriving our market cops of 
resources. 

The DeFazio amendment is a first 
step towards countering this offensive, 
by funding Wall Street’s cop, at a min-
imum, with the same resources as last 
year. 

I thank my thoughtful friend from 
Oregon and urge adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I am prepared to close if the 
gentleman is prepared to close, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, accord-
ing to MIT, then, the head of Exxon 
Mobil perjured himself under oath at 
the Senate and the Federal Reserve 
Bank in St. Louis is wrong because 
they have an in-depth study not paid 
for by the industry that says, indeed, 
speculation is a major factor. 

Here is over 1 month where you see 
the price vary by up to $11 per 
day.Now, you tell me that the supply 
changed by $11 worth in a day and 
then, whoops, the next day it is back 
down? Then, Ben Bernanke said he saw 
a further decline coming and the indus-
try tanked oil futures by $6. 

This is pure speculation. Don’t de-
fend it. Support the amendment and 
give the American people real relief 
from high gas prices that are unneces-
sary. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Washington has 1 minute remain-
ing. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I know there is no 
truism specifically in economic theory, 
but one thing we do know about crude 
oil is that it is subject to international 
pricing. 

b 1630 

We do know that a big part of the 
international pricing and production is 
conducted by a cartel, namely, OPEC. 
The last figure I saw was about 45 per-
cent of the international market. Well, 
when you have 45 percent controlled by 
one entity, you are going to have some 
price pressures that are coming. In-
deed, you probably have some specula-
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the important 
part of what this underlying bill and 
the bill that we will have on the floor 
tomorrow does. 

The only way that you are going to 
beat cartels is to outproduce them. I 
don’t care if you are talking about 
crude oils or if you are talking about 
apples or you are talking about pota-
toes or you are talking about timber. 
The whole idea, if you have somebody 
that controls a big part of the market-
place, the way you beat them is to 
outproduce them. 

This bill allows America to 
outproduce our foreign competitors. 
This amendment adds nothing to that. 
I urge rejection of the amendment. 

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. 
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The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. LAM-
BORN) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
HULTGREN, 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. 1965) to streamline and 
ensure onshore energy permitting, pro-
vide for onshore leasing certainty, and 
give certainty to oil shale development 
for American energy security, eco-
nomic development, and job creation, 
and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1900, NATURAL GAS PIPE-
LINE PERMITTING REFORM ACT 

Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 113–272) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 420) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1900) to provide for the 
timely consideration of all licenses, 
permits, and approvals required under 
Federal law with respect to the siting, 
construction, expansion, or operation 
of any natural gas pipeline projects, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

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 the motion 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. 

Any record vote on the postponed 
question will be taken later. 

f 

PEPFAR STEWARDSHIP AND 
OVERSIGHT ACT OF 2013 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 1545) to extend authorities re-
lated to global HIV/AIDS and to pro-
mote oversight of United States pro-
grams. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

S. 1545 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘PEPFAR 
Stewardship and Oversight Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. INSPECTOR GENERAL OVERSIGHT. 

Section 101(f)(1) of the United States Lead-
ership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7611(f)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘5 co-
ordinated annual plans for oversight activity 
in each of the fiscal years 2009 through 2013’’ 
and inserting ‘‘coordinated annual plans for 
oversight activity in each of the fiscal years 
2009 through 2018’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) in clause (ii)— 
(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘SUBSE-

QUENT’’ and inserting ‘‘2010 THROUGH 2013’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘the last four plans’’ and 

inserting ‘‘the plans for fiscal years 2010 
through 2013’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) 2014 PLAN.—The plan developed under 
subparagraph (A) for fiscal year 2014 shall be 
completed not later than 60 days after the 
date of the enactment of the PEPFAR Stew-
ardship and Oversight Act of 2013. 

‘‘(iv) SUBSEQUENT PLANS.—Each of the last 
four plans developed under subparagraph (A) 
shall be completed not later than 30 days be-
fore each of the fiscal years 2015 through 
2018, respectively.’’. 
SEC. 3. ANNUAL TREATMENT STUDY. 

(a) ANNUAL STUDY; MESSAGE.—Section 
101(g) of the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7611(g)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘through 
September 30, 2013’’ and inserting ‘‘through 
September 30, 2019’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) 2013 THROUGH 2018 STUDIES.—The studies 
required to be submitted by September 30, 
2014, and annually thereafter through Sep-
tember 30, 2018, shall include, in addition to 
the elements set forth under paragraph (1), 
the following elements: 

‘‘(A) A plan for conducting cost studies of 
United States assistance under section 104A 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2151b–2) in partner countries, taking 
into account the goal for more systematic 
collection of data, as well as the demands of 
such analysis on available human and fiscal 
resources. 

‘‘(B) A comprehensive and harmonized ex-
penditure analysis by partner country, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(i) an analysis of Global Fund and na-
tional partner spending and comparable data 
across United States, Global Fund, and na-
tional partner spending; or 

‘‘(ii) where providing such comparable data 
is not currently practicable, an explanation 
of why it is not currently practicable, and 
when it will be practicable.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(4) PARTNER COUNTRY DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘partner country’ 
means a country with a minimum United 
States Government investment of HIV/AIDS 
assistance of at least $5,000,000 in the prior 
fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 4. PARTICIPATION IN THE GLOBAL FUND TO 

FIGHT AIDS, TUBERCULOSIS, AND 
MALARIA. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Section 202(d)(4) of the 
United States Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, 
Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 (22 
U.S.C. 7622(d)(4)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘2013’’ and in-

serting ‘‘2018’’; 
(B) in clause (ii)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘2013’’ and inserting ‘‘2018’’; 

and 
(ii) by striking the last two sentences; and 
(C) in clause (vi), by striking ‘‘2013’’ and in-

serting ‘‘2018’’; and 
(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘under this subsection’’ 

each place it appears; 
(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘pursuant to 

the authorization of appropriations under 
section 401’’ and inserting ‘‘to carry out sec-

tion 104A of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961’’; and 

(C) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘2013’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2018’’. 

(b) WITHHOLDING FUNDS.—Section 202(d)(5) 
of the United States Leadership Against 
HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 
2003 (22 U.S.C. 7622(d)) is amended by— 

(1) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘2013’’ and inserting ‘‘2018’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (C)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘in an open, machine read-

able format’’ after ‘‘site’’; 
(ii) by amending clause (v) to read as fol-

lows: 
‘‘(v) a regular collection, analysis, and re-

porting of performance data and funding of 
grants of the Global Fund, which covers all 
principal recipients and all subrecipients on 
the fiscal cycle of each grant, and includes 
the distribution of resources, by grant and 
principal recipient and subrecipient, for pre-
vention, care, treatment, drugs, and com-
modities purchase, and other purposes as 
practicable;’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (D)(ii), by inserting ‘‘, 
in an open, machine readable format,’’ after 
‘‘audits’’; 

(D) in subparagraph (E), by inserting ‘‘, in 
an open, machine readable format,’’ after 
‘‘publicly’’; 

(E) in subparagraph (F)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and in-

serting a semicolon; and 
(ii) by striking clause (ii) and inserting the 

following new clauses: 
‘‘(ii) all principal recipients and subrecipi-

ents and the amount of funds disbursed to 
each principal recipient and subrecipient on 
the fiscal cycle of the grant; 

‘‘(iii) expenditure data— 
‘‘(I) tracked by principal recipients and 

subrecipients by program area, where prac-
ticable, prevention, care, and treatment and 
reported in a format that allows comparison 
with other funding streams in each country; 
or 

‘‘(II) if such expenditure data is not avail-
able, outlay or disbursement data, and an ex-
planation of progress made toward providing 
such expenditure data; and 

‘‘(iv) high-quality grant performance eval-
uations measuring inputs, outputs, and out-
comes, as appropriate, with the goal of 
achieving outcome reporting;’’; and 

(F) by amending subparagraph (G) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(G) has published an annual report on a 
publicly available Web site in an open, ma-
chine readable format, that includes— 

‘‘(i) a list of all countries imposing import 
duties and internal taxes on any goods or 
services financed by the Global Fund; 

‘‘(ii) a description of the types of goods or 
services on which the import duties and in-
ternal taxes are levied; 

‘‘(iii) the total cost of the import duties 
and internal taxes; 

‘‘(iv) recovered import duties or internal 
taxes; and 

‘‘(v) the status of country status-agree-
ments;’’. 
SEC. 5. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Section 104A(f) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151b–2(f)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(f) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than February 

15, 2014, and annually thereafter, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives a report in an open, machine 
readable format, on the implementation of 
this section for the prior fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) REPORT DUE IN 2014.—The report due 
not later than February 15, 2014, shall in-
clude the elements required by law prior to 
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the enactment of the PEPFAR Stewardship 
and Oversight Act of 2013. 

‘‘(3) REPORT ELEMENTS.—Each report sub-
mitted after February 15, 2014, shall include 
the following: 

‘‘(A) A description based on internation-
ally available data, and where practicable 
high-quality country-based data, of the total 
global burden and need for HIV/AIDS preven-
tion, treatment, and care, including— 

‘‘(i) estimates by partner country of the 
global burden and need; and 

‘‘(ii) HIV incidence, prevalence, and AIDS 
deaths for the reporting period. 

‘‘(B) Reporting on annual targets across 
prevention, treatment, and care interven-
tions in partner countries, including— 

‘‘(i) a description of how those targets are 
designed to— 

‘‘(I) ensure that the annual increase in new 
patients on antiretroviral treatment exceeds 
the number of annual new HIV infections; 

‘‘(II) reduce the number of new HIV infec-
tions below the number of deaths among per-
sons infected with HIV; and 

‘‘(III) achieve an AIDS-free generation; 
‘‘(ii) national targets across prevention, 

treatment, and care that are— 
‘‘(I) established by partner countries; or 
‘‘(II) where such national partner country- 

developed targets are unavailable, a descrip-
tion of progress towards developing national 
partner country targets; and 

‘‘(iii) bilateral programmatic targets 
across prevention, treatment, and care, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(I) the number of adults and children to 
be directly supported on HIV treatment 
under United States-funded programs; 

‘‘(II) the number of adults and children to 
be otherwise supported on HIV treatment 
under United States-funded programs; and 

‘‘(III) other programmatic targets for ac-
tivities directly and otherwise supported by 
United States-funded programs. 

‘‘(C) A description, by partner country, of 
HIV/AIDS funding from all sources, includ-
ing funding levels from partner countries, 
other donors, and the private sector, as prac-
ticable. 

‘‘(D) A description of how United States- 
funded programs, in conjunction with the 
Global Fund, other donors, and partner coun-
tries, together set targets, measure progress, 
and achieve positive outcomes in partner 
countries. 

‘‘(E) An annual assessment of outcome in-
dicator development, dissemination, and per-
formance for programs supported under this 
section, including ongoing corrective actions 
to improve reporting. 

‘‘(F) A description and explanation of 
changes in related guidance or policies re-
lated to implementation of programs sup-
ported under this section. 

‘‘(G) An assessment and quantification of 
progress over the reporting period toward 
achieving the targets set forth in subpara-
graph (B), including— 

‘‘(i) the number, by partner country, of 
persons on HIV treatment, including specifi-
cally— 

‘‘(I) the number of adults and children on 
HIV treatment directly supported by United 
States-funded programs; and 

‘‘(II) the number of adults and children on 
HIV treatment otherwise supported by 
United States-funded programs; 

‘‘(ii) HIV treatment coverage rates by part-
ner country; 

‘‘(iii) the net increase in persons on HIV 
treatment by partner country; 

‘‘(iv) new infections of HIV by partner 
country; 

‘‘(v) the number of HIV infections averted; 
‘‘(vi) antiretroviral treatment program re-

tention rates by partner country, including— 

‘‘(I) performance against annual targets for 
program retention; and 

‘‘(II) the retention rate of persons on HIV 
treatment directly supported by United 
States-funded programs; and 

‘‘(vii) a description of supportive care. 
‘‘(H) A description of partner country and 

United States-funded HIV/AIDS prevention 
programs and policies, including— 

‘‘(i) an assessment by country of progress 
towards targets set forth in subparagraph 
(B), with a detailed description of the 
metrics used to assess— 

‘‘(I) programs to prevent mother to child 
transmission of HIV/AIDS, including cov-
erage rates; 

‘‘(II) programs to provide or promote vol-
untary medical male circumcision, including 
coverage rates; 

‘‘(III) programs for behavior-change; and 
‘‘(IV) other programmatic activities to 

prevent the transmission of HIV; 
‘‘(ii) antiretroviral treatment as preven-

tion; and 
‘‘(iii) a description of any new preventative 

interventions or methodologies. 
‘‘(I) A description of the goals, scope, and 

measurement of program efforts aimed at 
women and girls. 

‘‘(J) A description of the goals, scope, and 
measurement of program efforts aimed at or-
phans, vulnerable children, and youth. 

‘‘(K) A description of the indicators and 
milestones used to assess effective, strategic, 
and appropriately timed country ownership, 
including— 

‘‘(i) an explanation of the metrics used to 
determine whether the pace of any transi-
tion to such ownership is appropriate for 
that country, given that country’s level of 
readiness for such transition; 

‘‘(ii) an analysis of governmental and local 
nongovernmental capacity to sustain posi-
tive outcomes; 

‘‘(iii) a description of measures taken to 
improve partner country capacity to sustain 
positive outcomes where needed; and 

‘‘(iv) for countries undergoing a transition 
to greater country ownership, a description 
of strategies to assess and mitigate pro-
grammatic and financial risk and to ensure 
continued quality of care for essential serv-
ices. 

‘‘(L) A description, globally and by partner 
country, of specific efforts to achieve and 
incentivize greater programmatic and cost 
effectiveness, including— 

‘‘(i) progress toward establishing common 
economic metrics across prevention, care 
and treatment with partner countries and 
the Global Fund; 

‘‘(ii) average costs, by country and by core 
intervention; 

‘‘(iii) expenditure reporting in all program 
areas, supplemented with targeted analyses 
of the cost-effectiveness of specific interven-
tions; and 

‘‘(iv) import duties and internal taxes im-
posed on program commodities and services, 
by country. 

‘‘(M) A description of partnership frame-
work agreements with countries, and regions 
where applicable, including— 

‘‘(i) the objectives and structure of part-
nership framework agreements with coun-
tries, including— 

‘‘(I) how these agreements are aligned with 
national HIV/AIDS plans and public health 
strategies and commitments of such coun-
tries; and 

‘‘(II) how these agreements incorporate a 
role for civil society; and 

‘‘(ii) a description of what has been learned 
in advancing partnership framework agree-
ments with countries, and regions as applica-
ble, in terms of improved coordination and 
collaboration, definition of clear roles and 
responsibilities of participants and signers, 

and implications for how to further strength-
en these agreements with mutually account-
able measures of progress. 

‘‘(N) A description of efforts and activities 
to engage new partners, including faith- 
based, locally-based, and United States mi-
nority-serving institutions. 

‘‘(O) A definition and description of the dif-
ferentiation between directly and otherwise 
supported activities, including specific ef-
forts to clarify programmatic attribution 
and contribution, as well as timelines for 
dissemination and implementation. 

‘‘(P) A description, globally and by coun-
try, of specific efforts to address co-infec-
tions and co-morbidities of HIV/AIDS, in-
cluding— 

‘‘(i) the number and percent of people in 
HIV care or treatment who started tuber-
culosis treatment; and 

‘‘(ii) the number and percentage of eligible 
HIV positive patients starting isoniazid pre-
ventative therapy. 

‘‘(Q) A description of efforts by partner 
countries to train, employ, and retain health 
care workers, including efforts to address 
workforce shortages. 

‘‘(R) A description of program evaluations 
completed during the reporting period, in-
cluding whether all completed evaluations 
have been published on a publically available 
Internet website and whether any completed 
evaluations did not adhere to the common 
evaluation standards of practice published 
under paragraph (4). 

‘‘(4) COMMON EVALUATION STANDARDS.—Not 
later than February 1, 2014, the Global AIDS 
Coordinator shall publish on a publically 
available Internet website the common eval-
uation standards of practice referred to in 
paragraph (3)(R). 

‘‘(5) PARTNER COUNTRY DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘partner country’ 
means a country with a minimum United 
States Government investment of HIV/AIDS 
assistance of at least $5,000,000 in the prior 
fiscal year.’’. 
SEC. 6. ALLOCATION OF FUNDING. 

(a) ORPHANS AND VULNERABLE CHILDREN.— 
Section 403(b) of the United States Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 7673(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2013’’ and inserting ‘‘2018’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘amounts appropriated pur-
suant to the authorization of appropriations 
under section 401’’ and inserting ‘‘amounts 
appropriated or otherwise made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 104A of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2151b–2)’’. 

(b) FUNDING ALLOCATION.—Section 403(c) of 
the United States Leadership Against HIV/ 
AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Act of 2003 
(22 U.S.C. 7673(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2013’’ and inserting ‘‘2018’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘amounts appropriated for 
bilateral global HIV/AIDS assistance pursu-
ant to section 401’’ and inserting ‘‘amounts 
appropriated or otherwise made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 104A of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 
2151b–2)’’. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask that 
all of our Members have 5 legislative 
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days to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include any extraneous 
materials that they might wish to in-
clude on this resolution. 

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 in support of S. 

1545. They call this the PEPFAR Stew-
ardship and Oversight Act of 2013. 

It was just over a decade ago that 
AIDS threatened to decimate an entire 
generation of men and women and chil-
dren around the world, and particu-
larly in Africa. Without access to life-
saving treatment, there was then no 
incentive to get tested. Without test-
ing, it was impossible to detect and 
prevent new infections. 

In the hardest-hit countries, an esti-
mated 35 percent of the population was 
HIV positive, and life expectancy in 
those countries dropped to as low as 34 
years. 

The global AIDS pandemic was a 
massive humanitarian challenge, but it 
also threatened our economic and na-
tional security. The pandemic struck 
down men and women in their most 
productive years. The economies of 
emerging trade partners contracted. 
Socioeconomic conditions deteriorated. 

Tens of millions of orphaned chil-
dren, forced to fend for themselves, be-
came vulnerable to trafficking. They 
became vulnerable to criminality and 
recruitment by extremists. 

Infections among security forces in 
southern Africa was disturbingly high. 

It was against this backdrop that the 
United States mounted the most sig-
nificant effort of any nation to combat 
a single disease in history. Authorized 
by Congress in 2004, and reauthorized in 
2008, the President’s Emergency Plan 
For AIDS Relief, or PEPFAR, as we 
call it today, was a game-changer, and 
has since become among the most suc-
cessful U.S. foreign aid programs since 
the Marshall Plan. Like many of my 
colleagues, I have been to Africa and 
witnessed the saved lives. 

Today, nearly 10 million people re-
ceive treatment supported by 
PEPFAR. Thirteen countries have 
reached a tipping point in their AIDS 
epidemic, the point where the number 
of adults on treatment exceeds the 
number of new infections. So across Af-
rica, the new infections have declined 
by 33 percent. 

There is now hope that an AIDS-free 
generation may be within reach. We 
should be proud of that effort. But the 
United States cannot and should not do 
this alone. It is in our interest to en-
sure that our bilateral programs, our 
programs like PEPFAR, are com-
plemented by an effective, efficient, 
and accountable global fund to fight 
AIDS, malaria, and tuberculosis. 

The PEPFAR Stewardship and Over-
sight Act of 2013 provides a framework 
for the continuation of PEPFAR’s suc-
cess. Among other things, this legisla-

tion locks in important social values 
provisions mandated in the 2004 and 
2008 bills that could be jettisoned if we 
don’t move forward with this legisla-
tion. 

It improves transparency and report-
ing in a way that reflects the current 
direction of the program, and it ex-
tends limitations on U.S. participation 
in the Global Fund, including a 33 per-
cent limitation on U.S. contributions 
and a 20 percent withholding require-
ment linked to transparency and man-
agement reforms at the Global Fund. 

So this bill is time-sensitive. During 
the week of December 1, the Global 
Fund will convene a donors’ con-
ference. Without the 33 percent cap and 
20 percent withholding requirements 
firmly in place, which is what the bill 
does, the ability of the United States 
to leverage both our contributions and 
our reforms would be diminished. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this important, timely measure. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of S. 1545, the PEPFAR 
Stewardship and Oversight Act, and I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

I echo the words of my friend, the 
chairman. This important legislation, 
which passed the Senate by unanimous 
consent, reauthorizes key authorities 
that have helped the President’s Emer-
gency Plan For AIDS Relief, called 
PEPFAR, change the trajectory of the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic around the world. 

Before President Bush announced 
PEPFAR in his 2003 State of the Union 
address, and Congress passed author-
izing legislation in May of that year, 
HIV and AIDS were ravaging the con-
tinent of Africa. By then, more than 25 
million people had died from HIV/ 
AIDS, and 14 million children had been 
left as orphans. 

Another 42 million people were in-
fected and, though lifesaving treat-
ments had been developed, far too 
many people had no access to the medi-
cations necessary to save their lives. 
Therefore, PEPFAR became and re-
mains the largest commitment by any 
nation to combat a single disease inter-
nationally. 

Today, nearly 6 million people are re-
ceiving life-sustaining anti-retroviral 
treatment. 

Last year, more than 46 million peo-
ple received HIV testing and coun-
seling. Of these, more than 11 million 
were pregnant women, and, as a result 
of treatment, the one-millionth baby 
was born HIV-free this year. 

HIV/AIDS is no longer threatening to 
wipe out an entire generation on the 
continent of Africa. In fact, a sustained 
commitment by the United States to 
fighting this epidemic has made it pos-
sible for experts and researchers to 
talk about achieving an AIDS-free gen-
eration. 

PEPFAR is in the midst of an impor-
tant transition as countries take on 
greater ownership of their HIV/AIDS 

programs. At this critical juncture, the 
PEPFAR Stewardship and Oversight 
Act is an important demonstration of 
our ongoing, bipartisan support for the 
fight against HIV/AIDS. 

This legislation also contains critical 
provisions that will enable Congress to 
provide the oversight necessary to en-
sure PEPFAR continues to save mil-
lions of lives, while protecting our tax-
payers’ hard-earned money. 

The bill calls for continued coordina-
tion by the inspectors general for the 
State Department, Department of 
Health and Human Services, and the 
U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment in conducting audits and over-
sight of the PEPFAR program. 

It also requires a more robust annual 
report from the Office of the U.S. Glob-
al AIDS Coordinator, which will ensure 
better accountability. 

This legislation also extends key 
funding requirements for the treat-
ment and care portion of the program, 
as well as funding for orphans and vul-
nerable children. 

Historically, the United States con-
tribution to the Global Fund has been 
capped at 33 percent of total contribu-
tions. This cap has been an effective 
tool to leverage contributions from 
other countries, as well as to push for 
reforms, if necessary, within the Global 
Fund. 

However, when PEPFAR’s authoriza-
tion ended at the end of September, 
this 33 percent cap lapsed as well. I be-
lieve it is crucial that this 33 percent 
cap be reinstated going into the Global 
Fund replenishment conference, which 
will be held the first week of December 
here in Washington, and this legisla-
tion would accomplish this important 
policy objective. 

Mr. Speaker, by all accounts, 
PEPFAR has been an incredible suc-
cess and a program we should all be 
proud to be a part of. 

I would like to thank Ambassador 
Eric Goosby, the recently departed 
United States Global AIDS Coordi-
nator, for his hard work on behalf of 
PEPFAR and his lifelong dedication to 
those living with HIV/AIDS. 

I commend Chairman ROYCE, Rep-
resentative LEE, and Representative 
ROS-LEHTINEN, as well as Senator 
MENENDEZ and Senator CORKER, for 
their hard work on this legislation. It 
has been a pleasure working with all of 
them in such a bipartisan and bi-
cameral manner. 

I would like to thank the House lead-
ership for allowing this to come to the 
floor in a timely manner. Again, I 
think that Chairman ROYCE and I have 
shown that bipartisanship does exist in 
this Congress. It certainly exists on 
our Foreign Affairs Committee, and 
this is a product of that bipartisan 
comity. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

honor to yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE), who 
has been so instrumental in fighting 
for this legislation and other AIDS leg-
islation for so many years in the Con-
gress. 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, 
first, let me thank our ranking mem-
ber for yielding, but also, let me just 
thank you so much for your tremen-
dous leadership on this issue and on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee, and for 
your recognition and hard work in 
achieving and seeking to achieve an 
AIDS-free generation. 

I want to say it is a real pleasure to 
be with you today and to be back with 
you today, actually, with the com-
mittee that I served on for 8 years. So 
thank you, again, so much. 

Let me also thank the chair of the 
Foreign Affairs Committee, Chairman 
ROYCE, for ensuring that PEPFAR con-
tinues as a bipartisan effort, and for 
your commitment to an AIDS-free gen-
eration. I just want to thank you for 
that leadership because, oftentimes, we 
wonder if there is bipartisanship in this 
body. Well, I think today, once again, 
we can cite that when it comes to sav-
ing lives, PEPFAR is a clear example 
of how we work together to do just 
that. 

b 1645 

And, of course, I must thank my co-
chair on the Congressional HIV/AIDS 
Caucus, Congresswoman ILEANA ROS- 
LEHTINEN from Florida. I have to thank 
her for her work on HIV/AIDS initia-
tives, both international and domestic. 

I am very proud to have played a role 
in the creation of PEPFAR and am 
proud of the leadership of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus and our chair at 
that time, the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Congresswoman EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON. Even before the world knew 
about this program, Congresswoman 
JOHNSON knew the importance of Presi-
dential leadership and put this on the 
Congressional Black Caucus’ agenda 
during our very first meeting with 
President Bush. 

To quote from a 2002 letter to Presi-
dent Bush, the CBC called for an ‘‘ex-
panded U.S. initiative’’ to respond to 
the greatest plague in recorded history. 
And then following that, in President 
Bush’s 2003 State of the Union speech, 
he laid out what this important initia-
tive should look like and made a seri-
ous commitment to this effort. 

So over the last decade, we have 
worked closely with the late Chairman 
Hyde, Chairman Lantos, as well as Sen-
ator Kerry, the late Senator Jesse 
Helms, Senator Bill Frist, Congress-
man Jim Leach, Congressman 
MCDERMOTT, Congresswoman DONNA 
CHRISTENSEN, Leader PELOSI, and so 
many others. And I share this because 
I think it is important that society 
recognize that the history of this has 
been bipartisan because we kept our 
eye on the prize. We knew that we 
wanted to save lives and we wanted to 

see an AIDS-free generation, and so 
many people, so many Members of this 
body, so many outside organizations, 
and our staff have worked so hard to 
get us to this point. 

So now, a decade later, I am espe-
cially proud, once again, to be a co-
author of the bill before us today. As I 
said, this is a bipartisan compromise, 
and in the end, I think we have a very 
good bill. 

We agreed on the need to protect 
funding for HIV treatment and pro-
grams for orphans and vulnerable chil-
dren. We agreed on the need to preserve 
support and extend the expired 33 per-
cent cap on United States contribu-
tions to the Global Fund. This cap is a 
proven tool for leveraging donor fund-
ing and is especially important as the 
United States prepares to host the 
Fourth Replenishment Conference for 
the Global Fund next month. 

Our bill also updates the annual re-
port to better guide PEPFAR’s transi-
tion toward greater country ownership 
while enhancing oversight. And I am 
especially pleased that we included re-
porting requirements on efforts to en-
gage key stakeholders, including faith- 
based organizations and United States 
minority-serving institutions. 

I can tell you, as a member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, PEPFAR has 
transitioned from—and this is very im-
portant. And I want to thank Ranking 
Member ENGEL and Chairman ROYCE 
for helping us realize the need to tran-
sition from an emergency response to a 
means of supporting country leadership 
in their work towards an AIDS-free 
generation. So this bill will fundamen-
tally help continue to move our pro-
grams in that direction. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman. 

Ms. LEE of California. Thank you 
very much. 

I want to thank Ambassador Goosby 
for his tremendous leadership, who ac-
tually lives in my congressional dis-
trict in northern California, and also 
Dr. Mark Dybul, who now leads the 
Global Fund, and so many more. 

PEPFAR has supported nearly 6 mil-
lion people on lifesaving treatment, 
more than 11 million pregnant women 
who have received HIV testing and 
counseling, and 1 million babies born 
HIV-free this year. So this bill rep-
resents the real achievements that we 
can make when we put aside our dif-
ferences and work together to achieve 
an AIDS-free generation. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
great honor now to yield 1 minute to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), our Democratic leader who 
has, I think, done more than anyone 
else to fight for these things from al-
most the time that she came to Con-
gress. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for his 
kind words. 

It is just that I have been here such 
a long time, when I first came to Con-
gress, the mere mention of the word 
‘‘AIDS’’ on the floor was something I 
thought was the most natural thing to 
do but was something that some of my 
colleagues squirmed at. We have, in-
deed, come a long way from that time. 

So today is a proud day as Democrats 
and Republicans come together to ex-
tend and reauthorize our efforts to 
fight the global HIV/AIDS and infec-
tious diseases in the poorest countries 
around the world. 

I thank Chairman ROYCE and Rank-
ing Member ENGEL for working to-
gether to bring this important legisla-
tion to the floor today, and I thank 
Congresswoman BARBARA LEE for her 
unwavering leadership on these issues 
since day one that you came to the 
Congress. So many of our colleagues 
deserve recognition, and the gentle-
woman has acknowledged some of 
them. 

I will just add that this marks the 
10th anniversary of the historic Tom 
Lantos and Henry Hyde U.S. Global 
Leadership Against AIDS, Tuber-
culosis, and Malaria Act. This legisla-
tion has been the foundation of the 
U.S. initiative to provide sustained 
constructive leadership in the global 
fight against AIDS. 

The original PEPFAR authorizing 
legislation, followed by the excellent 
work of the Appropriations Committee 
over the last decade, has provided life-
saving antiretroviral treatment, care, 
and prevention for millions of people, 
especially focused on the most vulner-
able infants and children. 

I have traveled on this AIDS issue for 
a very long time in our country and 
abroad, and I have seen firsthand the 
difference that PEPFAR has made. I 
have been to clinics, as have my col-
leagues Mr. MCDERMOTT, Congress-
woman LEE, the head of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus Health Braintrust, 
Congresswoman CHRISTENSEN, as well 
as others who are here, and now newer 
Members, Messrs. HIMES and CICILLINE. 

What was wonderful about it was we 
went to places where people were so 
poor and so desperate, but they were 
not so desperate that they were with-
out hope. And PEPFAR gave them 
hope because, as they said, Originally 
we wouldn’t even want anybody to 
know that we had AIDS. Why would we 
even be tested for AIDS? People found 
out that we had AIDS, but why would 
we even come to a clinic? What hope 
did we have? 

Well, PEPFAR gave them hope. It 
gave them a path. 

So today we know—and Congress-
woman LEE mentioned some of the fig-
ures. Some bear repeating and some 
others I will mention: 

Treatment for over 5 million people; 
antiretroviral drugs for 750,000 preg-
nant women living with HIV to prevent 
mother-to-child transmission of HIV 
averted 230,000 infant HIV infections in 
2012 alone; HIV testing and counseling 
for almost 47 million people; and this 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:55 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K19NO7.072 H19NOPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7236 November 19, 2013 
year, the 1 millionth baby will be born 
HIV-free because of PEPFAR support. 
That means a child that might have 
been born HIV-infected. 

Congresswoman LEE mentioned that 
Dr. Goosby lives in her district. His 
parents and where he was raised is in 
my district. So we all take great pride 
in his work. 

Over the years, we have made tre-
mendous progress. First, with Presi-
dent Clinton, we increased the bilateral 
programs to fight HIV/AIDS, and we 
helped create, authorize, and fund the 
Global Fund. Then, under the leader-
ship of President Bush—and this has to 
be a source of great pride for President 
Bush and an important part of his leg-
acy—we established PEPFAR and pro-
vided the necessary funding to ramp up 
the emergency response to the crisis. 

And I might add my thanks to Bono 
for the role that he played in, again, 
ramping up the resources and making 
sure the public understood, as did those 
of us in elected office and especially in 
the executive branch, where maybe 
this was a newer issue to them, that we 
needed to have the resources to make 
this happen. So thank you to Bono. Not 
only did he help us with the loan for-
giveness to some of these same coun-
tries, but now to the alleviation of pov-
erty, the eradication of disease. That is 
part of his agenda. And he worked with 
us to enhance our efforts. 

President Obama has provided leader-
ship as well and has strengthened those 
efforts and has boosted our invest-
ments to put us on the brink of an 
AIDS-free generation. President Obama 
also is to be commended for lifting the 
travel ban on those with HIV, enabling 
the International AIDS Conference to 
return to the United States in 2012. 

I remember, as a brand-new Member 
attending the conference in 1987 when 
this ban was in existence, it was an em-
barrassment that scientists could not 
come here or people coming here with 
HIV/AIDS from whom we could learn 
and there could be scientific collabora-
tion. Well, that was not allowed be-
cause of the travel ban. So thank you, 
President Obama, for lifting it so that 
we could have a truly scientific, truly 
comprehensive conference in 2012 in the 
United States, very proudly. 

Today the Congress will pass legisla-
tion to extend our global AIDS invest-
ment. Even in these difficult fiscal 
times, we know that cutting back is a 
false economy that costs us more in 
the future. HIV/AIDS is still adapting, 
and so must we. It is a very resourceful 
virus. It just keeps finding ways, mu-
tating and finding ways, and we have 
to be more resourceful in our fight 
against it. 

I thank the authors of the legisla-
tion, to the chair and ranking minority 
member, for bringing the bill to the 
floor and adapting our policies to meet 
the continued challenges posed by 
AIDS, TB, malaria, and deadly diseases 
around the world. I am so pleased that 
we will probably have a unanimous 
vote on this important bill, and that is, 
indeed, an honor to be a part of. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE), a very 
valued member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee. 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I thank Chair-
man ROYCE, Ranking Member ENGEL, 
Leader PELOSI, and my colleague Con-
gresswoman LEE for their strong lead-
ership. 

Mr. Speaker, as a longtime advocate 
for a strong government response to 
the HIV/AIDS public health crisis in 
my home State of Rhode Island and 
now as a member of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, I rise today to 
strongly support the President’s Emer-
gency Plan for AIDS Relief reauthor-
ization. 

This year, we mark the 10th anniver-
sary of PEPFAR, which has always en-
joyed broad bipartisan support. First, 
in 2003, there was bipartisan support 
for addressing this public health emer-
gency; then, in 2008, in response to 
some progress, PEPFAR transitioned 
into a more sustainable program with 
greater country ownership. 

Over the past decade, PEPFAR has 
significantly expanded access to 
antiretroviral therapy for those suf-
fering from HIV and AIDS, which has 
led to a decrease in deaths from this 
devastating disease all around the 
world. We have made real progress be-
cause of PEPFAR, and we must remain 
vigilant and build upon this progress. 

The fight is not over. According to 
the World Health Organization, to 
date, almost 70 million people have 
been infected with the HIV virus, and 
about 35 million have died of AIDS. It 
is critical that the United States con-
tinue to be a leader in an increasingly 
international effort to eradicate this 
disease. 

Mr. Speaker, the role of the United 
States remains critical to combating 
the worldwide HIV/AIDS epidemic, and 
the PEPFAR Stewardship and Over-
sight Act is a necessary and common-
sense piece of legislation. This bill ex-
tends vital authority and strengthens 
oversight of the PEPFAR program. 
Most importantly, the bill would also 
extend the expired 33 percent limita-
tion on U.S. contributions to the Glob-
al Fund. This cap has proven to be an 
effective tool for leveraging funding 
from other donor countries. 

Just 30 years ago, we knew almost 
nothing about HIV and AIDS, and we 
were not able to treat those who were 
suffering from this disease. To have 
made such progress since then is re-
markable, and it is a real testament to 
what we can achieve when we work to-
gether in a bipartisan way. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
and to continue our efforts toward an 
AIDS-free generation which, for the 
first time, may be within our reach. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-

ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a classmate 
of mine. 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I as-
sociate myself with all the remarks of 
my friends. 

We have had a remarkable occur-
rence in my time in the Congress. This 
was once a death sentence. Today, we 
are on the verge of being able to 
produce an AIDS-free generation. 

Now, it is great and we are always 
excited when we do something new and 
big and exciting, but maintaining and 
pushing forward to finish the project is 
really where we are. This bill will pass 
without a vote against it, I am quite 
sure. But the real question is: What do 
we put in the budget? Because if we 
don’t maintain what is going on in the 
world today, we will lose. We will go 
backward. 

b 1700 
It is like we have built a dike and we 

are holding back the sea. But the fact 
is if we don’t have the drugs available 
when mothers deliver children and you 
do that intervention right at the ap-
propriate time, you will not prevent 
the children from getting it. You will 
not be able to give the long-term care 
to the mothers as they raise these chil-
dren. 

In my view, that is really where we 
are. 

This was the crowning achievement, 
I think, of the administration of 
George Bush. His starting this was a 
statement to the world that the United 
States cared about an epidemic that af-
fected the entire face of the universe. 
And we have done a good job. 

But I say this because I worry about 
the sequester. What does sequester 
mean to this? What will be the reduc-
tions? Because I am getting calls from 
my friends in South Africa, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe, Uganda, and Kenya, saying, 
How much money is there going to be 
next year? Will we be able to expand 
the program, keep it the same, or are 
we going to have to retrench? 

That is what the world is watching as 
we face this upcoming vote on the 
budget. 

I hope that we have as many votes 
for funding the program as we do for 
reauthorizing it here today in this bill. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
Virgin Islands, Dr. DONNA 
CHRISTENSEN. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. I thank my col-
league for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I, too, rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 3177, the 
PEPFAR Stewardship and Oversight 
Act of 2013. 

This year marks the 10th anniversary 
of PEPFAR, a program that has lit-
erally saved lives in Africa and other 
hard-hit nations around the globe. 
Thanks to PEPFAR, more than 5 mil-
lion people have received HIV/AIDS 
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treatments; more than 46 million have 
received confidential HIV testing and 
counseling. In 2012 alone, 750,000 preg-
nant women living with HIV received 
antiretroviral drugs to prevent trans-
mission to their babies. 

This bill builds on the enormous 
strides that PEPFAR has made in its 10 
years and bolsters oversight and re-
porting requirements. It also includes 
provisions that will expand inter-
national donor support, as well as con-
tinue to empower and enhance country 
ownership in health, thus promoting 
sustainability. 

Mr. Speaker, more than 100 organiza-
tions, most of which are on the front 
lines fighting this pandemic through-
out Asia, Africa, Middle East, the Car-
ibbean, and other highly affected coun-
tries, strongly support this bill. Our 
HBCUs, who have an important role to 
play, have also been advocates for it. 

I have visited PEPFAR programs in 
Africa and the Caribbean and seen 
their effectiveness firsthand. They save 
lives. 

As a physician who practiced for 
more than 20 years before coming here, 
I know what happens when individuals 
who are at great risk for HIV infection 
do not get accurate testing, education, 
and counseling, or when those who are 
infected do not receive antiretroviral 
drugs. The outcome is disastrous. 

As a Member representing a U.S. ter-
ritory in the Caribbean—the world’s 
second hardest hit region by HIV/ 
AIDS—I cannot stress more strongly 
how vitally important our passing the 
PEPFAR Stewardship and Oversight 
Act of 2013 is today. The lives of mil-
lions of individuals in our global com-
munity who are currently battling 
HIV/AIDS depend upon it. The health 
and wellness of millions more who are 
at risk for infection but currently HIV- 
free depend on it. 

We have not agreed on much that is 
health and health care-related as of 
late, but this is one bill that we can, 
and I am sure will, agree on. So I 
strongly urge all my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 3177. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, may I ask 
how much time is remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman for New York has 4 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
HIMES). 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I thank Mr. 
ENGEL for yielding. 

I would like to thank the chairman 
and the ranking member of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee for the bipartisan-
ship with which they led this bill and 
which I think we will accomplish some 
very good things tomorrow. 

The figures around this program 
speak for themselves: the millions of 
lives saved, the orphanages which are 
no longer full, the many pregnant 
women who will not transmit a deadly 
virus to their children. These things 
speak for themselves. 

Without question, PEPFAR and the 
Global Fund are two of the most effec-
tive foreign aid programs ever con-
ceived in this Chamber. But Americans 
might ask in good faith, Why spend 
money in places like Africa, Asia, and 
in the Caribbean when the needs are so 
intense right here at home? And the 
answer to that question could not be 
clearer. 

Africa and Asia, where PEPFAR and 
the Global Fund do the most good, are 
areas of great instability but of great 
promise, where countries like China 
are buying up commodities, are exert-
ing their influence, and are throwing 
their weight around. 

We have the opportunity through the 
continuation of programs such as 
PEPFAR and the Global Fund to win 
for generations the hearts and minds of 
people who will think back on Amer-
ican assistance as the reason that their 
family had continuity, as the reason 
that their country continued to de-
velop. 

So the question we are answering 
when we think about continuing these 
programs and our involvement and our 
taxpayer dollars should really be, Are 
we a country that offered the oppor-
tunity to continue to save lives? Will 
we do that? Do we want to save lives, 
if we can? Do we want to be known just 
for our economic and military 
strengths, or do we want to also be 
known as an unqualified force for good 
in this world? 

I would say that at this point in our 
history our ability to say that it is not 
just about economic and military 
power, but it is about a quality of 
mercy that we all cherish. And this is 
a wonderful opportunity for us to say 
who we are by supporting this legisla-
tion. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, we 
can celebrate PEPFAR’s 10 years of 
success in saving millions of lives by 
passing the bipartisan PEPFAR Stew-
ardship and Oversight Act. 

Nearly 6 million people are receiving 
life-sustaining anti-retroviral treat-
ments and providing care and support 
to more than 4.5 million orphans and 
vulnerable children. That is PEPFAR. 

This bill extends critical authorities 
and strengthens program oversight to 
ensure access to essential prevention 
and treatment services. Most impor-
tantly, this bill extends existing fund-
ing requirements for treatment of or-
phans and vulnerable children. 

We have brought to the world a tip-
ping point in the fight against AIDS, 
and I urge all my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on this very important bill. I 
thank my colleagues, like BARBARA 
LEE, who have supported and initiated 
this amazing help for saving millions 
of lives. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

In closing, let me just, again, say 
what I said at the outset. I want to 
thank Chairman ROYCE. I am really 
proud of this legislation. It is truly a 
bipartisan product. 

We are doing something really, really 
good here today. We are doing some-
thing that we can be proud of today. 
We are saving lives, and we are show-
ing once again that the United States 
is the most compassionate Nation on 
Earth. When all is said and done, isn’t 
this really one of the greatest things 
that we can do? 

So I urge my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to support this bill, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I do think 
Mr. Eliot Engel of New York should 
feel proud about this bill. He is the 
original author of the House-passed 
version. 

I would say that, in the interest of 
expediting this measure, we on the 
Foreign Affairs Committee worked, 
frankly, not only across party lines but 
across Chambers in order to draft legis-
lation that preserves congressional pre-
rogatives, that advances U.S. interests, 
and, as Eliot Engel said so succinctly, 
that saves lives. This bill does that. It 
achieves these objectives. We worked 
in tandem with the Senate on Mr. 
ENGEL’s original draft to get this done. 

This bill does not affect direct spend-
ing. It doesn’t affect revenues. It does 
not create new programs or include 
major new policy provisions. I want the 
Members to understand that. 

It is a streamlined, bipartisan meas-
ure that does extend critical PEPFAR 
authorities that expired, and it main-
tains the gains achieved through the 
2008 reauthorization process. 

Besides the leadership of Mr. ENGEL 
on this bill, I would like to recognize 
the work of Representatives Ros- 
Lehtinen and Lee to shape this meas-
ure, as well as efforts by our leadership 
to ensure that we do not miss this nar-
row window of opportunity to send this 
bill to the President’s desk without 
further delay. 

I would also share with our Members 
that it helps get us on a path towards 
graduating countries from assistance. 
It conditions and limits assistance to 
the Global Fund. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of S. 1545, the PEPFAR Stewardship 
and Oversight Act. Since its establishment in 
2003, the U.S. President’s Emergency Plan for 
AIDS Relief, known as PEPFAR, has become 
arguably the most effective global health pro-
gram that the U.S. government has ever ad-
ministered. Already, nearly 15 million AIDS 
victims have been served; let us not stop 
there. 

The HIV/AIDS epidemic threatened to elimi-
nate an entire generation in Africa. Economies 
were threatened and health care systems 
were wholly unequipped to handle the mag-
nitude of the epidemic. Through PEPFAR, the 
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U.S. government and its local partners pro-
vided diagnostic testing, administered 
antiretroviral treatment (ART), and expanded 
HIV/AIDS programs to lower the rate of trans-
mission. These efforts achieved significant 
success. This year the millionth HIV-free baby 
was born due to PEPFAR-supported preven-
tion of mother-to-child transmission. In 13 
countries, the rate of infection is below the in-
creasing rate of adults requiring treatment. 
Now we can finally work toward an AIDS-free 
generation. 

S. 1545 extends our commitment to 
PEPFAR and the U.N. Global Fund through 
2018. It maintains the 10 percent funding re-
quirement for orphans and vulnerable children, 
and at least 51 percent for treatment pro-
grams. This bill does not address the chang-
ing priorities in the second phase of PEPFAR, 
giving PEPFAR the bandwidth to strengthen 
health systems, explore public-private partner-
ships, and increase country ownership. 

Local partnership and ownership is essential 
to the sustainability of PEPFAR’s programs. 
This partnership has already begun; the ef-
fects can be seen in broader administration of 
medical services, though the parallel expan-
sion of social services for the HIV community 
has lagged. The continuation of the 33 percent 
funding cap for the U.N. Global Fund ensures 
local partnership to address such problems. 

One of the most notable changes to this 
legislation is its increase in oversight. I look 
forward to receiving the annual, joint oversight 
and auditing plans that will be developed by 
the Inspectors General of the Department of 
State, USAID, and HHS, thus increasing Con-
gressional oversight as well. It will include per- 
patient cost studies and analysis of the shift 
toward greater country ownership. PEPFAR is 
no longer a start-up program, and the over-
sight associated with its shift toward long-term 
sustainability must be adjusted accordingly. 

Yesterday, the Senate passed this bill with 
unanimous consent. It is our turn to do the 
same. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of S. 
1545, The President’s Emergency Plan for 
AIDS Relief Stewardship and Oversight Act 
(PEPFAR). Eleven years ago, as the Chair of 
the Congressional Black Caucus, I initiated 
PEPFAR talks with President George Bush to 
discuss the necessity of an international re-
sponse to the HIV/AIDS pandemic. President 
Bush helped make a $15 billion commitment 
to worldwide AIDS relief. 

Not only has PEPFAR driven down the cost 
of commodities, it has seen real success tar-
geting each country’s specific epidemic by co-
ordinating resources within numerous AIDS re-
sponses. 

PEPFAR is a vital emergency response and 
it has been able to transition to long-term sus-
tainability through country ownership. This bill 
not only strengthens all that PEPFAR has 
achieved, it extends critical oversight and au-
thority in order to continue its success. 

While PEPFAR has been a major accom-
plishment, we must continue to support its ef-
forts. The U.S. investment in the Global Fund 
is key to the success of PEPFAR. 

Our contributions have not only secured re-
sources but also helped to increase coverage 
of health services and saved millions of lives. 
I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of S. 
1545 and continue to support this critical pro-
gram. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WENSTRUP). The question is on the mo-

tion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, S. 
1545. 

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. 

f 

REPUBLICAN SOLUTIONS TO 
HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. MESSER) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today for an important Special Order— 
this time, to focus on Republican solu-
tions to our national health care crisis. 

The President’s health care law has 
hurt more people than it has helped. 
Taxes are going up, premiums are ris-
ing to unaffordable levels, workers’ 
hours are being cut, and people are los-
ing the plans they like. After more 
than $500 million spent, the Web site 
doesn’t even work. The truth is that, 
despite all these problems, the Amer-
ican people needed genuine health care 
reform before President Obama signed 
his signature law—and we still do. 

The American people deserve an al-
ternative to the failures of the Presi-
dent’s health care law, and we have 
one: The Affordable Health Care Re-
form Act. This important bill replaces 
the President’s health care law with 
patient-centered reforms that genu-
inely lower costs while keeping you in 
charge of your health care. 

I have a few colleagues with me here 
today to join in this conversation. I 
certainly would like to start by yield-
ing to Congressman BARTON. 

Thank you for your leadership on 
this important issue. 

Mr. BARTON. Thank you. I want to 
recognize your leadership on the Re-
publican Study Committee and the 
Health Task Force on preparing the 
legislation that you just referred to. 

I am the past chairman of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, the past 
ranking member of that committee; 
and when the Affordable Care Act came 
through the Congress, I was the senior 
Republican on the committee of juris-
diction. 

b 1715 
I don’t want to tell you and the 

American people that I told you so, but 
I told you so. We knew that this wasn’t 
going to work. 

For example, we had a hearing today 
about the Affordable Care Act in the 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee 
on Oversight and Investigations. It was 
focusing on the security of the Web site 
and on all of the problems and when 
the administration knew about those 
problems and what they did or didn’t 
do. In the course of that hearing, Con-
gressman CORY GARDNER of Colorado 
was asking the senior civil servant, Mr. 
Chao from CMS, some questions. 

The gentleman from CMS just kind 
of, off the cuff, said, You know that 60 
to 70 percent of the programs haven’t 
been developed yet. 

Congressman GARDNER followed up 
and said, What are you talking about? 

He said, All we are working on right 
now is the Web site to get people reg-
istered. We haven’t completed that por-
tion of the program about billing, that 
portion about accounting for treat-
ment, how we interact with the hos-
pitals and the patients and the doctors. 
Basically, 60 to 70 percent of the sys-
tem has not been programmed yet. 

Mr. MESSER. Unbelievable. 

Mr. BARTON. Can you imagine that, 
if we are having the horrendous prob-
lems we are having on just getting peo-
ple interacted with making choices of 
which kind of coverage they are going 
to choose, the problems you are going 
to have when you actually begin to 
have to use the system for real health 
care in January? 

So I and, I think, you and the other 
members of the Republican Study 
Committee task force on health, who 
helped prepare the legislation that you 
are talking about, are going to begin to 
push to delay the Affordable Care Act. 

I have a bill, H.R. 3348, that makes it 
voluntary the first year in that we are 
not going to impose the individual 
mandate on people. The President has 
already delayed the employer mandate 
for a year. My bill, H.R. 3348, would 
delay the individual mandate so that, 
as we work through all of the prob-
lems, people can choose to participate 
or can choose not to participate. 

I think it is becoming more apparent 
every day that the Affordable Care Act 
is like that shiny automobile that you 
see when you go into the showroom or 
go to the car lot. You see it, and the 
salesman says, Man, this thing is 
great. It gets 30 miles a gallon. It 
doesn’t use much oil. Everything is 
power steering, and it has air-condi-
tioning and a great stereo system. So 
you put down your down payment, and 
you take it out on the road. Son of a 
gun. The thing doesn’t go above 50. It 
burns oil like it is going out of style. 
The air-conditioning doesn’t work. The 
stereo system barely works. It is just a 
lemon. 

The Affordable Care Act is a lemon, 
and the American people and the 
Democrats on the other side of the 
aisle who voted for it are having buy-
er’s remorse. 

So what we need to do is to delay it 
or to repeal it or to at least make it 
voluntary. Then let’s look at some of 
these alternatives like the legislation 
that we put into play in which we give 
people real choices. It is a patient-cen-
tered, client-centered system. We allow 
insurance to be sold across State lines. 
We beef up affordable savings accounts, 
Health Savings Accounts. We do cover 
preexisting conditions, which I know 
you will talk about later on, but we do 
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it with a high-risk pool on a State-by- 
State basis. 

The Democrats have told us time 
after time in the general debate that 
you Republicans are against the Af-
fordable Care Act, but you don’t have 
an alternative. 

We have an alternative, and I think 
it is a good alternative. I am a sponsor 
of the legislation, and I am here to sup-
port you in this Special Order. As we 
go through and outline what is in it, I 
think the American people and the 
other Members of the House who are 
watching these proceedings—more and 
more of them—will say, We don’t like 
that lemon that we have. Maybe we 
ought to go back, and maybe we ought 
to start over. Maybe some of these 
ideas in the alternative we should take 
a serious look at. 

So I commend you for your work on 
the legislation, and I also commend 
you for leading this Special Order this 
evening. 

Mr. MESSER. Thank you. Once 
again, I appreciate the gentleman’s 
leadership. I appreciate your long-
standing leadership on this important 
issue and your longtime leadership in 
Texas as well. 

As you have said, nobody wants to 
say, ‘‘I told you so,’’ but, unfortu-
nately, what has unfolded in the most 
recent weeks and months is exactly 
what was predicted by folks on your 
committee and elsewhere because you 
could see from the beginning that the 
bill was fundamentally flawed and just 
didn’t work. 

I want to cite to this Chamber the 
number 701. According to the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, 
that is the number of Hoosiers who 
have successfully signed up for health 
insurance on the Affordable Care Act 
exchanges. Indiana isn’t alone. States 
across the country are experiencing 
dismal enrollment numbers. What is 
worse is that millions of Americans, in-
cluding 108,000 Hoosiers, are getting 
policy cancelation notices from their 
health insurance companies. These no-
tices are coming at a faster rate than 
people are able to sign up for the 
health care plans under the President’s 
health care bill. 

The President called a press con-
ference once again last week to an-
nounce to the American people that, if 
you like your health care plan, you can 
keep it. The problem is, no matter how 
many times the President makes that 
promise, the promise still isn’t true. 
Saying the promise over and over again 
doesn’t magically make it true. 

One of my constituents, Michael 
Sturgis of Greensburg, called to let me 
know that he received a cancelation 
letter from his insurance company. He 
was told his monthly premium was 
going to increase from $397 a month to 
$831 a month—an almost $500 increase 
per month. His $5,000 deductible will 
now go up to $7,300. So he is spending 
more money for a plan that gives him 
less. 

This is unacceptable, and it is cer-
tainly not affordable. That is why we 

need to pass the American Health Care 
Reform Act. It is so people like Mi-
chael and the millions of Americans 
like him all across this country can re-
main in charge of their own health 
care. 

Now I would like to yield to a col-
league of mine, another person who has 
shown great leadership on this impor-
tant issue and who is a close personal 
friend of mine as well, the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS). 

Mr. MEADOWS. I thank the gen-
tleman. I thank, more importantly, his 
heart on representing the people of the 
great State of Indiana and on the fact 
that he is concerned on a daily basis. 
We have had conversations a number of 
times on not only how this health care 
law is affecting families but, truly, on 
how we must find a way to work to-
gether in a bipartisan way to stop the 
harmful effects on those men and 
women whom we call neighbors, 
friends, and constituents. So I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Americans across the country are al-
ready feeling the impacts of 
ObamaCare, and many of them are 
fearful of what lies ahead. I know, in 
my State alone, we have had over 
473,000 people who have lost their 
health care coverage due to 
cancelations because of ObamaCare. 
They keep asking, What is coming 
next? What is the next thing? Whether 
it is a Web site that doesn’t work, 
whether it is the cancelation of poli-
cies, whether it is security concerns 
over the Web site that are existing, 
they are all concerned. 

I held a town hall meeting last night, 
and 85 percent of the callers’ questions 
were related to ObamaCare. I don’t 
think we have ever seen it so over-
whelmingly lopsided in terms of one 
issue. Yet it was all about families, and 
for me, it was the families of western 
North Carolina. 

I had veterans asking me, Does this 
mean that I am going to lose my 
health care coverage? Is TRICARE 
going to be sucked into ObamaCare? 
Even though we have had promises to 
the contrary, we know that there is a 
real move afoot to minimize and to 
bring it down. So our commitment to 
our veterans is one that has to stay 
strong, and we have to be committed to 
that. I know that you agree with me on 
that particular issue. 

There was a wife who was worried 
about how she and her husband were 
going to be able to afford the premiums 
because their premiums had tripled. 
They said, We just don’t know how we 
are going to be able to afford it. Then 
I had a business owner who employs, he 
said, between 26 and 28 people. He said, 
I am not sure how we are going to be 
able to continue to provide health care 
coverage as premiums escalate. It is all 
about trying to make sure that I keep 
them gainfully employed, and now I am 
having to try to figure out how we pay 
for these premiums that have in-
creased. 

These are real people. This is not pol-
itics. They have faces and names, and 
we have got to address it. 

People across the country have be-
come gravely concerned. A recent poll 
showed more than 58 percent of the 
people believe that ObamaCare is not 
ready for prime time. In spite of this 
overwhelming stress over ObamaCare, 
the one question I continue to hear is: 
What is your solution? 

Many of the Democrats have claimed 
that Republicans only want to repeal 
the law rather than to try to fix it, but 
I can tell you that that is not the case 
because, even in this Congress, Repub-
licans have offered over 102 bills to fix 
some of the problems with the Afford-
able Care Act while the Democrats 
have only offered 17 solutions. 

Now, last week, we passed one of 
those solutions, the Keep Your Health 
Plan Act, to make sure that if you like 
your health care plan that you can 
keep it, but much more needs to be 
done. The American Health Care Re-
form Act, which you were talking 
about, now has over 102 cosponsors. It 
is a comprehensive solution that was 
put forth by House Republicans to ad-
dress the serious problems that we 
have in our Nation’s health care sys-
tem. 

It is a multifaceted piece of legisla-
tion that provides an array of reforms 
and lower costs, which is something 
that the current bill really doesn’t do. 
We talk about affordable care, but it 
hasn’t really been lowering the costs. 
This is one that keeps it patient-cen-
tered and makes sure that health care 
is a decision between the doctor and 
the patient, not between the govern-
ment and the patient. It provides those 
tax reforms for families and compa-
nies, and it levels the playing field in 
providing for health care for all Ameri-
cans. It fully repeals the President’s 
health care law. It eliminates billions 
in taxes and thousands of pages of un-
workable regulations and mandates 
that we have already seen, and we are 
only now starting to find out what the 
implications are. It spurs competition 
to lower health care costs as we know 
that competition will do that. Yet it 
allows for the purchase of health insur-
ance across State lines, enabling small 
businesses to kind of pool together in 
order to lower those health care costs, 
but it is really about reforming what 
we are seeing. 

It reforms medical malpractice laws 
in a commonsense way that limits trial 
lawyers’ fees, but yet, at the same 
time, it does not diminish the protec-
tion for our patients if something were 
to go wrong. It expands Health Savings 
Accounts so that they can use pretax 
dollars to provide for their health care 
expenses. 

Ultimately, it is a safeguard. It safe-
guards us against those preexisting 
conditions. I know you have heard 
from your constituents, as I have from 
mine, that one of the good things about 
the Affordable Care Act is it makes 
sure those preexisting conditions are 
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covered. This does the same thing. It 
makes sure that they are protected. 
Yet, at the same time, it makes sure 
that those high-risk pools are extended 
and guaranteed that availability—a 
protection that many Americans de-
pend on and need. 

I just want to thank you for your 
leadership on this particular issue. I 
believe it is time we worked together 
in a bipartisan way to fix this problem 
piece of legislation. We have put forth 
a proposal, and I urge my colleagues 
across the aisle to join us. I thank you 
for your leadership in highlighting this 
this evening. 

Mr. MESSER. Thank you. I certainly 
appreciate the gentleman and his lead-
ership. I am sure you have been asked 
by many, both privately and publicly, 
the same thing that I have been asked, 
which is: Aren’t you just really rooting 
for ObamaCare to fail? 

b 1730 

The comment I make every time I 
am asked that question is, no, I am 
rooting for the millions of Americans 
who are now being harmed by this bill. 
All the moms and dads that are wor-
ried about whether they are going to 
have insurance that had it before. The 
people who were promised things, that 
they would suddenly magically have 
insurance, and now they are not get-
ting it. 

In the areas across the country where 
there were promises that rates would 
go down and now rates are going up, 
those folks now are caught at this 
point. I do think we have a responsi-
bility. You and I both know, anybody 
that has been following here, we were 
opposed to ObamaCare and led efforts, 
along with many others, to try to 
make sure that we didn’t have it. 

We also have always recognized that 
the status quo wasn’t acceptable in 
health care either. That while we had a 
lot of great things in our system—cer-
tainly some of the best health care 
treatment in the world—we had a pro-
gram that was unaffordable and rates 
were going up. 

We have free enterprise-based, pa-
tient center-based solutions that can 
make a difference. 

I appreciate your leadership and 
highlighting this. 

Mr. MEADOWS. You are absolutely 
right. I know that I have got physi-
cians in North Carolina that are look-
ing at retiring because of dealing with 
the bureaucracy of this new law. We 
have got hospitals who thought it was 
going to be a great advantage to them 
in covering those costs that are now 
looking and saying, well, the imple-
mentation of it is really—what we were 
promised and what we are getting may 
not be exactly the same. 

We need to make sure that we right 
this ship, that we do what is right. 

I am honored to be able to cosponsor 
this legislation with you and look for-
ward to your leadership, and I thank 
you. 

Mr. MESSER. Thank you very much. 

For months, the President has uni-
laterally enacted modifications, re-
peals, and delays to his own law, yet 
none of those so-called ‘‘fixes’’ have 
fixed this flawed law. Health care costs 
have continued to skyrocket. This is a 
huge burden on employers, individuals, 
and families. 

The American Health Care Reform 
Act will drive down the cost of health 
care through increased competition, in-
dividuals will be able to purchase 
health insurance across State lines 
and, as my colleague highlighted, busi-
nesses can pool together to get the 
same buying power as large corpora-
tions. 

Under the American Health Care Re-
form Act, families will have the flexi-
bility to pick the coverage that best 
fits their needs. When people are in 
charge of their own health care, they 
become better consumers, which will 
encourage competition in the health 
care market. Real savings will only 
happen when people, not Washington 
bureaucrats, are in charge of their own 
health care. 

Next up, I would like to highlight a 
real leader on this important issue of 
providing an alternative to the failed 
programs of the President’s health care 
law, my friend and colleague from Lou-
isiana, the chairman of the Republican 
Study Committee, Mr. SCALISE. Great 
to have you here. 

Mr. SCALISE. I want to thank my 
friend and colleague, Mr. MESSER from 
Indiana, for yielding and for your lead-
ership in talking about this here on the 
House floor. 

I think a lot of us over the last few 
years that this law has been on the 
books, while we have been pointing out 
all of the many problems that it is cre-
ating for families, we predicted, unfor-
tunately, we saw this coming. This 
‘‘train wreck,’’ as it was called by the 
lead sponsor in the Senate who 
rammed the bill through, he called it a 
train wreck recently because he finally 
acknowledged how devastating this 
would be. Of course, the President, we 
all remember that promise that was re-
peated time and time again: If you like 
what you have, you can keep it. Some-
thing we all embrace. 

Of course, I knew, you knew, so many 
of us knew, I think even the President 
knew, unfortunately, when he was 
making that promise time and time 
again for the last 3 years, that that 
promise could not be kept under the 
President’s health care law; just with 
all the mandates, all the unworkable 
taxes and mandates and these govern-
ment bureaucrats that come between 
patients and doctors and get in the 
middle of health care, and IRS agents 
coming with the hammer to enforce 
this law. 

We all knew. We saw that there 
would be no way people would be able 
to keep the health care that they liked. 
While we repeated it many times, it 
wasn’t real until recently when mil-
lions—millions—of families started 
getting cancelation notices, losing the 

good health care that they have today 
and enjoy. 

I have gotten letters from so many of 
my constituents. We reached out 
through social media with Facebook 
and Twitter and Share with Steve and 
asked for their stories. I remember 
Shaun from Covington who said, I am 
losing the good health care I have. 

I posed the question to Secretary 
Sebelius at a hearing. I said, here is a 
guy in my district, we are hearing this 
over and over again, he is losing his 
health care, what do you tell him? She 
said, well, just go in the marketplace. 
Of course this is the Web site that 
doesn’t work that spent over $500 mil-
lion of taxpayer money. Not one person 
has been held accountable, by the way, 
for that failure. 

As we point out all these failures, we 
also said there is a better way. We as 
conservatives stepped forward and said, 
we ought to put down on paper the 
things we stand for: market-driven, 
consumer-patient oriented health care 
reforms that actually lower costs, that 
will actually increase access. We put it 
together in a bill called the American 
Health Care Reform Act, H.R. 3121, a 
bill anybody can go look up and read. 
In fact, a bill that is less than 200 pages 
long with all the great reforms in it. Of 
course, comparing and contrasting that 
to the President’s health care law with 
over 2,700 pages, all these unworkable 
mandates. 

What the bill does is just basic com-
monsense reforms that should have 
been done years ago. We, of course, as 
you mentioned, allow people to buy 
across State lines. People in America, 
probably some of the best consumers in 
the world, with the Internet with so 
many options, people go online every 
day and find good products for their 
family. They don’t care where that 
product is from. If it is good for their 
family, they are going to buy it. 

With health care you really can’t do 
that. You don’t really have that oppor-
tunity. The health care law has taken 
those options away from families. So 
we say, let’s empower people again, 
let’s put patients back in charge of 
their health care decisions. 

I am from Louisiana. If I find a bet-
ter deal for my family in the State of 
Maryland, I can go buy that plan. I 
should be able to buy that plan. Right 
now I really can’t. Yet you do that 
with car insurance and so many other 
products. You are able to buy across 
State lines, and it gives you opportuni-
ties. 

We do so many other things to make 
sure people with preexisting conditions 
can’t be discriminated against, allow-
ing small businesses to pull together. 

Again, this is a bill that has been put 
together by conservatives in the House. 
In fact, a number of medical doctors, 
actual medical doctors, people with 
real world experience in health care, 
helped draft this bill and, ultimately, 
we brought it forward and we have over 
100 cosponsors. 

So I think the momentum is building 
as the President’s law just continues to 
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collapse and, frankly, the President’s 
credibility collapses with it. People I 
think are looking for that better way, 
and we have it with the American 
Health Care Reform Act. 

Again, I thank the gentleman from 
Indiana for his leadership, and I yield 
back. 

Mr. MESSER. I certainly appreciate 
the gentleman from Louisiana and his 
leadership. I know you were quoted 
over the weekend on FOX News by 
George Will describing the tragic cir-
cumstances that most Americans see 
themselves in, those that have lost 
their health care plan. I would like you 
to expand on that just a little bit, if 
you don’t mind. 

Mr. SCALISE. Sure. One of the 
things we have heard so much from 
this administration about health care 
as they have referred to people’s plans, 
good plans, they refer to many of them 
as ‘‘lousy’’ plans. I have been in hear-
ings where we have had Obama admin-
istration officials, in fact the President 
himself goes around chastising people 
and saying, you might be losing your 
plan, but it probably wasn’t that good 
of a plan anyway. 

Who is it for some Washington politi-
cian to tell somebody, and in Cov-
ington, Louisiana, as a constituent of 
mine, Shaun, said, who is it for the 
President to say that Shaun’s plan was 
lousy when Shaun liked his plan? The 
President’s promise was not, ‘‘If 
Barack Obama likes what you have, 
you can keep it.’’ The promise was, ‘‘If 
you like what you have, you can keep 
it.’’ No Washington politician or bu-
reaucrat or IRS agent should be able to 
take that away from you. 

Yet, as that was happening and they 
are berating people saying, your plan 
wasn’t that good, it was a lousy plan, I 
said it is kind of like a guy who burns 
down your house and then he shows up 
with an empty bucket of water and 
then he sits there and gives you a lec-
ture on how bad and lousy your house 
was before the fire. All you want is 
your house back. You didn’t want 
somebody to burn it down in the first 
place. 

People just want their good health 
care. They sure don’t want to be lec-
tured by some bureaucrat or politician 
in Washington saying, hey, your plan 
really wasn’t that good because I don’t 
think it was that good; when, in fact, 
the person back home is saying, I 
thought it was good, it was good for my 
family, my doctor can go see my kids, 
and I want to continue that relation-
ship with my doctor, and they are 
about to lose it. They are losing it with 
these Washington politicians who 
helped ram this bill through. 

That is why I think, as the Presi-
dent’s health care law collapses on all 
the weight of these unworkable man-
dates and taxes, we need to put up an 
alternative, and we have an alternative 
called a better way—the American 
Health Care Reform Act. 

We want to help bail those people out 
with a real bucket of water and a real 

relief sign that there is something that 
we are doing, not only to point out how 
bad the law is—they are seeing it play 
out every day—but also how we can ac-
tually fix the problems that are becom-
ing even worse because of this law. 

Mr. MESSER. Again, I thank the 
gentleman. Thank you for your leader-
ship. 

As we have talked about before, the 
American people needed health care re-
form before the disaster of ObamaCare 
rolled out. Obviously, we need it now 
more than ever given the failings of re-
cent days. H.R. 3121, the American 
Health Care Reform Act, is an answer. 

There are several principles upon 
which we should all be able to agree 
when it comes to genuine health care 
reform. 

First, patients should not be denied 
health insurance because of preexisting 
conditions. 

Second, any Federal policy changes 
must be designed to drive costs down, 
not up, as we have seen under the so- 
called Affordable Care Act. 

Third, you should be able to keep 
your health care plan if you like it. I 
agree with former President Bill Clin-
ton when he has said that, given that 
very clear promise that was made by 
President Obama on behalf of the Fed-
eral Government to the American peo-
ple, we need to pass legislation—we 
have already passed a bill in the 
House—but we need to pass legislation 
that makes sure that promise is kept. 

Fourth, we need commonsense med-
ical liability reform that puts an end 
to the expensive system of defensive 
medicine that we have now. 

Health care decisions should be left 
up to you and your doctor, not Wash-
ington bureaucrats. 

The American Health Care Reform 
Act is centered on these five principles. 

Frivolous lawsuits are driving up 
health care costs and forcing good doc-
tors out of the medical field. The 
American Health Care Reform Act im-
proves medical liability law. Frankly, 
Indiana has been a leader in this area 
because of leadership from former Gov-
ernor ‘‘Doc’’ Bowen, a physician back 
in the 1960s. The Indiana medical mal-
practice reform approach would be a 
great Federal model, and its principles 
from that plan is a part of H.R. 3121, 
which we are talking about today. 

We need improved medical liability 
law that allows doctors to continue 
practicing medicine without fear of ex-
cessive and unfair penalties. 

I also would like to talk to you a lit-
tle bit about the importance of medical 
savings accounts. Fellow Hoosier Pat 
Rooney is known as the ‘‘father of 
health savings accounts’’ from his 
work as the president and CEO of Gold-
en Rule. They were established in 2003 
while Pat Rooney was the chairman of 
the Golden Rule Insurance Company. 
Pat believed people should own their 
own health care. 

Health savings accounts have proven 
to be a useful tool for individuals and 
families while navigating the health 

care system. Our plan, H.R. 3121, ex-
pands health savings accounts and en-
hances their performance by increasing 
the cap on contributions and expanding 
the allowable uses of health savings ac-
count funds. This gives people more 
control over how they spend their 
health care dollars and allows them to 
invest pretax dollars toward their fu-
ture health care needs. 

Mr. Speaker, no one doubts that real 
reform is needed, but there are two dis-
tinct visions for the future of health 
care in our Nation. 

The President’s plan expands the 
Federal Government’s role in health 
care, raises taxes, and imposes unfair 
and unworkable mandates on the 
American people. Our plan, H.R. 3121, 
the American Health Care Reform Act, 
puts people in charge of their own 
health care. It encourages competition 
to lower costs and expand coverage. 

American families, businesses, and 
individuals deserve real solutions to 
the very serious problems that exist in 
health care in America today. The 
American Health Care Reform Act pro-
vides a path to true reform. 

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

f 

b 1745 

DEVASTATING TORNADO HITS 
ILLINOIS 

(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to talk about the devastating 
tornado that hit my region of Illinois 
this past Sunday. 

The tornado, which has been classi-
fied as an EF–4, hit speeds of up to 190 
miles per hour. The city of Pekin in my 
district was especially hard hit. More 
than 200 structures in this city of 35,000 
people were damaged, and 75 homes 
were left uninhabitable. Many people 
lost not only their homes, but all their 
possessions. 

To give just one personal story, Gary 
and Selena Cleer were in church on 
Sunday when the tornado hit. They 
took shelter with the rest of the con-
gregation in the hallway. Finally, 
when they were able to drive safely 
back home, they didn’t even recognize 
their house. Much of their roof was 
gone. Their garage had been torn away, 
and their battered car lay amid rubble. 

Illinoisans are generous and compas-
sionate people, as well as being resil-
ient and hard working. I have no doubt 
we will recover from the storm, but 
this type of disaster could happen any-
where. 

As we continue to debate the issues 
of the day, I call on all of us to keep in 
mind the people who have been hit 
hard by natural disasters. We owe it to 
them to be there for them in their time 
of need. 
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BUILDING INFRASTRUCTURE 

CREATES JOBS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you very much for this oppor-
tunity. At least once a week we come 
before the House to talk about jobs, 
that little four-letter word that is so 
important on everybody’s mind—can I 
get a job, will I have a job, what does 
it take to get a job in America. We still 
have far too high unemployment, and 
we still have a great need to ensure 
that our jobs produce the kinds of 
wages and opportunities that Ameri-
cans really want. They want to be able 
to buy a home, have a car, raise their 
families, provide the necessities, and 
see their kids get a great education and 
opportunity. 

We have a long way to go. We have 
come a long way, but we still have a 
long way to go. One of the critical 
ways that America can and must build 
jobs is build the infrastructure, to 
make sure that those foundations of 
the economy will grow, upon which cit-
ies will be built, those things that 
allow us to prosper, the critical invest-
ments. In this case, the physical in-
vestments are the issue that we are 
going to talk about today. 

We have an opportunity. Beginning 
tomorrow, a conference committee will 
be formed here in the Capitol made up 
of Senators, Republican and Democrat, 
and Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, both Republican and 
Democrat, sitting down together. Oh, 
yeah, together, actually at the same 
table, tomorrow morning, 9:30, to be-
ginning a conference committee on the 
Water Resources Reform and Develop-
ment Act, otherwise known as 
WRRDA. If you are around here long 
enough, you know what that means, 
but I guess the rest of the world really 
needs to know it is the Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act. 

And so 13 million jobs, 13 million jobs 
in America depend upon how well that 
conference committee does its work. 
The House of Representatives a few 
weeks back put out its version of the 
bill. The Senate did several months 
ago. Senator BARBARA BOXER from the 
State of California, my colleague, will 
be chairing that committee. We have 
work to do. We have the task of mak-
ing sure that 13 million American jobs 
that depend upon the Water Resources 
Reform and Development Act will be 
secure. It is a big one. 

So what is involved in the Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act? 
Well, how about this: 99 percent of 
America’s international trade travels 
through our ports and waterways. That 
is a big number. I suppose there is 
some 1 percent that travels on air-
planes, and those are probably very 
high-ticket, high-priced items. But if 
you are talking about the great, al-

most the entire, majority of America’s 
work, that goes through our ports and 
waterways. This is what the Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act 
is all about. It is about our ports, the 
great ports of America. It is about the 
waterways of America. It is about the 
locks and the dams on the rivers. 

Let me put this up for just a second. 
This is an interesting map. I don’t 
know if many Americans have really 
considered the map of the United 
States and the waters of the United 
States. Obviously, the coastline, we 
don’t have Alaska on this map, but it 
should be there also. The great coasts, 
the east coast, the gulf coast, the Pa-
cific coast, and of course on and around 
Alaska. That is not all. Each of these 
rivers also is a waterway upon which 
commerce flows; and tomorrow, with 
the conference committee for the 
WRRDA bill, we will be discussing how 
to make these rivers more attuned to 
the environment and to commerce. 

On the great Mississippi River, the 
Missouri, the Ohio, and the Illinois 
Rivers and all the way up into Wis-
consin, an enormous amount of Amer-
ica’s commerce flows along those riv-
ers. And joining me in just a moment 
will be Representative BILL ENYART 
from the State of Illinois, and he will 
be talking about some of these issues 
as they relate to that part of the world. 
But this great river system in the cen-
tral part of America is a major high-
way. There are interstate roads, to be 
sure, and there are local and county 
roads, but most of them feed into this 
great system that moves up and down 
the Mississippi River. The Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act 
is all about that. It is all about that 
commerce on that great river and 
about whether the locks and the levees 
that are on that river are adequate to 
meet the needs of commerce and the 
needs of public protection. 

For those of us on the west coast and 
the east coast and even into the gulf, it 
is about the ports. It is about the ports 
of America and whether those ports are 
adequate for the commerce that we 
need to have. So when you happen to 
go by a port and you see one of these 
tied up at the dock, you can think 
about the American economy and 
about 99 percent of the international 
trade that goes in and out of our ports. 
It is a big deal. It is a very, very big 
deal, and most of America’s ports are 
antiquated. The shoals, that is the mud 
and sand at the bottom of the ports, 
have been accreted, that is, built up 
over the last several years; and it needs 
constant dredging. And so part of what 
we will be dealing with at the WRRDA 
conference committee is the dredging 
of the ports and quite possibly the 
shore side, what is going on there. 

These are subjects that we will come 
to in the next few minutes as we talk 
more about how we can build jobs in 
America and simultaneously build the 
American economy by building the 
great infrastructure. 

One more issue I want to put up here 
before I call on Mr. ENYART is this one. 

You see all of these rivers here; they 
are critically important. They are 
critically important for commerce and 
trade and obviously water and agri-
culture and all the rest. But some-
times—virtually every year—they are 
also a major problem for America. 

This happens to be a picture of a 
levee break on the Sacramento River 
system. I happen to represent 200 miles 
of the Sacramento River. This break is 
all too common across America; and so 
the Water Resources Reform and De-
velopment Act, which will be up tomor-
row in the conference committee—it is 
not going to be finished but at least it 
will make some progress toward com-
pletion—will deal with the levees. 

The Army Corps of Engineers is the 
responsible Federal agency for the 
maintenance of the rivers, for the 
waters of America, whether they are in 
the rivers or along the shore. They are 
responsible for the ports, that is, for 
the maintenance of the ports, not the 
ports themselves. And in my district, 
the Army Corps of Engineers plays a 
major role in public safety because it is 
their responsibility to make sure that 
these levees are adequate to the chal-
lenge of a flood. When those levees are 
not adequate, great damage is done 
across America. It is approximately 
$22.3 billion of annual unspent Amer-
ican treasure that is still in the pock-
ets of America and the governments of 
America when these levees work. When 
they fail, it is a huge expense—floods, 
flood damage, and the like. 

I would like now to call on the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. ENYART) to 
share with us his view of the necessity 
for the Water Resources Reform and 
Development Act and the way it pro-
tects and helps his district. 

Mr. ENYART. I thank the gentleman 
from California for this time to speak 
about the importance of the Water Re-
sources Reform and Development Act. 

Mr. GARAMENDI was talking about 
the coast, the east coast and the west 
coast and the great coastlines of our 
Nation. I always like to tell folks out 
here that I represent the west coast of 
Illinois. I always get a strange look 
when I say that, and sometimes a 
chuckle. But I represent the western- 
most counties of Illinois, the river 
counties, reaching from Alton, Illinois, 
just north of St. Louis, all the way to 
Cairo, the very southern tip of Illinois. 
That piece of Illinois encompasses the 
great maritime highway that is the 
economic backbone of our inland agri-
culture industry, indeed, all of our in-
land industries. 

Just north of my district, the Illinois 
River, which transits from the Mis-
sissippi up to the Great Lakes, flows 
into the Mississippi. Directly across 
from my district, the Missouri River 
feeds into the Mississippi; and then as 
you go downstream, the Mississippi 
and the Ohio converge at the very 
southern tip at Cairo, Illinois. 

So we understand in southern Illinois 
the importance of these river systems. 
We understand the importance of port 
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authorities. Port authorities aren’t 
just limited to Los Angeles and New 
York and the east coast and the west 
coast or the gulf coast, but they are 
very important to our inland maritime 
industry also. 

Back when I served as the adjunct 
general or the commanding general of 
the Illinois National Guard, I had the 
unfortunate problem of dealing with 
floods on the Mississippi and on the 
Ohio. Back when I was a young officer, 
we had the terrible flood of 1993. We 
had the flood of 2008 and then the flood 
of 2011. And then just last winter, we 
had the terrible drought that wound up 
dropping the river levels in the Mis-
sissippi so low that it nearly stopped 
navigation on the river. So we need to 
work on this infrastructure for the 
three reasons that I ran for Congress. 
When I ran for Congress, I said I ran for 
jobs, jobs, and jobs. And that is what 
this is about. 

When the rivers started drying up 
and when that drought hit and those 
barges couldn’t transit the Mississippi 
and were having to go up and down the 
Mississippi with significantly lighter 
loads, it did several things to impact 
our economy. First, the barges couldn’t 
transport nearly as much corn or as 
much soybeans; and at one point, the 
world’s corn supply was down to less 
than 30 days, 30 days for the entire 
world. The world needed that corn from 
Illinois and from Iowa, the Dakotas 
and Missouri. That corn gets shipped 
on the Mississippi River and the Mis-
souri River. When that river was dry-
ing up, that corn didn’t flow. 

b 1800 

Coming upstream is the oil that goes 
into the refineries at Wood River, Illi-
nois, the steel that gets processed at 
the steel mills in Alton, Illinois, and 
Granite City, Illinois, and the fertilizer 
that goes on the fields throughout 
southern and central Illinois. 

There are several provisions in this 
bill that have passed through the Sen-
ate that we think need to be added to 
the House bill that would help those 
navigation requirements on the Mis-
sissippi River. 

Additionally, we have provisions in 
the bill that, as Mr. GARAMENDI talked 
about, would improve the levee system. 
The levee system is critical not only 
throughout my district, but, indeed, up 
and down the rivers because of the 
problems with flood insurance. I have 
families who have lived for generations 
in homes located near the Mississippi 
River and other contributory rivers 
who, because of the potential rise in 
flood insurance rates, will be unable to 
afford to pay the insurance and unable 
to sell their homes, to relocate as nec-
essary. We need to improve those lev-
ees. 

By the way, while we are improving 
those levees, what are we doing? We 
are putting people to work. 

This bill is supported by multiple 
groups throughout our Nation. It is 
truly a bipartisan bill. It passed the 

House 417–3 and the Senate by a vote of 
84–14. You can’t get much more bipar-
tisan than that. 

Let’s look at the supporters of this 
bill. Labor supports the bill because 
they understand the importance of 
these jobs, and they understand the im-
portance of maritime industry along 
that river. The Chamber of Commerce 
supports this bill. The National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers, the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau, the Illinois Farm 
Bureau all support this bill because it 
is important to all of those industries 
and to all of those jobs. It is not just 
the local economy of southern Illinois. 
It is the regional economy, the na-
tional economy, and, indeed, even the 
world economy. 

Remember when I was talking about 
when the world’s corn supply was down 
to less than 30 days. If we can’t ship 
corn from Illinois and Iowa and the 
Midwest and out to the world, we will 
have a very serious food problem. 

The bill provides provisions for the 
Corps of Engineers to maintain naviga-
tion on the river, to improve the navi-
gation aids that were virtually useless 
during the drought. Some of those 
navigation aids are simply lines paint-
ed on bridges. Those are navigation 
aids that date back to the 19th century, 
back to Mark Twain. Today I think we 
can do a little bit better than painting 
lines on bridge abutments to provide 
navigation aids for our maritime indus-
try. 

Additionally, the Corps, at this 
point, is restricted to working in the 
300-foot congressionally mandated 
channels. So 300 feet going down the 
river the barges transit through is the 
only place the Corps is allowed to 
work. This bill would give the Corps 
more authorities to work outside that 
channel to ensure that we have safe 
navigation for those barges filled with 
oil and with fertilizer and other indus-
trial materials. 

The bill would also provide for a 
Greater Mississippi River Basin ex-
treme weather management study. 
Today, we don’t understand how the 
river system operates, and we don’t 
treat it as a system. When you look at 
that map that Mr. GARAMENDI showed 
you of the river system, you see an en-
tire system. You see the Mississippi, 
the Ohio, the Missouri, the Illinois. 
Those aren’t separate entities. But 
today, in the law, we treat them as sep-
arate entities. The Missouri River is 
governed under completely different 
legislation than the Mississippi River 
is. And the Corps of Engineers, even if 
everybody agreed, couldn’t release 
water from those Missouri River dams 
down into the Mississippi River to help 
the navigation because they didn’t 
have the authorities to do so. That 
doesn’t make a whole lot of sense, and 
I think we need a commonsense solu-
tion to that: we treat the entire system 
as it is, indeed, a system. 

Another issue that we need to con-
sider is the locks and dams. Many of 
those locks and dams are 70 years old. 

They are in need of maintenance. They 
are in need of improvement. Those 
locks and dams, many of them are only 
600 feet, and for efficiencies they need 
to be 1,200 feet in order to get the barge 
tows through. That will do several 
things. It will help the economy by 
lessening shipping costs, by making 
the cost of transportation for that 
corn, for that fertilizer, for that oil 
that gets refined into gasoline, drop-
ping those transportation costs, mak-
ing it less expensive to process and to 
buy. 

It would also be good for the environ-
ment, because by using bigger tows, 
you are burning less fuel to ship the 
same amount of goods. Shipping by 
barge in the inland waterways is by far 
the most fuel efficient method of trans-
portation compared to either rail or 
trucking. 

Clearly, for all of those reasons, we 
need to get this bill passed. We need it 
for my three issues: jobs, job, and jobs, 
for southern Illinois, for the region, for 
the Nation. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very 
much. Sometimes I want to call you 
Congressman, and sometimes I want to 
call you General. Always we are going 
to say that you really know the Mis-
sissippi. You served there in the Na-
tional Guard, providing the protection 
to the people, and to have a very good 
sense of what is necessary in that part 
of Illinois and beyond. 

As you were talking about the issues 
of moving goods and services up and 
down the great Mississippi River sys-
tem—Ohio, Missouri, and the other riv-
ers—there is about $1.4 trillion of goods 
that move down that river into the 
other ports across America and is 
shipped out across the entire world. 
That is 30 million jobs. You were talk-
ing about that. 

You also raised a point that is very 
important, and that is that it is not 
just the ongoing jobs of the tugboats 
and the barges, the granaries and all of 
that, but it is also the job of building 
the infrastructure itself. The men and 
women that are going to get out there 
and put together the new docks, the 
new levee systems—all of those things 
require manpower. And we know that 
there is an enormous benefit. Every 
dollar that is invested in infrastructure 
returns well over $3 back into the econ-
omy immediately, to say nothing of 
the long-term benefit that comes of 
having that new lock system in place, 
more efficient, longer locks so, as you 
said, more of those barges than just 
one towline can work their way 
through the lock and not have to be 
broken up into smaller towlines. 

So there are a lot of issues in this 
piece of legislation. It is going to be an 
extremely important moment in mov-
ing the economy forward. This is the 
first time in 6 years. It has been 6 years 
since the Congress and the Senate got 
together to do a water resource reform 
and development program. Why? I 
guess we just couldn’t quite figure it 
out, but we have to do it this time. 
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There is a need for very serious re-

form in this system. We know that 
many of the projects that are under-
taken, that the Corps of Engineers is 
working on, are forever trying to get in 
line and get in place. 

We know that many projects simply 
are derelict; they never should be built. 
So the bill removes $12 billion of dere-
lict projects that should never be built 
and replaces them with new projects 
that are critically important. Some of 
those are the locks along the Mis-
sissippi and the Ohio system and some 
of the other dams that are out there. 

For me in California, we know that 
these projects are critically important. 
The city of Sacramento, Mr. ENYART, is 
one of the most flood-risk cities—in 
fact, it is No. 2 in flood risk; probably 
No. 1, now that New Orleans has had an 
opportunity to have its flood walls re-
built following the devastation of 
Katrina. Now it is Sacramento. It is a 
huge population in a very risky area, a 
population that I represent part of and 
share with Congresswoman MATSUI, the 
city of Sacramento. 

It is a little different than New Orle-
ans. When Katrina came through, it 
was flooded, to be sure, and terribly 
damaged. Many lives were lost. But the 
water was warm. In Sacramento, if the 
levees were to break on the American 
River or the Sacramento River system 
and flood that system, we are talking 
about very cold water, water that peo-
ple would not survive in for more than 
a few minutes because of the tempera-
ture and hypothermia. So we really 
need to build those levees. 

As I go into this task of being on the 
conference committee where I will 
serve as one of the representatives of 
the House of Representatives, I will be 
looking at those kinds of projects that 
are really about human life, the safety 
of my constituents and the safety of 
constituents all around this Nation 
where these levees need to be built to a 
high standard. Many of them need to 
be repaired in my district, the delta of 
California. Many of the levees are over 
100 years old and were never built to 
standards that would be applicable 
today. 

So we have work to do. We have lev-
ees to build. We have ports to build. We 
have channels to dredge. We have jobs 
that will be created when we pass this 
bill and adequately fund it. 

One other thing that is possible here 
is not only will we create jobs directly 
in building the ports, dredging the riv-
ers and channels, building the levees 
and repairing them—those are direct 
jobs. Not only will we do that. We will 
also have the long-term foundation, 
the investment necessary for future 
economic growth. We will also, if we do 
one more thing—and I hope to get this 
into the legislation. That is to make 
sure that there is a strong buy America 
provision. 

This is going to be American tax-
payer money that is going to be used 
for the steel in the locks, for the ce-
ment, for the pilings in the piers and 

probably the dredges that will be used 
for the channel. This is all American 
taxpayer money that will be used to 
buy and maintain that equipment. If it 
is American taxpayer money, then, by 
golly, you ought to be buying Amer-
ican goods. So buy American. Use our 
taxpayer money to build the rest of the 
manufacturing sector of America. 
Build our steel industry by buying 
American steel for the locks and for 
the piers and for the cement and for 
the other work that needs to be done. 
Make it in America. It is very simple. 
Use American taxpayer money to make 
it in America and to buy American 
goods. 

So I am going to be working very 
diligently on that conference com-
mittee to make sure that this buy 
America provision is strongly embed-
ded in the legislation. I know that if we 
are able to do that, we will not only 
improve our levees, dredge the chan-
nels, build the ports, but we will also 
have the opportunity to make Amer-
ican jobs in the manufacturing sector. 

Mr. ENYART, you may have some ad-
ditional thoughts that you would like 
to bring to our attention. If so, please 
have at it. 

Mr. ENYART. Thank you, Mr. 
GARAMENDI. Actually, I do. 

I would like to point out that the 
Democratic motion to instruct con-
ferees—as you pointed out, you serve 
on that conference committee—passed 
on November 14 with bipartisan sup-
port. That motion encouraged the con-
ferees to reauthorize an effective dam 
security program. 

The goal here is to reduce risks to 
people, to life and property from dam 
failure. With the age of some of these 
dams and the aging infrastructure in 
place, the potential loss of life and 
limb and property is astronomical. By 
putting money into maintenance now, 
we are saving not only lives and prop-
erty, but saving money downstream be-
cause we know that sooner or later, 
with the age of that infrastructure, 
that it is going to fail. That is one of 
the important things that the Demo-
cratic motion to instruct conferees did. 

Additionally, Mr. GARAMENDI, I 
signed the bipartisan letter to the 
House leadership of both parties re-
questing a speedy conference report. 
We need to move this conference re-
port. As you pointed out earlier, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, this has been waiting for 6 
years. We can’t afford to wait another 
6 years. So we need a speedy conference 
report between the Senate and between 
the House so that we can merge that 
legislation, add the items that we be-
lieve are on the House bill that need to 
be part of that Senate bill and vice 
versa so that we can begin bringing 
these jobs back to America and bring-
ing the use of these American products 
to our districts. 

That letter emphasized the impor-
tance of WRRDA, not only to the dis-
trict, but also the difficulties which it 
imposes on business and on labor and 
on the trades if this bill is not moved 
in a prompt manner. 

One of the other important aspects of 
the bill for my particular district—you 
were talking about the Sacramento 
River. But one of the particular parts 
of bill that we want to see added that 
has passed the Senate establishes the 
Metro East Flood Risk Management 
Program. What we are talking about 
there is the urban industrial area in 
southwestern Illinois across from St. 
Louis, running all the way from Alton, 
down through east St. Louis, south to 
Columbia, Illinois. 

b 1815 
It encompasses three counties, with a 

population of about 600,000 folks. So it 
is very significant. It includes oil refin-
eries, steel mills, chemical plants, resi-
dential areas, and many of the bridges, 
both rail and passenger car, that tran-
sit the Mississippi there. So it is crit-
ical that we get this taken care of. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, we also, Mr. 
ENYART, in California we have those 
same issues. Let me swap places with 
you. I want to put up one of the maps 
here of California. 

Mr. ENYART, you were talking about 
the central part of America. You cer-
tainly can see it here, as you were dis-
cussing the Mississippi River system 
and your area, up here in the Illinois 
area. 

In California, we think we are a real 
big State and we have got a lot of peo-
ple, and this legislation is extremely 
important for California. I am going to 
just point out some of the—San Fran-
cisco Bay, one of the great maritime 
bays in the world. We would argue 
there is none more beautiful nor more 
important than the San Francisco Bay. 

In and out of this Bay flows a vast 
amount of commerce to the Port of 
Oakland, and also up to the rivers, into 
the central part of California, through 
the delta on the Sacramento and the 
San Joaquin River, where trade now 
goes, international trade, to the Port 
of Sacramento and the Port of Stock-
ton. 

Very, very important because, like 
Illinois and the great Midwest, we have 
a vast agricultural economy here in 
the central valley of California, and a 
lot of that, particularly rice from my 
district, goes out of the Port of Stock-
ton and Sacramento. 

Both of those ports now have chan-
nels that are of insufficient depth to 
bring in the large ships, and so it be-
comes much more expensive. The issue 
you raised, Mr. ENYART, about the cost 
of shipping, if you have small ships 
that can’t carry a full cargo because of 
the depth of channel, it gets more ex-
pensive. 

So in this area, channel maintenance 
at the Port of Oakland, channel main-
tenance for the Ports of Sacramento 
and the like and, of course, up along 
the Contra Costa County area, where 
the refineries and the oil tankers come 
and go. 

As you move further south, we have 
got the ports, mostly fishing down here 
along the coast and, of course, Mon-
terey, which is famous, Pebble Beach 
and the Monterey Bay area. 
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Then you get down to Los Angeles, 

and the two great, great harbors of 
America, side by side, together form 
the largest harbor system in this Na-
tion, and you can argue whether it is 
the largest in the world, but it is sure-
ly big, the Port of Los Angeles, rep-
resented by Congresswoman HAHN, and 
the Port of Long Beach, side by side 
there in the Los Angeles area, Long 
Beach represented by Mr. LOWENTHAL. 

Those ports are really one of the 
major engines of international trade 
and economic growth, and of course, 
from those ports, those great cargos 
move in and out, all across America on 
the railways and highways. So we have 
that. 

Then of course you can get down here 
to San Diego, some other harbors along 
the way in Orange County, and then 
the harbor of San Diego, which is ex-
tremely important for the military. 
Any time you happen to get to San 
Diego, you will see the aircraft carriers 
there from the U.S. Navy and other 
critical equipment and ships of the 
U.S. Navy. All of that is important. 

Here in my district—I am going to 
put up another map, and this is where 
I really get involved. This is a map of, 
obviously, San Francisco Bay here, 
with the harbor of San Francisco, the 
Port of San Francisco, the Port of Oak-
land, Alameda in here and up along the 
Contra Costa coast. 

As you get into the delta, this is the 
largest inland delta, or the largest 
delta on the west coast of the Western 
Hemisphere, and one of the great in-
land deltas of the world. There are 
more than 1,000 miles of waterways 
here in this delta area. 

I represent about half of that area, 
the Sacramento River going up here 
and the San Joaquin River coming 
here, and then down into the great San 
Joaquin Valley. These areas are all 
protected by levees, and so the rivers 
are confined within those levees, and 
many of those levees, as I said a while 
ago, are more than 100 years old, and 
they need protection. 

The water system of California, 
water flowing from the north, across 
these, through these waterways that 
are channeled by the levees to the 
great pumps down here, delivering 
water to southern California and the 
San Joaquin Valley, depends upon 
these levees. 

This is part of the WRRDA bill, and 
so these levees and protecting the 
water system of California and the 
great agricultural enterprises of the 
delta are critically important, and the 
Water Resource Reform and Develop-
ment Act provides money for the main-
tenance and the continuing studies of 
these levees, as well as for many of the 
critical environmental habitats in the 
area. 

As you move up the Sacramento 
River, you will come to the great me-
tropolis of Sacramento, which I talked 
about, and here, the American River 
coming in with the Sacramento River. 
Right in this area is, arguably, the 

highest flood danger area in America, 
and there is a project right here in the 
Natomas area that is absolutely cru-
cial, crucial to life and limb. 

Then as you move on up in the rest of 
my district, going up 200 miles from 
here to here, you have Yuba City and 
Marysville, again, communities that 
have flooded in the past, with the loss 
of life, and those too are dependent 
upon the success of the WRRDA bill. 

Now, what we are going to do tomor-
row, and in the days ahead as we move 
through this conference committee— 
and my task, is to get the policy set. 
But the other side of it is the money. 
Where’s the money coming from? 

Well, the austerity budgets that have 
been such the prize of our Republican 
colleagues really have stripped money 
away from the projects that we have 
been talking about, stripped money 
away from the maintenance of the 
ports, the dredging of the channels, and 
the protection and enhancement of the 
levees. That money has been stripped 
away. 

So, with the first sequestration that 
took place about 8 months ago, $250 
million of money that the Corps of En-
gineers would have for the ports, for 
the channels, and for the levees, dis-
appeared. That was Sequestration 1. 

On January 15, Sequestration 2 hits, 
with another $90 billion hit, and we are 
not sure exactly how much the Corps of 
Engineers will lose, but they are going 
to lose a vast amount of money. 

So all of the talk, all of the energy 
that we are putting into writing the 
appropriate policies to reform, to im-
prove, to put programs in place for the 
American economy, aren’t going to 
happen. Well, many of them are not 
going to happen because of the aus-
terity budgets and the two sequestra-
tions. 

This is a critical problem, a critical 
problem, and I would reach out to my 
colleagues, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, and say, but there is money. 
There is money available, but we are 
not spending it in the right place. 

In the budget bill that passed the 
House of Representatives a few months 
ago, there was an increase in the au-
thorization well above what the Presi-
dent wanted to build and rebuild nu-
clear bombs, over $12 billion over the 
next decade, for just one life-extension 
program on a nuclear weapon, the B– 
61—$12 billion. 

Now, it can be argued, and I would 
argue this, that that was an extraor-
dinarily inappropriate place to spend 
money. We don’t need that bomb for 
deterrence, I don’t believe. The mili-
tary may argue that we do, but then 
they can never get enough of these 
things. 

My argument is, we need to spend the 
money where real danger exists, and 
that real danger exists on America’s 
rivers when these levees are not up to 
standard. When the levees protecting 
New Orleans were not up to standard, 
people died, billions upon billions were 
lost. 

When the levees in Sacramento are 
not up to standard, billions will be lost 
and people will die, and that is an im-
mediate threat. 

We have got plenty of other nuclear 
weapons for deterrence, but to spend 
$12 billion in a way that I believe would 
be better spent on things that protect 
real people in real-life situations—so 
we are making judgments here. First of 
all, we are making a judgment—well, I 
wouldn’t say either you or I, Mr. 
ENYART, are making this judgment, but 
our colleagues, particularly on the Re-
publican side, are making a judgment 
that they believe you can build the 
American economy with austerity; 
that is, to cut the Federal expendi-
tures. I disagree. 

There are critical investments that 
the Federal Government should and 
must make. This is not new. Often we 
hear the talk around here, the Found-
ing Fathers. 

Mr. ENYART, have you heard people 
talk about, well, the Founding Fathers 
would do thus and so? We hear it all 
the time. 

The Founding Fathers, let’s take 
Washington and Hamilton, shortly 
after he was inaugurated— 

Oh, by the way, Washington refused 
to be inaugurated in a suit made in 
England. He was inaugurated in a suit 
made in America. There was only one 
tailor at the time that would do that, 
but he did it. 

Then he told Hamilton, I want a pol-
icy to build the American manufac-
turing sector. Hamilton came back 
some days later, probably 2 or 3 
months, with a program, not 2,000 
pages, but probably a couple of hundred 
pages at the most, and he said: We 
need, in America, to do the following 
things: to build the American economy 
and the American manufacturing base. 

He said, one, we need to build ports. 
We need to build canals, and we need to 
protect American industry by using 
American taxpayer dollars to buy 
American-made goods. He said, beware 
of trade policies. 

Hamilton and Washington wanted 
trade policies that protected the Amer-
ican manufacturing sector and Amer-
ican agriculture. 

Interestingly, in the next few days, 
or in the next few weeks, we are going 
to have the question of trade policy be-
fore us here in the House of Represent-
atives, and it is likely to be the Trans- 
Pacific Trade Program. 

What is it? 
Well, they want to fast-track it, 

where not one person on this floor will 
be able to say, wait a minute; we ought 
to change this, or we ought to change 
that. So we ought to be paying atten-
tion to the Founding Fathers who said, 
watch trade policy. Protect American 
jobs. 

So as we go through all of this, in my 
district, we are going to have to have 
the money, American taxpayer money, 
plus a lot of local taxpayer money to 
protect the citizens in my district and 
the ports. 
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About $1.8 billion is collected at the 

ports to rebuild, to dredge, and to 
maintain the ports. About half that 
money is siphoned off for other 
projects. 

Beware of austerity budgets. No more 
sequestration. This Nation cannot af-
ford that terrible policy of sequestra-
tion because it will rip the heart out of 
the critical investments that America 
has to make. 

I have rambled on here for a little 
while and went off to some other 
things. Mr. ENYART, would you like to 
pick it up for a while? 

Mr. ENYART. Thank you, Mr. 
GARAMENDI. I appreciate that. 

You know, what we are really talk-
ing about here, Mr. GARAMENDI, it 
seems to me is, are we spending money, 
or are we investing in America? 

I like to tell folks at home that when 
that roof starts getting old on your 
house, and you know those shingles 
need to be replaced, do you want to re-
place those shingles? 

Do you want to put a new roof on 
that house before it starts to leak? 

Yes, you want to do that because you 
are going to save the money then of 
the damage that is going to be caused 
when this roof does start to leak. 

We are really talking about the same 
thing. We are talking about investing 
in America. We are talking about in-
vesting in our house, investing in our 
home, protecting that infrastructure, 
protecting that roof before it does 
begin to leak. 

It is interesting you were talking 
about how money gets siphoned off, 
and this bill does change that. This bill 
would increase—you know, we have a 
special fund that is supposed to go to 
the maintenance of harbors and of 
ports, and this bill would increase the 
investments in improving our Nation’s 
ports by increasing the percentage of 
the money that is collected each year 
through the Harbor Maintenance Trust 
Fund. 

b 1830 
As you pointed out, it is unfortunate, 

but half of the money that is collected 
to maintain harbors gets siphoned off 
and spent on other things. 

Now, I believe and you believe, we be-
lieve, and the folks who voted for this 
bill believe that we should spend that 
money for the purpose for which it is 
collected, and that is to maintain and 
improve our harbors and our ports. 

Now, you know, some of the Demo-
crats on the committee have said that 
the bill is a compromise. Some of the 
folks don’t like the fewer environ-
mental reviews. But, you know, we 
voted for it. We pushed it forward even 
though it was a compromise. And 
sometimes in this business, you have 
to give a little to get a little. And it is 
like I talk about at home. When you go 
buy that new pickup truck, the dealer 
wants one price, and you want another 
price, you have got to meet somewhere 
in the middle to get there. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. But ‘‘com-
promise’’ is not a dirty word in my 

lexicon. Compromise is absolutely nec-
essary. There are things in the bill that 
I would have written differently. In the 
conference committee, there are going 
to be differences between the House 
and the Senate in how we do. 

You have mentioned some of the 
issues. The environmental issues, some 
of them are controversial. But there is 
a major part of this bill to speed these 
projects forward and to hold the Corps 
of Engineers responsible for getting 
things done. Part of it is they have got 
3 years to do the initial study, and they 
have got $3 million to get that study 
done, and their feet are going to be 
held to that commitment to get these 
projects moving forward. So there is a 
lot of reform in here, in the bureauc-
racy of the way this system has 
worked. There is also a lot of reform in 
this on allowing the local partnerships. 

All of these programs are partner-
ships. They are partners with the local 
governments, ports, as you described 
earlier, local levee districts, and the 
like. Those partnerships, under present 
law, have a very difficult time to start 
a program early, to get it going with-
out the Corps’ permission. So what we 
have, we call it ‘‘crediting.’’ And that 
allows these local governments, local 
ports to begin a project. Eventually, 
there is a whole new process in here for 
selecting which projects will be done. 

By the way, we are not going to do 
earmarks. There are no earmarks in 
this legislation. No earmarks are al-
lowed in the future. But there is a 
process to prioritize projects across the 
Nation, and ultimately, Congress is 
taking back some of its power to set 
the priorities for the Nation. 

But that crediting that allows the 
local governments to get started, we 
are going to want to move that a little 
bit forward because in my district, be-
cause of the austerity budgets and the 
sequestration, many necessary projects 
are not allowed to move forward. But 
with a little tweaking of this language, 
which I will be working to get done, it 
will allow some of these projects to go 
forward. And the local share would 
then be counted if and when—if and 
when the Federal Government, the 
Corps of Engineers, actually decides to 
make that a national project. 

So this is going to be very important. 
It is probably important in your area, 
for some of the levees in your area that 
are maintained now by the local levee 
districts and flood protection districts. 

We spent a lot of time in the House 
and also in the Senate. We are going to 
have to work out some of the dif-
ferences, some of the compromises. Not 
so much Democratic and Republican, 
but some regional differences and some 
differences about how the system 
should work, so we will work on that. 

We have got about another 5, 7 min-
utes, so if you would like to wrap, and 
then I will wrap. And then I am going 
to do something that is not too com-
mon here. I am going to take this ball 
of some of this international trade and 
I am going to toss it to my Republican 

colleague, and we will let him bat it 
around for a while. 

Mr. ENYART. Wonderful. 
Well, you know, Mr. GARAMENDI, 

while you are working on that con-
ference committee, I would really ap-
preciate it if you could see fit to—and 
this goes back to the environmental 
piece a little bit. 

The Senate bill includes the Middle 
Mississippi River Environmental Pilot 
Program, which gives the Army Corps 
of Engineers authority to restore and 
protect fish and wildlife habitat along 
the Middle Mississippi River while they 
are undertaking navigation projects. 

Right now, they are just constrained 
working on navigation. Well, doesn’t it 
make a lot of sense, by the way, while 
you are working on navigation to also, 
when you can, improve the fish and the 
wildlife habitat. 

In southern Illinois, fishing is a big 
sport. We have a lot of tourists come 
in. Hunting, goose hunting is a big 
sport and deer hunting. And if you can 
improve that wildlife habitat, it is 
going to help the environment as well 
as help our tourist economy in south-
ern Illinois. 

Now, that was part of the bill that I 
introduced, but it got stripped out be-
fore it passed the House. But it did pass 
the Senate. So as part of your con-
ference, if you could help me out with 
that, I would really appreciate it. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, this is part 
of what we ought to be doing, and that 
is looking at these issues and maxi-
mizing the potential and the benefit 
that comes from a project. Let me give 
you another example of the same 
thing, and it is along the environ-
mental line. 

Right now the Corps of Engineers, 
while dredging in the San Francisco 
Bay area—let’s just say the Port of 
Oakland over here. When they dredge 
there, they have to use the cheapest 
way of disposing of the dredging mate-
rials, called spoils, mostly sand and 
clay. They take it out here to Alcatraz, 
and they dump it in Alcatraz, and the 
tide takes it out past the San Fran-
cisco Golden Gate. 

Well, we are saying, wait a minute. 
That is extremely valuable material to 
build habitat in areas that have been 
despoiled over the years. For example, 
down here in the southern part of the 
bay, these were great salt flats where 
the salt industry used the bay and 
evaporated the bay water to get salt. 
Well, those need to be restored. And it 
is quite possible that the material from 
the dredging could be used in that way 
or another habitat program, even up 
here into the delta. But it is not the 
cheapest. 

So we are looking at a little tweak 
here that would allow the Port of Oak-
land or the other ports in the San 
Francisco Bay area and, really, around 
the Nation to do an environmental 
project along with the dredging project 
very similar to what you are talking 
about on the Mississippi River. 

So I see common cause here. I see 
common cause where we can maximize 
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the total benefit for the Nation. It 
could be an additional cost that the 
port will have to pick up. Okay. But we 
get a twofer. We get environmental 
benefits as well as the economic bene-
fits to the port. 

Have you got any other things on 
your list? 

Mr. ENYART. I will just close out 
with saying, Mr. GARAMENDI, thank 
you for the time this evening. I think 
this has been a true team effort from 
manufacturers and business groups, 
labor unions, port authorities, and the 
Agriculture Committee. 

You know, I sit on the Agriculture 
Committee, and the ag community 
knows how critical this legislation is 
for Illinois. And Congress needs to get 
things done for the American people, 
and no job is more important than 
keeping our economy strong right here 
at home. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. General Enyart, 
Congressman ENYART, or Bill, thank 
you so very, very much. I really appre-
ciate working with you tonight on this 
critical issue, the fundamental invest-
ment. 

Let’s remember, this is not new. The 
Army Corps of Engineers has been 
around since the very earliest days of 
our democracy. The Army Corps has 
been responsible for the waterways of 
America, and the Water Resources Re-
form and Development Act is going to 
be an opportunity for America to real-
ly move its infrastructure, particularly 
the trade. 

Remember, just to review, we are 
talking 13 million jobs immediately de-
pend upon the Water Resources Reform 
and Development Act. We are talking 
about 99 percent of our trade travels 
through our ports and waterways, 
whether it is on the Mississippi, the 
Sacramento, the San Joaquin Rivers, 
or the great ports and the coastal part 
of America. It is critically important. 

And as we do these things, we have 
the opportunity to reach back into the 
history of America and remember what 
the Founding Fathers talked about 
way back in George Washington’s very 
early days: that these fundamental in-
vestments in what they called canals 
and ports and roads were critical to the 
growth of the United States at the 
very, very outset. George Washington 
and Alexander Hamilton also recog-
nized the importance of international 
trade and that we get those trade poli-
cies correct. 

So as we get ready to do the Water 
Resources Reform and Development 
Act, which is critical—and the con-
ference committee starts tomorrow, 
and I have the honor of being on that 
conference committee—we also think 
about the way in which the trade of 
America is dependent upon our work in 
getting sound policies in place. 

And it is also critically important in 
dealing with the issue of international 
trade agreements, whether it is the 
transpacific trade program or the new 
one that is being worked on with Eu-
rope, we have to protect our own jobs. 

We have to protect the American econ-
omy. And in doing so, we must carry 
out our constitutional responsibility 
given to us by the United States House 
of Representatives and the Senators. 
The Constitution says that it is the 
legislature, Congress and the Senate, 
that shall set trade policy, and that re-
quires that we have the opportunity to 
look at the details of every trade pol-
icy and not fast-track trash through 
the House. 

Joining me and taking up, as I wrap 
up my hour, is my colleague on the Re-
publican side. Why don’t you take my 
last couple of minutes, and then you 
can have your own half hour. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, first of 
all, let me thank the gentleman for 
yielding to me. I know it is a bit un-
usual when Democrats and Republicans 
come down and share portions of the 
time. I think it is actually what the 
American people want a little more of. 
We should do this more often. 

I am giving a talk in a few moments 
on health care. You and I will probably 
disagree to some fundamental philo-
sophical approaches to that, and that 
is fine. You are in one party; I am in 
another. You have your own inclina-
tions; I have my own inclinations and 
approaches. But to try to work con-
structively toward problem solving, I 
think it would behoove us all if we 
could figure out a better pathway to do 
that. 

And that is why I am grateful to you 
for just leaving me a few moments be-
cause as I was listening to your speech, 
you talked about something I didn’t 
know, that George Washington refused 
to wear a suit made in England and 
went back and said, Give me a manu-
facturing policy for this country. It 
was a very curious but good story to 
demonstrate a particular dynamic 
that, as you rightly pointed out, is part 
of our modern-day debate about how 
we do trade agreements in this fast- 
track authority. I think we have to be 
very, very cautious about this. 

Trade can have the potential benefit 
to raise all boats. It has to be fair. It 
has an element of free, but it also has 
to be enforceable. And there are other 
dynamics to trade other than just the 
economic benefit that should be meas-
ured, such as the human cost of pro-
duction in various societies. And we 
have glossed over those things in the 
past. 

So I just wanted to commend you and 
thank you for raising this issue of giv-
ing, basically, over our authority by 
saying, we will vote to deny our au-
thority to review the fullness of a trade 
agreement should one come through to 
us. I think that is a serious concern. So 
I want to commend the gentleman for 
raising the issue. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, thank you so 
very much. And I look forward to 
working with you on that issue. I know 
it is going to be coming. 

Well, we don’t know exactly when. 
But they are trying to wrap up. Our 
trade rep, our ambassador is trying to 

wrap this up and present it to us. And 
they are talking fast-track. And I am 
going, time-out, guys. Time-out. We 
need to review. We need to make sure 
that it is fair trade. Not just free trade, 
but fair trade—fair to the American 
worker, fair to the American manufac-
turer, farmer, and the like. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. If I could add 
something, I think we ought to call it 
‘‘smart’’ trade. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I like that word, 
too. Can we compromise on that? 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes, sounds 
good. 

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

f 

HEALTH CARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
DESANTIS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. FORTENBERRY) for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 
thank you for the time. 

I don’t have to tell you all that there 
is a debate raging in our country about 
the future of health care. I want to 
share, first of all, a story that I re-
ceived by email from Yvonne who lives 
in the town of Firth, Nebraska, right 
near me. She says this: 

We are a farming family of five in south-
east Nebraska and recently received notifi-
cation from Blue Cross/Blue Shield of Ne-
braska—an insurance company—that our in-
surance premiums are increasing from $578 
per month to $1,092 per month. That is $514 
more, resulting from the misnamed ‘‘Afford-
able Care Act.’’ 

Yvonne goes on and says: 
Even if I play with the numbers and drop 

our family income to be eligible for sub-
sidies, my family has never needed govern-
ment assistance in the past to pay for health 
insurance. Why should we need it now, other 
than Washington’s interference? Would you 
please tell me how I am supposed to find an 
extra $500 in my monthly budget to afford 
this new improved policy. 

Mark, who lives in Lincoln, says he is 
49. He said he had his insurance can-
celed, and he had a very good policy. 
And this is what he had to say: 

I had a $5,000 deductible policy; and after 
that, everything was covered. My policy was 
not a junk insurance policy. And it was can-
celed. 

b 1845 

Mr. Speaker, many Americans are 
awakening to sticker shock and are 
feeling, frankly, very betrayed by the 
earlier comments that if you like your 
health care plan, you can keep it. 
Clearly, there is a significant problem 
here. And what has happened? 

Well, Mr. Speaker, we need the right 
type of health care reform—health care 
that is actually going to reduce costs 
and improve outcomes while also pro-
tecting vulnerable persons. But what 
we have gotten instead through the 
new law is a shift of cost to more 
unsustainable spending by government, 
a shift of cost from one American to 
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another; and we also have a serious 
erosion of health care liberties. 

This is another email that I received 
from Joan. She talked about her son. 
She has maintained her son’s policy—a 
young man—in case of a catastrophic 
event so it would not be a burden to 
the hospital. 

She said: 
He does not make enough money to file 

taxes, but his premium goes from $85 to $220. 
So my son will no longer have insurance of 
any kind. My son’s new policy is required by 
law to include things he can never, ever 
use—maternity for a male and pediatric 
services for an adult. Please at least allow 
the insurance carriers to call this what it 
is—an insurance subsidy from my son to oth-
ers. 

This young man is 30 years old. I 
don’t know the circumstances of the 
family as to why they are providing a 
policy for their 30-year-old son, but 
clearly the family is trying to do the 
right thing and help one another; but 
they are being forced by escalating 
costs to reconsider the very idea of car-
rying health insurance themselves and 
doing the right thing. 

Mr. Speaker, when I was a much 
younger man in my twenties, I had an 
individual insurance policy that I 
bought. I thought it was the right 
thing to do. I didn’t want to impose the 
risk of my own health care needs—in 
case something went wrong—on the 
rest of society. And I bought this pol-
icy. It was a pretty big burden to carry 
for someone in their twenties. It was 
fairly expensive. So I decided to raise 
the deductible to $1,000 to basically 
help better manage the costs. 

Well, one day I had a very severe 
headache, and it just didn’t seem to go 
away; and as this went on, I decided it 
was necessary for me to seek medical 
attention. 

So thinking about it, I decided to 
simply bypass the family doctor, as-
suming that they would probably refer 
me to the ear, nose, and throat spe-
cialist. And so I made an appointment 
with the ENT doctor, probably saving 
myself about $50 by simply going to the 
specialist. 

When I got there, she examined me 
and they took an x-ray. Afterward, the 
doctor said, I really can’t tell from the 
x-ray what the problem is. I’m going to 
need to do a CAT scan. I interrupted 
her at that moment and injected in the 
conversation and said, Doctor, I under-
stand if you might be worried about li-
ability and there might be this test 
that is normal protocol for you to run. 
She interrupted me and said, Why are 
you saying this to me? I said, Because 
I need to know if you really need this 
test. I’m actually paying for it. 

Again, I had the $1,000 deductible. 
She said, Oh, let’s think about this. 

I’m only looking at your sinuses. So 
that means that we could probably ask 
one of the two entities in town with a 
CT scan machine if they will widen the 
cross-section and let’s see if they’ll 
give you a discount for doing that. 

So she asked her assistant to help. 
They called both places in town, found 

out the price, found out if they would 
lower the price based upon a wider 
cross-section for this test, and one of 
them did. And I don’t remember the 
exact amount, but I think it was $75. 

Mr. Speaker, I saved $75 by simply 
asking a simple question. The doctor 
got the test that she needed and the 
community resource was more properly 
allocated, all because I had the incen-
tive to watch the cost. 

This is one of the problems here that 
we have in the whole health care de-
bate. Because, again, the Affordable 
Care Act, sometimes called 
ObamaCare—and there are a lot of peo-
ple who want to move away from that 
expression ‘‘ObamaCare,’’ and I respect 
that, because it has always seemed to 
me to be a bit disrespectful toward the 
President, so let’s call it the Affordable 
Care Act. The Affordable Care Act 
shifts costs to more government spend-
ing and actually is moving costs from 
one individual to another. 

Now, how did we get here? 
Well, you remember in the Bush ad-

ministration the number that was 
being talked about was that there were 
50 million Americans who were unin-
sured. It has been a while now since I 
looked at that statistic. From memory, 
as I recall, that was actually an aggre-
gate statistic that reflected the num-
ber of people within a year who had 
some trouble accessing affordable, 
quality health insurance. It was not 
necessarily a snapshot in time. 

So the number might have been big-
ger than what was suggested, but it 
laid the ground work for where we are 
now. Of course, President Obama and 
the administration used that number 
as well; but when you parse the number 
down and look at Americans who were 
having problems accessing affordable, 
quality health insurance, whether be-
cause of preexisting condition or some 
other issue, that number may have 
come down to perhaps 10 million to 15 
million persons. 

Now that is a real problem. That is a 
lot of people who need help. And the 
right response is to engage in policy 
debate that will actually help them ac-
cess affordable, quality health insur-
ance; but we have done so by turning 
the entire health care system inside 
out. And it is creating havoc, sticker 
shock; and many Americans are feeling 
betrayed, particularly those who are 
buying their insurance in the open 
market, the individual market. 

Soon, many more will be receiving 
the price shock who have employer- 
based insurance because of a couple of 
factors. And what are those factors? 

First of all, in the new law what has 
happened is there is a shrinkage of the 
age ratio. It used to be six categories, 
as I recall—now it is three—by which 
you can price the product. That means 
younger people are actually subsidizing 
older people. You can have a debate 
about the merits of that, but that is 
one of the cost drivers. 

Secondly, there are all types of new 
mandated benefits. You heard it in the 

emails that I received. First of all, a 
very young man is having his insur-
ance rates skyrocket simply because he 
is a young male. In Nebraska, we have 
one of the highest rate increases for 
single males. It is second only to Ar-
kansas. It is 220-plus percent, as I re-
call. 

Why is that? We were somewhat a 
less regulated State, if you will. But 
what that created were market condi-
tions whereby a young person who was 
relatively healthy could get an afford-
able, quality health insurance policy 
that protected them from catastrophic 
incidents. If they were in an accident 
or an unfortunate disease happened to 
strike them, they were covered; but 
now it is pushing those policies to a 
level where people are questioning as 
to whether or not they can afford it. A 
policy designed to help people is hin-
dering those who have been doing the 
right thing from purchasing insurance. 

The mandated benefits issue: as the 
older gentleman writing me pointed 
out, I don’t need maternity services. 
Again, those were incorporated into 
the law. An inability to customize an 
insurance policy based upon one’s par-
ticular needs after us deciding what is 
a reasonable set of basic coverages that 
are necessary, which used to occur 
State by State. 

The third is no denials. Now, this one 
is a little bit more sensitive because, 
again, we do have Americans who are 
being held by this law and who had pre-
viously been either denied because of 
preexisting conditions or, for one rea-
son or another, were having problems 
accessing affordable, quality health in-
surance. 

So as we move forward into a debate 
as to how we are going to reform the 
system and perhaps get this right, it is 
necessary that we carry forward either 
this way or another way. It used to be 
the government’s subsidy of high-risk 
pools in which we allowed people to 
have access to more affordable insur-
ance. Either that way or the way 
whereby we all absorb the cost across 
insurance policies and that we take 
care of people who rightfully need ac-
cess. 

And so there are a few embedded poli-
cies in this Affordable Care Act that do 
make some sense. The first one was al-
lowing young people to stay on their 
parents’ policies a little bit longer— 
until the age of 26. I supported that be-
fore the Affordable Care Act made 
sense. It replenishes your insurance 
pool, helps enculturate the concept of 
buying insurance at a young age, and 
hopefully that carries forward into cre-
ating a more robust, dynamic market-
place. 

Second is, again, dealing appro-
priately with people who have pre-
existing conditions. There are a lot of 
ways to do that—either, again, by sub-
sidizing the market directly, since it 
was somewhat broken, or absorbing the 
cost across all insurance products. 

The third issue was removing insur-
ance caps for those who actually 
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bumped up to their total maximum 
benefit. 

I know of cases where families were 
struggling with a severe disease condi-
tion that would meet their insurance 
cap. The response was they simply had 
to leave their job and go find another 
job and get employer-based insurance 
to basically start the clock over. That 
doesn’t save the system any money. It 
just burdens the family. 

So those are three aspects of the cur-
rent health care bill that makes some 
sense, but we did not have to do so by 
turning the entire system inside out 
and harming disproportionately large 
numbers of Americans who have been 
doing the right thing: protecting them-
selves and not relying on society for 
the imputed costs of their own health 
care risk; who were trying in a market-
place to find the right product for 
themselves, but now who have lost ac-
cess to basic products like good cata-
strophic coverage, which will lower 
costs for younger people. That is a very 
strong disincentive for young people to 
actually enter the insurance market, 
and that needs to be corrected. 

I think it is also part of our responsi-
bility, for those of us who have said 
‘‘no’’ to the Affordable Care Act and 
who have said there are better ways to 
reform the health care system to start 
laying out some specifics. 

Well, one of the specifics should be 
that we all ought to try to agree that 
the health savings account idea is a 
way in which we form a hybrid model 
that actually benefits the marketplace, 
benefits individuals, and retains the 
robustness of what private market 
competition can give you. 

Let’s take, for instance, the case of 
the surgical procedure called LASIK. 
Now, I am not aware of insurance poli-
cies that regularly carry that proce-
dure whereby the eye is operated on to 
correct vision. Large numbers of Amer-
icans have been helped by this extraor-
dinary technological invention. And it 
appears to me from a cursory look at 
that market that prices have fallen, 
outcomes have improved, and the doc-
tors who do this surgery seem to do 
pretty well with basically no insurance 
involved. 

So let’s look at the health savings 
account model as a hybrid model 
whereby we retain the government sub-
sidy in a certain sense by allowing peo-
ple to set aside an account on a tax- 
free basis and they accumulate monies 
that go toward their first dollar of 
health care costs, taking better control 
over those first dollars that are ex-
pended. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I recently had a 
medical issue. I had a sore spot on my 
ear. I didn’t think much about it, but 
after about 3 weeks of it being there, I 
thought at my age maybe it is good to 
get that checked. 

So I went to the dermatologist, and 
he looked at it and he said, JEFF, I 
think this is 50–50 it may be a can-
cerous-type condition. I said, All right. 
He said, I’m going to put you on a med-

icine that we can go ahead and get 
started now while we wait for the bi-
opsy to come back. 

So I went to the pharmacist to get 
the medicine. My co-pay was $5. I am 
very grateful for that. It was very easy 
for me, and I am thankful I had the in-
surance to be able to do this. It was $5. 

I asked the pharmacist, How much 
does this medicine cost? He said, I 
don’t know. Let me check. He came 
back and said, It’s $500. I said, Well, 
this is Friday. I’m not sure on Monday 
if I’m going to need this medicine or 
not. It’s 50–50. Maybe we just ought to 
wait, And I chose to wait. 

So on Monday the doctor called back 
and said it was benign—not can-
cerous—nothing to worry about, and I 
didn’t have to take the medicine. 

Well, I had no incentive not to take 
the medicine. The doctor didn’t nec-
essarily think through the question 
with me. He didn’t have to because my 
co-pay was $5. Again, I am grateful for 
that. But the point being that $495 of 
waste would have occurred in the sys-
tem had I not simply asked a question, 
and I didn’t have an incentive to ask a 
question. I was simply trying to make 
sure that we weren’t imprudently using 
that much medicine when it may go to 
waste; and I am glad I turned it down. 

Again, that is the point. If you have 
your own health savings account, 
which is coupled with a catastrophic 
policy, two things are occurring at 
once: first of all, you are controlling 
your first dollar costs. You have a nor-
mal conversation with your doctor 
about ordinary health care. Is this the 
pathway we need to go? What are our 
alternatives? Who can provide those in 
town—maybe at a cheaper rate, with 
the same quality? 

For that, we need price transparency 
in medicine. It is an important part of 
market reform that needs to occur. But 
if something really goes wrong and you 
are on the hospital gurney getting 
rolled into an operating room, you 
shouldn’t have to pull off your mask 
and say, Can somebody give me the 
price of the anesthesia around here? 
That is not the point. That is different. 
That is a catastrophic condition. With 
catastrophic insurance, you should be 
protected from having to worry about 
those market dynamics. 

So I think this is a good hybrid 
model whereby, again, the government 
incents you to put a little bit of money 
aside in a tax-free account which, by 
the way, can accumulate over time. 
Most people don’t get sick in their life, 
and a lot of this money could grow to 
a substantial amount over time and ac-
tually be a supplement in retirement 
or a supplement to Medicare. We have 
got long-term cost problems in the 
Medicare program. 

b 1900 

So, again, it is thinking dynamically, 
creatively as to how we restructure 
health care and give improved opportu-
nities for a robust marketplace for 
health insurance that doesn’t just con-

solidate the marketplace into fewer 
and fewer companies. It has been sug-
gested that what is happening now is 
this is becoming like a utility system 
whereby there are going to be a few in-
surance carriers that work with hos-
pitals, and that is it. The government 
will have a role in setting certain 
rates, and that is it. So you lose the 
dynamic of the competitive model for 
the insurance market. We should pro-
tect people’s access. We should allow 
people to have access to affordable, 
quality insurance and not simply be de-
nied for preexisting conditions. There 
are a lot of ways to do that. If we do 
that, we can keep the market dynamic 
basis for controlling health care costs. 

We do this in all other areas of our 
lives, and it is normal to us. There is 
no reason that we have to put on blind-
ers when we are dealing with ordinary 
health care costs and simply submit to 
the system whatever they tell us to do. 
There is no reason for that. What we 
could see—again, if we inject this sort 
of competitive marketplace for ordi-
nary costs—is competition in the mar-
ketplace for ordinary processes and 
procedures in medicine, for drugs. Then 
you could see, like in the LASIK sur-
gery example, prices falling, innova-
tion occurring, and a health care sys-
tem making reasonable returns for its 
efforts. Right now, we have a health 
care system that is very, very fright-
ened. Doctors are very frightened of 
the next steps in terms of the evolving 
dynamic of the Affordable Care Act. 
You have many doctors who are saying 
they are not going to be able to afford 
to take on any more Medicare patients. 
You already have this problem in Med-
icaid. So you want a robust, dynamic 
market in which people are innovating, 
in which costs are falling, and in which 
health care outcomes are improving. 

Health Savings Accounts give people 
the opportunity to control that first- 
dollar cost, but if they are really sick 
or have an accident, they are protected 
and don’t have to worry about those 
costs. That makes a lot of sense to me, 
Mr. Speaker. In the Affordable Care 
Act, unfortunately, though, what we 
have is a dampening of the market-
place for the Health Savings Account 
idea. It ought to be exactly the oppo-
site. Now, there is a reasonable argu-
ment that some have made that this is 
not appropriate for people who are 
older, who have increasing health care 
costs, and who don’t have the time to 
set enough money aside to meet their 
normal, ordinary expenses—fair 
enough—but it is an important model 
that we should be eagerly embracing 
for the young generation so that they 
can have affordable, quality cata-
strophic insurance, so that they have 
incentive to move into the market, and 
so that the market responds to their 
questions as to: 

Why does this cost this much? Who is 
providing the best service? Does this 
really make sense? 

With our simply trying with the di-
minished marketplace and with a lack 
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of incentive to actually watch those 
first-dollar costs that the Health Sav-
ings Account gives us, then there are 
not really those incentives to, again, 
force transparency and to ask simple 
questions as to how you best manage 
the resources that you have in partner-
ship with the medical community, like 
I did when I was trying to reduce my 
own costs for that CAT scan. The doc-
tor very willingly accommodated my 
request, and that community resource 
was better allocated. 

To me, that is a commonsense solu-
tion that we all ought to be embracing. 
Instead, what we have now is a huge 
shift of cost to more unsustainable 
government spending and to many 
Americans being disproportionately 
hurt because of skyrocketing pre-
miums or because they are losing the 
health care that they were promised 
they could keep. Now, that is simply 
not fair. There is a better way to fix 
this system. 

In the last few weeks, because of the 
problematic rollout of the marketplace 
Web site—the ‘‘exchange’’ as it is 
called—it has brought more and more 
attention to this issue. It is my hope, 
Mr. Speaker, that we just don’t get 
into finger-pointing and ‘‘we told you 
so,’’ for those of us who are against 
this, but that we actually sit down and 
try to construct something that is 
much more reasonable and fruitful for 
the entire system. 

Mr. Speaker, the formal definition of 
a ‘‘law’’ is: an ordinance of reason 
given by those in authority for the 
common good. You have a real ques-
tion here as to the reasonableness of 
this law, because it is so unfairly and 
disproportionately hurting a lot of peo-
ple, and whether that meets the defini-
tion of its being for the common good. 

As I suggested, there are aspects of 
the current law that we can retain— 
keeping young people on insurance 
longer, removing the caps on insur-
ance, and protecting people who have 
preexisting conditions. Those should be 
retained, I feel; but as we move forward 
with a robust debate, we ought to keep 
in mind: let’s do everything—let’s do 
all we can—to give America a better 
path forward, the path that they de-
serve, so that any health care reform 
meets the true definition of a truly 
just law in that it promotes the com-
mon good, which means society’s well- 
being. 

What does that common good look 
like? 

It is a vibrant marketplace for af-
fordable, quality insurance. Persons 
who have had a condition shouldn’t be 
denied. There should be a dynamic by 
which the person controls his first-dol-
lar cost because he owns those dollars, 
and he is protected, if something really 
goes wrong, through catastrophic poli-
cies. 

That shift to the health care para-
digm could lend itself to the right type 
of reform for the next generation for 
Medicare, for instance. If you have had 
a huge savings account accumulate 

over time because you are not one of 
the unfortunate—you are one of the 
majority of people who, fortunately, 
does not get stricken by something se-
rious over your lifetime—then you will 
be able to potentially use that money 
for your own well-being and retirement 
or as a further supplement to the Medi-
care program. 

This is what is called ‘‘thinking out-
side the box.’’ Let’s think dynamically 
as to how these programs can mutually 
reinforce one another—the current 
health care reform and our important 
health safety nets in retirement. That 
is what we ought to be thinking about. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I just submit these 
comments this evening because I think 
it is important to try to unpack what 
has gone wrong and why and to frame 
the debate in a manner that is actually 
constructive so that America gets the 
type of health care reform that we de-
serve—a robust health care system 
that leads the world, that improves 
health care outcomes while reducing 
costs, and that also protects vulnerable 
persons. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania (at 
the request of Mr. CANTOR) for after 
1:30 p.m. today on account of official 
business. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
November 20, 2013, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3727. A letter from the Secretary, Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major’’ final rule 
— Enhancing Protections Afforded Cus-
tomers and Customer Funds Held by Futures 
Commission Merchants and Derivatives 
Clearing Organizations (RIN: 3038-AD88) re-
ceived November 18, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

3728. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Farm Loan Programs; Clarification 
and Improvement (RIN: 0560-AI14) received 
November 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

3729. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Irish Po-
tatoes Grown in Washington; Decreased As-
sessment Rate [Doc. No.: AMS-FV-13-0010; 

FV13-946-1 FIR] received November 14, 2013, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

3730. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Federal Agricultural Mortgage Cor-
poration Funding and Fiscal Affairs; Farmer 
Mac Capital Planning (RIN: 3052-AC80) re-
ceived November 12, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

3731. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting ac-
count balance in the Defense Cooperation 
Account as of September 30, 2013; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

3732. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Public Housing Capital Fund Pro-
gram [Docket No.: FR-5236-F-02] (RIN: 2577- 
AC50) received October 30, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

3733. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to China Southern Airlines Co. Ltd. (China 
Southern) of Guangzhou, China; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

3734. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Korean Air Lines Co., Ltd. (KAL) of Seoul, 
South Korea; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3735. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Bulgaria pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of the 
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

3736. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Minsheng Financial Leasing Co., Ltd. of 
Tianjin, China; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

3737. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Australia pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3738. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Removal of 
References to Credit Ratings in Certain Reg-
ulations Governing the Federal Home Loan 
Banks (RIN: 2590-AA40) received November 7, 
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

3739. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Special Education and Reha-
bilitative Services, Department of Edu-
cation, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Final Priority. Rehabilitation Train-
ing: Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Pro-
gram—Vocational Rehabilitation Counseling 
[CFDA Number: 84.129B] received November 
12, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

3740. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s final rule — 
Benefits Payable in Terminated Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Interest Assumptions for Pay-
ing Benefits received November 7, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

3741. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the second biennial report con-
cerning the Food Emergency Response Net-
work mandated by the FDA Food Safety 
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Modernization Act (FSMA); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3742. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Addition of ortho-Nitrotol-
uene; Community Right-to-Know Toxic 
Chemical Release Reporting [EPA-HQ-TRI- 
2012-0111; FRL-9902-12-OEI] (RIN: 2025-AA35) 
received November 1, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

3743. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Ohio: 
Bellefontaine; Determination of Attainment 
for the 2008 Lead Standard [EPA-R05-OAR- 
2012-0779; FRL-9902-33-Region 5] received No-
vember 1, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3744. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Extension of Deadline for 
Action on the Section 126 Petition from 
Eliot, Maine [EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0671; FRL- 
9902-55-OAR] received November 1, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3745. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Significant New Use Rules 
on Certain Chemical Substances; Removal of 
Significant New Use Rules [EPA-HQ-OPPT- 
2013-0399; FRL-9902-16] (RIN: 2070-AB27) re-
ceived November 1, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3746. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Spirotetramat; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0107; FRL- 
9399-4] received November 1, 2013, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

3747. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule — Creation of a Low Power Radio Serv-
ice; Amendment of Service and Eligibility 
Rules for FM Broadcast Translator Stations 
[MM Docket No.: 99-25] [MB Docket No.: 07- 
172] [RM 11338] received November 12, 2013, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

3748. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Amendments to Material Con-
trol and Accounting Regulations [NRC-2009- 
0096] (RIN: 3150-AI61) received November 12, 
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3749. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Revisions to Radiation Protec-
tion [NRC-2012-0268] received November 7, 
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3750. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final rule — Qualification Tests for Safety- 
Related Actuators in Nuclear Power Plants; 
Regulatory Guide 1.73, Revision 1 received 
November 7, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

3751. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting a re-
port that the Department intends to utilize 
a contribution to the Cooperative Threat Re-

duction (CTR) Program from the Foreign Of-
fice of the Federal Republic of Germany; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3752. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting a report prepared by the 
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day 
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3753. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National 
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a 
six-month periodic report on the national 
emergency with respect to Syria that was 
declared in Executive Order 13338 of May 11, 
2004; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

3754. A letter from the Chief, Administra-
tive Law Division, Central Intelligence 
Agency, transmitting a report pursuant to 
the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

3755. A letter from the Archivist, National 
Archives, transmitting a draft bill entitled, 
‘‘Federal Register Modernization Act’’; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

3756. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s semi-annual report on 
the activities of the Inspector General for 
April 1, 2013 through September 30, 2013, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act), sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

3757. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Northeast Multispe-
cies Fishery; Trip Limit Adjustments for the 
Common Pool Fishery [Docket No.: 120109034- 
2171-01] (RIN: 0648-XC823) received November 
14, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

3758. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Northeast 
Multispecies Fishery; Framework Adjust-
ment 48, Framework Adjustment 50; 2013 
Sector Operations Plans, Contracts, and Al-
location Annual Catch Entitlements [Docket 
No.: 120814336-3739-04] (RINs: 0648-BC27, 0648- 
BC97, and 0648-XC240) received September 26, 
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

3759. A letter from the Register of Copy-
rights and Director, Copyright Office, trans-
mitting a schedule of proposed new copy-
right fees and the accompanying analysis; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3760. A letter from the Attorney General, 
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s decision not to appeal the deci-
sion of the district court in the case of Free 
Speech Coalition v. Holder, No. 09-4607 (E.D. 
Pa.); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

3761. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Civil Monetary Penalty In-
flation Adjustment Rule [FRL-9901-98-OECA] 
(RIN: 2020-AA49) received November 1, 2013, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

3762. A letter from the General Counsel, 
National Tropical Botanical Garden, trans-

mitting a letter notifying of a delay in the 
submission of the annual audit report; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

3763. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a let-
ter regarding the Department’s decision to 
no longer defend section 3 of the Defense of 
Marriage Act; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

3764. A letter from the Director, Legisla-
tive Affairs, Office of the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, transmitting the 2013 An-
nual Report of Advisory Intelligence Com-
mittees; to the Committee on Intelligence 
(Permanent Select). 

3765. A letter from the Chief Privacy Offi-
cer, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘DHS Pri-
vacy Office 2013 Annual Report to Congress’’; 
to the Committee on Homeland Security. 

3766. A letter from the Chairman, Defense 
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, transmit-
ting third periodic Report to Congress: Sum-
mary of Significant Safety-Related Issues at 
Operating Defense Nuclear Facilities; jointly 
to the Committees on Energy and Commerce 
and Armed Services. 

3767. A letter from the Fiscal Assistant 
Secretary, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the annual reports that appear 
on pages 119-146 of the June 2013 ‘‘Treasury 
Bulletin’’, pursuant to 26 U.S.C. 9602(a); 
jointly to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, Transportation and Infrastructure, 
Natural Resources, Agriculture, Education 
and the Workforce, and Energy and Com-
merce. 

f 

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. BURGESS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 420. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1900) to provide 
for the timely consideration of all licenses, 
permits, and approvals required under Fed-
eral law with respect to the siting, construc-
tion, expansion, or operation of any natural 
gas pipeline projects, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 113–272). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

f 

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. MEADOWS (for himself, Mrs. 
CAPITO, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, and 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD): 

H.R. 3529. A bill to provide exemptions 
from certain mortgage, servicing, and ap-
praisal requirements for non-profit low-in-
come housing providers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, 
Mr. NOLAN, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
and Ms. GRANGER): 

H.R. 3530. A bill to provide justice for the 
victims of trafficking; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RENACCI (for himself, Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia, Mr. WEBSTER of 
Florida, Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. STIVERS, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. BAR-
BER, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. BUCSHON, and 
Mr. KILMER): 

H.R. 3531. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 3-day 
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prior hospitalization requirement for Medi-
care coverage of skilled nursing facility serv-
ices in qualified skilled nursing facilities, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BISHOP of New York (for him-
self and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia): 

H.R. 3532. A bill to promote State require-
ments for local educational agencies and 
public elementary and secondary schools re-
lating to the prevention and treatment of 
concussions suffered by students; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. AMODEI: 
H.R. 3533. A bill to amend the Endangered 

Species Act of 1973 to permit Governors of 
States to regulate intrastate endangered spe-
cies and intrastate threatened species, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. WALBERG (for himself, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan, 
Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. MILLER of Michi-
gan, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. PETERS of 
Michigan, Mr. BENTIVOLIO, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. CAMP, Mr. ROGERS of 
Michigan, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. KIL-
DEE): 

H.R. 3534. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
113 West Michigan Avenue in Jackson, 
Michigan, as the ‘‘Officer James Bonneau 
Memorial Post Office’’; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY (for himself and 
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California): 

H.R. 3535. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to authorize a new em-
powerment zone designations for urban areas 
with high unemployment and high fore-
closure rates, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BEATTY (for herself, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Mr. 
LOEBSACK, and Mr. CARTWRIGHT): 

H.R. 3536. A bill to amend the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to sup-
port teacher and school professional training 
on awareness of student mental health con-
ditions and suicide prevention efforts; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. EDWARDS (for herself, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. TSONGAS, 
Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. WELCH, and Mr. 
HOLT): 

H.R. 3537. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the 
credit for increasing research activities, to 
increase such credit for amounts paid or in-
curred for qualified research occurring in the 
United States, and to increase the domestic 
production activities deduction for the man-
ufacture of property substantially all of the 
research and development of which occurred 
in the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself and Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California): 

H.R. 3538. A bill to expand the use of open 
textbooks in order to achieve savings for stu-
dents; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. LONG: 
H.R. 3539. A bill to amend title X of the 

Public Health Service Act with respect to 
adoption and other pregnancy options coun-
seling; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. POLIS (for himself, Mr. 
MARINO, and Mr. DEUTCH): 

H.R. 3540. A bill to amend chapter 26 of 
title 35, United States Code, to require the 
disclosure of information related to patent 
ownership, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
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. GRIFFIN of Arkansas (for him-
self and Mr. GARDNER): 

H.R. 3541. A bill to prevent a taxpayer bail-
out of health insurance issuers; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 
H.R. 3542. A bill to amend the Safe Drink-

ing Water Act to exempt fire hydrants from 
the prohibition on the use of lead pipes, fit-
tings, fixtures, solder, and flux; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: 
H. Res. 421. A resolution recognizing people 

of African Descent and Black Europeans; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself and 
Mrs. BLACKBURN): 

H. Res. 422. A resolution recognizing the 
campaign of genocide against the Kurdish 
people in Iraq; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Ms. WILSON of Florida (for herself, 
Ms. SPEIER, Ms. CHU, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
FARR, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. WAXMAN, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, Mrs. NAPOLI-
TANO, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER of California, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. BARROW of Georgia, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
DELANEY, and Mrs. LOWEY): 

H. Res. 423. A resolution honoring the life, 
legacy, and example of Congressman Leo J. 
Ryan 35 years after his tragic death; to the 
Committee on House Administration, and in 
addition to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

f 

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. MEADOWS: 
H.R. 3529. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: 
Congress shall have Power to lay and col-

lect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to 
pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 
H.R. 3530. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. RENACCI: 
H.R. 3531. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Congress created a health care program 

called Medicare that is operated by the fed-
eral government. This bill would improve the 
efficiency and fairness of that program, espe-
cially access to care, while affecting inter-
state commerce, which Congress has the 
power to regulate under Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 3. 

By Mr. BISHOP of New York: 
H.R. 3532. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1, 3, and 18. 
By Mr. AMODEI: 

H.R. 3533. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority of Congress 

to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution, specifically clause 1 (relating to 
providing for the general welfare of the 
United States) and clause 18 (relating to the 
power to make all laws necessary and proper 
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re-
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of 
and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory or other property 
belonging to the United States). 

By Mr. WALBERG: 
H.R. 3534. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 7. 

By Mr. MCNERNEY: 
H.R. 3535. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mrs. BEATTY: 

H.R. 3536. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Ms. EDWARDS: 
H.R. 3537. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 1. 
All legislative Powers herein granted shall 

be vested in a Congress of the United States, 
which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. 

By Mr. HINOJOSA: 
H.R. 3538. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. LONG: 
H.R. 3539. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1—The Con-

gress shall have Power to . . . ’’ provide for 
the common Defense and general Welfare of 
the United States . . .’’ 

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18—‘‘To make 
all Laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
Powers, and all other Powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.’’ 

By Mr. POLIS: 
H.R. 3540. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 8 of Section 8 of Article I of the U.S. 

Constitution. 
By Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas: 

H.R. 3541. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 

States Constitution. 
By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 

H.R. 3542. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
According to Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

of the Constitution: The Congress shall have 
power to enact this legislation to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations, and among 
the several states, and with the Indian 
tribes. 
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ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 120: Ms. EDWARDS. 
H.R. 259: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 270: Mr. ELLISON and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 274: Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 351: Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 543: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 647: Mr. MULVANEY, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT 

of Georgia, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, and Ms. 
JACKSON LEE. 

H.R. 669: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 676: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 685: Mr. VELA, Mr. MESSER, Mr. DUN-

CAN of Tennessee, and Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS. 

H.R. 713: Mr. GIBBS, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. 
LAMALFA, and Mr. HONDA. 

H.R. 715: Mr. MCNERNEY and Mr. PERL-
MUTTER. 

H.R. 809: Mr. FINCHER. 
H.R. 919: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 997: Mr. LATHAM and Mrs. MILLER of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 1020: Ms. FOXX. 
H.R. 1024: Mr. BARROW of Georgia. 
H.R. 1124: Mrs. BEATTY. 
H.R. 1179: Mr. COHEN and Mrs. 

CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 1199: Mr. GARCIA. 
H.R. 1209: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. GRAVES of Geor-

gia, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of 
New Mexico, Mr. KING of New York, and Ms. 
FUDGE. 

H.R. 1248: Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 1310: Mr. LAMBORN. 
H.R. 1339: Mr. LIPINSKI and Mrs. CAPITO. 
H.R. 1428: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. BISHOP of New York. 
H.R. 1449: Mr. ROSS, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. 

LUMMIS, and Mr. SOUTHERLAND. 
H.R. 1461: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 1518: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 

CRENSHAW, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 1563: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Ms. 

WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and Mr. GRAVES of 
Missouri. 

H.R. 1601: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 1616: Mr. GIBSON. 
H.R. 1666: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 

New Mexico, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 1717: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia and 

Ms. KUSTER. 
H.R. 1726: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. 
H.R. 1761: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 1779: Mr. PETERSON. 
H.R. 1830: Ms. ESTY. 
H.R. 1851: Ms. KUSTER and Mr. HORSFORD. 
H.R. 1852: Mr. ROSS, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. 

LUMMIS, Mr. LABRADOR, and Ms. BROWNLEY 
of California. 

H.R. 1869: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 1878: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. 
H.R. 1920: Mr. RIGELL. 
H.R. 1985: Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 1992: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois and Mr. 

SIRES. 
H.R. 2027: Mr. CASSIDY. 
H.R. 2028: Mr. TIERNEY. 

H.R. 2144: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 2305: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2385: Mrs. WAGNER. 
H.R. 2446: Mrs. WAGNER. 
H.R. 2553: Ms. MOORE, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Ms. 

TITUS, and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
H.R. 2560: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2607: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 

New York, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 2619: Mr. LOWENTHAL. 
H.R. 2663: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 2697: Mr. BISHOP of New York, Ms. 

KUSTER, and Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.R. 2703: Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 2725: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. STUTZMAN, and 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. 
H.R. 2785: Mr. RENACCI. 
H.R. 2791: Mr. GIBSON and Mr. HUIZENGA of 

Michigan. 
H.R. 2818: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 2945: Mr. ROSKAM. 
H.R. 3040: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 3105: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. COTTON. 
H.R. 3111: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 
H.R. 3121: Mr. RENACCI. 
H.R. 3125: Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. BRALEY of 

Iowa, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illi-
nois, and Mr. LOEBSACK. 

H.R. 3135: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 3143: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 3163: Mr. MORAN. 
H.R. 3169: Mr. BURGESS. 
H.R. 3189: Mr. POE of Texas. 
H.R. 3206: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. 
H.R. 3211: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 3240: Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 3297: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 3299: Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 

BENTIVOLIO, Mr. BOUSTANY, and Mr. ROSKAM. 
H.R. 3303: Mr. BILIRAKIS. 
H.R. 3308: Mr. PITTENGER. 
H.R. 3309: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio and Mr. 

LARSEN of Washington. 
H.R. 3322: Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 3327: Mrs. BUSTOS. 
H.R. 3333: Mr. PETERS of California. 
H.R. 3335: Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of 

Ohio, Mr. BOUSTANY, and Mr. COLLINS of New 
York. 

H.R. 3349: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 
Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 3360: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3362: Mr. LONG. 
H.R. 3392: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 3395: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 3407: Mr. COURTNEY. 
H.R. 3416: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. PITTENGER. 
H.R. 3429: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 3430: Mr. LOWENTHAL. 
H.R. 3435: Mr. LYNCH. 
H.R. 3436: Mr. WOLF and Mr. PERRY. 
H.R. 3464: Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER and Mr. 

JONES. 
H.R. 3469: Mr. VELA, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, 

Mr. VEASEY, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
Mr. POCAN, and Mr. BISHOP of New York. 

H.R. 3470: Mr. STOCKMAN. 
H.R. 3480: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 3482: Mr. PITTENGER. 
H.R. 3484: Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 3485: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 

WOODALL, and Mr. THORNBERRY. 

H.R. 3486: Mrs. BACHMANN and Mr. 
PITTENGER. 

H.R. 3488: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
VEASEY, Mr. TURNER, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
OLSON, and Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3490: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON, and 
Mr. HANNA. 

H.R. 3509: Mr. CRENSHAW and Mr. SHERMAN. 
H.R. 3516: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 3526: Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. FORTEN-

BERRY, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 3527: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Mr. FOR-

TENBERRY. 
H. Con. Res. 16: Mr. GIBBS and Mr. CHABOT. 
H. Con. Res. 64: Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. 
H. Res. 72: Mr. CÁRDENAS. 
H. Res. 147: Mr. PEARCE. 
H. Res. 188: Mr. HOLDING and Mr. HIGGINS. 
H. Res. 227: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia. 
H. Res. 231: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 

and Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 
H. Res. 238: Mr. CARSON of Indiana. 
H. Res. 250: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H. Res. 284: Mr. COBLE. 
H. Res. 345: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H. Res. 401: Ms. SINEMA, Ms. LOFGREN, and 

Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H. Res. 402: Mr. GERLACH, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 

LEVIN, Mr. PITTS, Mr. PRICE of North Caro-
lina, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SIRES, 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, and Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. 

H. Res. 404: Mr. MCCAUL. 
H. Res. 405: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H. Res. 407: Mr. LEWIS, Mr. MICHAUD, and 

Ms. BASS. 
H. Res. 410: Mr. HANNA, Mr. HUELSKAMP, 

Mr. BUCHANAN, and Mr. CHABOT. 
H. Res. 417: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 

Under clause 8 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

The amendments to be offered by Rep-
resentative HASTINGS of Washington, or a 
designee, to H.R. 1965, does not contain any 
congressional earmarks, limited tax bene-
fits, or limited tariff benefits as defined in 
clause 9 of rule XXI. 

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative TONKO, or a designee to H.R. 3301, 
the North American Energy Infrastructure 
Act, does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits as defined in clause 9 or rule XXI. 

The amendment to be offered by Rep-
resentative TONKO, or a designee to H.R. 1900, 
the Natural Gas Pipeline Permitting Reform 
Act, does not contain any congressional ear-
marks, limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI. 
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Senate 
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. 
Holy God, You make the clouds Your 

chariot and walk upon the wind. We see 
Your works in the rising of the sun and 
in its setting. For the beauty of the 
Earth and the glory of the skies, we 
give You praise. 

Today, make our lawmakers heirs of 
peace, demonstrating that they are 
Your children as they strive to find 
common ground. May they take pleas-
ure in doing Your will, knowing that 
by so doing they are fulfilling Your 
purposes in our world. 

Lord, You are never far from us but 
often we are far from You, so show us 
Your ways and teach us Your paths. 
Thank You that Your mercy is from 
everlasting to everlasting upon those 
who come to You with reverence. May 
Your glory endure forever. We pray in 
Your great Name. Amen. 

f 

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. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
my remarks and those of Senator 
MCCONNELL, the Senate will be in a pe-
riod of morning business for 1 hour. 
The time will be equally divided and 

controlled between the two leaders or 
their designees. 

Following morning business the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of the 
National Defense Authorization Act. 

The Senate will recess today from 
12:30 until 2:15 to allow for our weekly 
caucus meetings. 

We will work on amendments to the 
Defense bill today. Everyone will be 
notified when votes are scheduled. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today we 
are going to continue work on the De-
fense bill. It is really an important 
measure, and that is an understate-
ment. It safeguards this Nation. It en-
sures our troops have the resources and 
training they need. It provides for mili-
tary families who support our fighting 
men and women. This is a serious bill, 
and it deserves serious debate—not to 
be bogged down by unrelated political 
issues. 

For example, this legislation encom-
passes a lot of issues, including a pay 
raise for members of our Armed Forces. 
It authorizes dozens of special pay 
rates and bonuses, such as bonus pay-
ments for servicemembers who see 
combat or who are stationed overseas. 

This important legislation also in-
cludes robust and far-reaching provi-
sions to combat the scourge of sexual 
assault in the military, including 
changes that would ensure perpetrators 
are punished and victims are protected. 
Senators LEVIN, GILLIBRAND, MCCAS-
KILL, and others have done exception-
ally good work to confront this prob-
lem. As we build on their work, there 
are additional amendments concerning 
military sexual assault the Senate 
needs to consider. 

The Senate must also consider 
amendments relating to the Guanta-
namo Bay detention center. Everyone 
is aware that we cannot complete this 
bill until we vote on the sexual assault 
and Guantanamo provisions. 

I know this bill has a lot of provi-
sions people would like to change. 
Frankly, we won’t be able to change a 
lot of it. The committee did really 
good work in coming up with the bill. 
The two issues I have just talked 
about, though, must have votes. I 
would accept the language in the De-
fense bill as it relates to Guantanamo; 
I think it is a significant improvement. 
But my Republican colleagues want to 
have an opportunity to change that, 
and I understand that. That is why I 
said that should be the first measure 
we vote on. I have said that more than 
once, and I say it again. 

The matter dealing with sexual as-
sault is a controversial matter, and we 
have to have a vote on that. We have to 
do that. That is why I said that is the 
second most important issue we deal 
with in this bill. 

Why couldn’t we get these two im-
portant issues out of the way? I am 
speaking only for myself. If we have 
votes on those two measures, I think 
the bill would be ready to go to con-
ference. I know people don’t like to 
hear that, but I think that is, in fact, 
the case. 

The time, effort, and wisdom led by 
Senator LEVIN to come up with a bill, 
working with the new ranking member 
Senator INHOFE has been a labor of love 
for both of them. But these two issues 
need to be resolved on the Senate floor. 
I ask that it be done. 

I asked last night by unanimous con-
sent to get these things done, but there 
was objection from my Republican col-
leagues. So if we can’t vote even on 
these amendments to these two crucial 
issues—and I know there are other 
issues, but no one can in any way dis-
parage what I have just said, that these 
are two very important issues. Every-
one, I think, agrees they have to be 
considered before we can complete the 
work on this underlying legislation. So 
if we can’t get these two votes done, 
how are we going to address any of the 
other issues we need to work on? 
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Maybe I shouldn’t be optimistic, but 

I can be hopeful that we will be able to 
schedule votes on these amendments 
soon. In the meantime, Senators 
should not wait to debate these issues. 
Let’s take just these two issues until 
we schedule votes on these amend-
ments. Senators should come to the 
floor to speak on the issues now. There 
is a limited time to complete this bill 
before the Thanksgiving holiday, and 
Senators should use that time wisely 
to engage in meaningful debate. 

I am totally aware of the number of 
Senators who wish to offer amend-
ments on other issues as well, both de-
fense-related and otherwise. So Sen-
ators should file their amendments, 
and I hope we can figure out a way to 
have a robust amendment process. 
However, we cannot allow this impor-
tant legislation to be sidetracked by 
debates on amendments unrelated to 
our Nation’s defense. 

Our Nation’s defense is a relative 
term and some people have different 
ideas as to what that should mean. But 
the United States has passed this bill 
for more than half a century. This is a 
sign of respect for this institution and 
for the people this legislation rep-
resents—our Nation’s Armed Forces. 
So let’s give this bill the respect it de-
serves. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is hard 
for me to find the words to express my 
disappointment for our country in yes-
terday’s vote on another person to go 
to the DC Circuit Court of Appeals. 

The last three people have been fili-
bustered, and they are good people. 
They are qualified. Their records are 
outstanding for their work in the 
courts—scholastically brilliant, every 
one of them. But Republican obstruc-
tion has become endemic in the Senate 
over the last five years, grinding the 
work of this institution to a halt, 
threatening the integrity of this insti-
tution and damaging our country. No 
President should have to put up with 
what President Obama has had to put 
up with. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOOKER). The Republican leader is rec-
ognized. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
over the past few weeks, we have seen 
vivid, painful confirmation of the pre-
dictions that many of us made about 
ObamaCare. Most notable among them, 
perhaps, was the President’s often re-
peated promise: ‘‘If you like your plan, 
you can keep it.’’ ‘‘If you like your 
plan, you can keep it,’’ he said. But we 
were always doubtful that could pos-
sibly be true. 

This was always what Democrats 
thought they had to tell the American 
people in order to muscle ObamaCare 
into law. They knew it wouldn’t work 
otherwise. They knew the truth would 
not sell and, of course, that is all com-
ing out now. 

But we are also learning a lot of 
other very unsettling things about this 
law, such as the fact that a lot of 
things that were working well in our 
health care system are now being 
thrown out for no good reason by the 
same people who brought us the 
ObamaCare Web site. 

High-risk pools are a good example. 
About three dozen States set up these 
kinds of pools to ensure Americans 
with serious medical conditions, such 
as those suffering from diabetes and 
heart disease, would have a place to 
turn. High-risk pools have often proved 
successful and popular among the com-
munities they serve. They currently 
provide insurance to hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans, including thou-
sands of Kentuckians, nearly all of 
them with preexisting conditions—the 
very people the law was supposed to 
help. These folks benefit from this cov-
erage and many want to keep it. Unfor-
tunately, that would no longer be pos-
sible under ObamaCare. Nearly all of 
them will lose their coverage at the 
end of the year. 

Just as millions of other Americans 
across the country, folks who like the 
coverage they have in these high-risk 
pools—and remember, I am talking 
about some of the most vulnerable peo-
ple in our society—are now discovering 
they won’t be able to keep it, either, 
despite what the President told us 
again and again. As it turns out, the 
folks who ran this law through Con-
gress think people in these high-risk 
pools belong in ObamaCare instead. 
They don’t think it matters whether 
my constituents want to get dumped 
into ObamaCare or not; they made that 
decision for them. 

A lot of folks in Kentucky don’t 
think this is right and they are upset, 
and not just because they are losing 
their plan and all the hassle and com-
plication that involves. For many of 
these folks, the plans they are being 
forced into have more limited hospital 
and doctor networks than the plans 
they currently have. As one State offi-
cial recently put it, ‘‘If you’re in the 
middle of chemotherapy, the last thing 
you want to do is switch oncologists.’’ 

We seem to see these kinds of stories 
just about every day now. There is the 
North Carolina woman with a severe 
heart condition who said she didn’t 
know if her cardiologist and her proce-
dures would be covered under 
ObamaCare. Here is what she said: ‘‘It’s 
. . . the uncertainty that gets to me.’’ 

There is the breast cancer survivor 
and her husband who have been paying 
about $800 a month for premiums in a 
high-risk pool. After that policy was 
canceled, they expected lower rates 
under ObamaCare. Instead, they found 
their premium and deductibles could 
actually be going up. 

This is scary stuff. But these are the 
real-life consequences of ObamaCare. 
This is no longer some theoretical pol-
icy discussion. I would suggest that as 
we contemplate the future of this law, 
our Democratic friends should start 
paying closer attention to stories such 
as these because it is not enough to 
have a messaging strategy and to play 
the old Washington game by trying to 
weather the PR storm until folks move 
on. 

These stories we are hearing from 
our constituents are literally heart-
breaking. This is not some hassle to 
move past. It is a problem to solve. It 
is what we were sent here for, and it is 
what health care reform should be 
about—about helping folks, not hurt-
ing them. 

We do not need to get past this news 
cycle, as some of the White House spin-
ners seem to think. What we need to 
get past is a White House mentality 
that told us last week that passing a 
bill to codify the very promise the 
President made to sell the bill would 
gut ObamaCare. We need to get past a 
mentality that caused the President to 
issue a veto threat on a law that would 
let him keep his promise to the Amer-
ican people about keeping the health 
care plans they have and like. 

It is almost comical watching the 
contortions the administration is mak-
ing trying to explain this fiasco away. 
Over the weekend we learned through a 
White House leak to the Washington 
Post that the President’s new defini-
tion of success for the ObamaCare Web 
site is four out of five users making it 
through the checkout line—four out of 
five users making it through the 
checkout line. Who thinks that is ac-
ceptable? I certainly do not, and I can-
not think of anybody outside the White 
House compound who will think that is 
acceptable either. 

Frankly, if this is the President’s 
way of restoring credibility on this 
law, by leaking that the Web site will 
not even work for one out of five users 
just a few days after vowing it would 
soon be up and running like a top, well, 
he has some work to do. The bar for 
clarity, honesty, and success under 
ObamaCare has sunk to new lows. 

Look, if you are being treated for 
cancer and about to be dumped into 
ObamaCare, the last thing you want to 
hear is that leaving one out of five peo-
ple behind is now considered an 
ObamaCare win. We are talking about 
people’s lives here. This kind of 
mindset—whether we are talking about 
a Web site or anything else—is deeply 
worrying. 

But then again this has always been 
the problem with blind faith in massive 
government programs. It is the old idea 
that we should not let the evidence get 
in the way of a good theory. That is the 
mindset the supporters of this law are 
stuck in right now—just blindly adher-
ing to the hope that this program will 
work against all the evidence. It is 
pretty distressing. It is going to have 
to change if we are going to get any-
where. 
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The real question right now should 

be obvious: What is the administra-
tion’s plan to turn all this around? We 
know they have a press plan. What is 
the policy plan? What is the policy 
plan? Does the administration have 
anything of substance to tell folks who 
are losing their plans? Does it have 
anything to tell folks in these high- 
risk pools who could be losing their 
doctors? Does anyone over there 
know—anyone? 

I have said this before and I will say 
it again: These are people’s lives we are 
talking about. So it is time for a re-
ality check. The defenders of 
ObamaCare have a choice: Stand up for 
your constituents or defend a law that 
is falling apart before our very eyes, a 
law that threatens to drag down the 
quality and affordability of care for 
millions—literally millions—of Ameri-
cans who need it, including those most 
in need. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business for de-
bate only for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Michigan. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I have a 
very brief statement I will now make, 
and I thank the Senators from Mary-
land and Maine for allowing me to do 
this. I ask unanimous consent that the 
very brief statement I am going to 
make not count against morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATION ACT 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, later this 
morning the Senate is going to resume 
consideration of S. 1197, the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2014. I will have a full statement 
to make on this legislation later today. 
However, I would like to take just a 
moment to talk to my colleagues about 
where we are on the bill and how we 
would like to proceed. 

Last night, the majority leader asked 
for unanimous consent to bring up 
side-by-side amendments on subjects 
that we know we need to debate and 
vote on—military detention at Guanta-
namo and sexual assault and mis-
conduct in the military. Each amend-

ment and side-by-side was to be subject 
to a 60-vote threshold. Unfortunately, 
there was an objection to this request. 
As a result of that objection, the ma-
jority leader filled the amendment tree 
on our bill. 

Now we are in a position where we 
are going to need the cooperation of all 
Senators to get this important bill 
passed, as we must, in the limited time 
available to us before Thanksgiving 
week in order that we will have time to 
go to conference, get a conference re-
port, and bring that conference report 
back to the House and Senate. 

It remains our intention to bring up 
and vote on as many relevant amend-
ments to the bill as possible, and I 
know the Republican manager, ranking 
member Senator INHOFE, shares this 
objective. Toward this end I expect 
there will be further attempts later in 
the day to reach a unanimous consent 
agreement on the first amendments to 
be brought up, and that will be a re-
peated unanimous consent request that 
was offered last night for those first 
two amendments. 

It is also our intention to clear 
amendments, as we have always done 
on this bill. I urge our colleagues, if 
you have amendments, to file them, 
bring them to us, so we can try to clear 
them. The majority and minority staffs 
of the Armed Services Committee are 
working hard. We hope to have a first 
package of cleared amendments ready 
for consideration later today, and we 
will continue to go through that proc-
ess during the week. 

Finishing this bill is going to be a 
very difficult task. We have managed 
to do it for the last 51 years, and I am 
confident, with the cooperation of all 
Senators, we will be able to do it again 
this year. We must for the sake of our 
troops, their families, and our Nation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
f 

SEXUAL ASSAULT IN THE 
MILITARY 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today 
we, of course, are beginning the debate 
on the National Defense Authorization 
Act. Throughout the next hour, and 
throughout the rest of the day, you 
will see the women of the Senate take 
the floor, one, in support of our mili-
tary but also to express their concern 
and their ideas on how to deal with 
sexual violence in the military. You 
will see in the next hour our ideas—the 
fact that we have excellent ideas in the 
bill—and then we will have a robust de-
bate on how to even further enhance 
this process. 

This is a compelling national prob-
lem. When you join the military and 
you face the enemy, you should not 
have to fear the enemy within. No 
woman should be a victim of rape by a 
fellow soldier or seaman or corpsman. 
No man should face the same sexual at-
tack and call it hazing. There is no 
place in the U.S. military for violence 

against one member of the military by 
another. 

I am pretty fed up. I am fed up with 
lip service and empty promises and 
zero tolerance policies and task force 
after task force after task force. I am 
an old-timer in this institution. I have 
been here for 25 years, and I have 
worked on this issue every year. Ever 
since I first came here there has been 
some repugnant occurrence—from 
when I was a brandnew Senator and I 
had to deal with a situation at the 
Naval Academy where a female mid-
shipman was chained to a urinal at the 
Naval Academy and taunted for 3 hours 
by fellow midshipmen, until she was 
freed by a visiting Air Force cadet, get-
ting her out of handcuffs at her own 
Naval Academy. Then there was 
Tailhook. Then there were other kinds 
of incidents. 

Statistics after statistics. There are 
26,000 reasons why we are on the floor 
today. Mr. President, 26,000 sexual as-
saults have occurred in our U.S. mili-
tary this past year. 

Then we look at the service acad-
emies training the future leaders—15 
attacks at the Naval Academy, 15 at-
tacks at West Point, and over 50 at-
tacks at the U.S. Air Force Academy. 

Now is the time to do something, to 
do something bold, to do something 
strong and something unequivocal, 
something victims can have confidence 
in, where the accused can feel the proc-
ess will be fair and we restore the con-
fidence in the U.S. military to stop this 
and to deal with their own. 

I am proud of the leadership taken by 
the women in the Senate and the 
women on the Armed Services Com-
mittee. There are now seven women on 
the Armed Services Committee—five 
Democrats and two Republicans. Wow, 
do they work on a bipartisan basis with 
the leadership of the committee. We 
appreciate the work of the fine men 
who have supported us in dealing with 
this issue. We particularly thank 
Chairman LEVIN for his leadership, and 
we acknowledge the role of Senator 
INHOFE. By the way, all of the women 
of the Senate wish to express our sin-
cere condolences to Senator INHOFE on 
the loss of his beloved son, Dr. Perry 
Inhofe. 

This is not just a women-only fight. 
This is a fight to make sure our mili-
tary continues to be the best in the 
world and that when you serve, there is 
an enemy outside that we will always 
face, but there is an enemy within that 
we need to now end. 

We, the women of the Senate—all of 
us—agree on the goals. We want to be 
able to provide prosecutorial tools for 
punishment, we want to ensure fairness 
in the process, and we want to make 
sure we get help to the victims. 

The National Defense Authorization 
Act has more than 30 reforms in it to 
accomplish that. Thirteen relate to 
prosecutorial reforms, 10 are reforms to 
improve victims’ services, 2 reforms 
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are to improve training of first re-
sponders, and 5 also deal with various 
kinds of reporting. 

I am so pleased that the bill works to 
prevent retaliation against someone 
who reports a crime. So if you feel you 
have been a victim of sexual assault 
you are not retaliated against by step-
ping forward, where you are then dou-
bly victimized, both by the attack and 
then by those who want to squelch the 
fact that you want to bring the attack 
to the surface and to follow some kind 
of redress and to also get help. 

It also eliminates the statute of limi-
tations on courts-martial for sexual 
crimes. It requires a review of deci-
sions by commanders not to prosecute 
and requires dishonorable discharge for 
anyone convicted of a sexual assault. 

The bill ensures that every victim 
gets access to legal counsel and sup-
port. This is very important. It is im-
portant not only to me and the other 
women, but it is important to the per-
son who would be injured. First re-
sponders must have training in sexual 
assault. There are others that could be 
elaborated on. 

Sexual assault in the military con-
tinues to rise. It is a problem, as I said. 
I am worried about the men and women 
every day, to be sure that they are well 
trained and well protected. 

Unfortunately, many of these acts of 
violence are unreported, unprosecuted, 
and unpunished. DOD’s own annual re-
port gives us a picture of why victims 
do not report these crimes. Fifty per-
cent do not think anything will be 
done, 43 percent believe they will not 
be believed, and 47 percent are afraid of 
retaliation. 

The reforms in this bill deal with 
those fears and their concerns. We are 
ready to reform, revise, and stand-
ardize how the military deals with 
these problems. These reforms will 
change the way the military thinks 
and how they act. 

During the course of this whole proc-
ess, we have met with victims and 
heard their stories, we have met with 
experts and advocates, we have met 
with the military themselves. Now we 
are ready to give all concerned in this 
a voice by using the Defense bill for a 
vehicle for serious and significant re-
form. We have been able to do this be-
cause we have worked together on both 
sides of the aisle, working with the 
leadership of the committee—30 re-
forms that people can count on for fair-
ness in the process for the accused but 
also help to those who feel they have 
been victimized but to be sure they are 
not victimized by the very system they 
count on. 

I eagerly look forward to hearing 
from my senior Republican colleague 
Senator COLLINS. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. First, I wish to com-

mend the senior Senator from Mary-
land, the dean of the women Senators, 
for organizing this debate today on an 

issue that concerns each of us; that is, 
the growing crisis of sexual assault in 
the military. 

I first raised my concern over the 
military’s inadequate response to the 
growing crisis of sexual assault nearly 
10 years ago. I remember it well. It was 
a hearing before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee in 2004, at which I 
expressed my growing alarm about the 
number of sexual assaults in the mili-
tary and the inadequate response by 
the leaders of the military to provide 
adequate care for the survivors and to 
ensure appropriate punishment for the 
perpetrators of these reprehensible 
crimes. 

In an exchange I had with GEN 
George Casey, I stated the military 
needs to be much more responsive to 
reports of sexual assault, particularly 
in the field, and to separate these 
women and, in some cases, the male 
victims, from their alleged attackers. 
The Department must also vigorously 
prosecute offenders and hold com-
manders accountable for establishing 
zero tolerance policies. 

To say that General Casey’s response 
was disappointing would be an under-
statement. I am convinced that if the 
military had heeded the concerns that 
I and others such as Senator MIKULSKI 
raised a decade ago, this terrible prob-
lem would have been addressed much 
sooner, saving many individuals from 
the trauma, the pain, and the injustice 
they endured. 

Back then, sadly, the attitude of the 
high-ranking officials who were testi-
fying at that 2004 hearing was 
dismissive, even though these crimes 
never should have occurred in the first 
place, traumatized the survivors, and 
eroded the trust and discipline that are 
fundamental to every military unit. 
Thankfully, the attitude I perceive 
amongst senior military officers today 
is markedly different from the one I 
encountered 9 years ago. The work of 
translating the military’s stated policy 
of zero tolerance into reality, however, 
remains unfinished business. Fostering 
a culture of zero tolerance so that the 
number of assaults is greatly dimin-
ished remains a goal, not reality. En-
suring that survivors do not think 
twice about reporting an assault for 
fear of retaliation or damage to their 
careers is still not part of the military 
culture. 

In 2011, I joined our former colleague 
John Kerry in coauthoring the Defense 
STRONG Act as an initial step to ad-
dress this crisis. Provisions of that bill 
were signed into law as part of the fis-
cal year 2012 National Defense Author-
ization Act. They provide survivors of 
sexual assault the assistance of advo-
cates with genuine confidentiality. 
They provide guaranteed access to an 
attorney and expedited consideration 
to be transferred far away from their 
assailant. 

Earlier this year I introduced the 
Coast Guard STRONG Act to extend 
these protections to Coast Guard mem-
bers. I thank Chairman LEVIN, Ranking 

Member INHOFE, and Senator MCCAS-
KILL for their work to include these 
provisions in this year’s NDAA. 

More than anything, survivors need 
to have the confidence that the legal 
system in which they report a crime 
will produce a just and fair result. 
Based upon data from the Department 
of Defense’s most recent sexual assault 
prevention and response survey, that 
view is not held by enough service-
members or survivors. 

As a result, I have supported and in-
troduced legislation with Senators 
Gillibrand and McCaskill aimed at re-
ducing the barriers to justice that 
many survivors of sexual assault cur-
rently face in the military. 

I commend both Senator GILLIBRAND 
and Senator MCCASKILL for their ex-
traordinary leadership and dedication 
to resolving this unacceptable problem. 

Let me also thank Chairman LEVIN 
and Ranking Member INHOFE for incor-
porating significant provisions from 
both bills into the NDAA. 

In fact, there are more than 26 provi-
sions specifically targeting sexual as-
sault in the military in the bill that we 
are debating today. For example—and 
there are many, but I wish to highlight 
one because it was part of a bill Sen-
ator MCCASKILL and I introduced—the 
legislation mandates a dishonorable 
discharge or dismissal for any service-
member convicted of sexual assault. 
This came from a bipartisan, bicameral 
bill, the BE SAFE Act, that I intro-
duced with Senator MCCASKILL, Con-
gresswoman NIKI TSONGAS, and Con-
gressman MIKE TURNER earlier this 
year. 

In addition, the NDAA eliminates the 
ability of a convening authority to 
overturn a conviction by a jury post- 
trial for major offenses. 

It permits a commander to relocate 
an alleged perpetrator of a sexual as-
sault crime rather than relocating the 
survivor following an attack. 

It eliminates certain factors, such as 
the alleged character of the accused, 
that a commander can consider in de-
ciding how to dispose of an offense so 
that these decisions are based on evi-
dence and the law. 

Finally, the bill includes a provision 
I support that requires the military to 
provide an attorney dedicated to the 
interests of survivors of sexual assaults 
who can provide legal advice and as-
sistance when survivors need such as-
sistance the most. 

There are many other important pro-
visions that are included in this bill. 
Our work will not be complete until 
the Pentagon has demonstrated that it 
is fully enforcing its stated policy of 
zero tolerance for sexual assault. 

There are strong views in the Pen-
tagon and in Congress on how best to 
address this issue beyond the 26 provi-
sions in the bill before us. There is 
much debate on what it means for the 
military’s unique legal system. 

One of the criticisms I have heard is 
that we should wait a few more months 
for the results of still more studies or 
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perhaps even wait a few more years to 
see if recently enacted provisions have 
made a difference. I strongly disagree. 
How many more victims are required 
to suffer before we take additional ac-
tion? How many more lives must be ru-
ined before we act? Rather than wait-
ing for the results of yet more studies, 
we must debate proposals to increase 
the confidence of survivors and in-
crease prevention efforts now until we 
have proved that the military has, in-
deed, fostered a culture of zero toler-
ance in which survivors are no longer 
concerned about retaliation from their 
peers or even their commanders. 

This is why I have decided to support 
Senator GILLIBRAND’s amendment to 
this bill. This was not an easy decision, 
as there are valid arguments on both 
sides. Senator GILLIBRAND’s amend-
ment takes aim squarely at the prob-
lem of victims failing to report sexual 
assault. In my judgment, her amend-
ment will encourage more victims to 
report sexual assaults, and that is ab-
solutely critical. 

There can be no question about the 
Senate’s commitment to reducing the 
instances of sexual assault in the mili-
tary and to providing appropriate care 
for survivors. As we debate various pro-
posals, we are united by the need for 
the serious reforms that are included 
already in this bill and that will en-
hance the military’s response to sexual 
assault. 

I wish to thank all of those on the 
Armed Services Committee, particu-
larly the two leaders, Senator MCCAS-
KILL and Senator GILLIBRAND, for their 
excellent work. 

I am certain our work on the NDAA 
will make a real difference in reducing 
unnecessary suffering, injury, and in-
justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank my colleagues 
Senator COLLINS and Senator MIKULSKI 
for their leadership on this issue and 
for bringing this important discussion 
to the floor today. 

I also thank Senator MURKOWSKI, 
who I see in the Chamber as well, who 
has been a leader. Also, I thank Sen-
ator MCCASKILL, who has been a leader 
in the Armed Services Committee with 
me. 

This has been an issue that has 
brought people together. It has brought 
people together for the right reasons. 
This is an issue that the women of the 
Senate have really driven, but it is im-
portant to understand that this is not 
a woman’s issue. The issue of ending 
sexual assaults in our military is an 
issue for everyone. This is an issue 
about justice. This is an issue about 
fairness. This is about making sure 
that victims of crimes, both men and 
women, get the justice they deserve, 
the support they deserve in our mili-
tary, and that they understand and ap-
preciate that we want them to have a 
climate in the military where if they 
are a victim, they can come forward 
and receive the support they need and 
that they deserve. 

Finally, this is also about the char-
acter of our military. We are blessed to 
have the very best military in the 
world, but when there is a plague of 
sexual assaults such as we have seen in 
our military, it undermines the very 
fabric of our military in terms of our 
readiness, in terms of our preparedness, 
and in terms of the cohesiveness of our 
units. 

This is why it is not only important 
that we address and support the vic-
tims of these crimes, that we end sex-
ual assault in our military, but that we 
have a climate in our military that 
says: If you are a commander and you 
do not stop sexual assaults, prevent 
sexual assaults, have a climate in your 
unit that says zero tolerance, this is 
not going to happen; if a victim comes 
forward in your unit and you don’t 
handle this the right way, do the right 
thing, support victims, and ensure that 
perpetrators are held accountable, you 
will be relieved from command. 

That is the climate in which all of 
the reforms in this Defense authoriza-
tion are brought forward, where we 
work together across the aisle with 
very strong provisions to support vic-
tims. 

One of those provisions is a special 
victims counsel. Senator PATTY MUR-
RAY and I introduced a bill, stand- 
alone, to ensure, based upon a pilot 
program in the Air Force, that victims 
of sexual assault will actually now 
have their own lawyer, someone to rep-
resent them and their interests, to 
know that if they come forward there 
is someone looking out for them. That 
is one of the provisions contained in 
this Defense authorization bill, to en-
sure that every victim will have some-
one who stands for them. 

In addition to that is retaliation. We 
have now made retaliation against vic-
tims a crime under the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice. This is to say to 
victims that if they come forward and 
for some reason are retaliated against, 
then whoever does that will be guilty 
of a crime. This is sending the message 
to please come forward, we want to 
support you, and we want to be sure 
the perpetrators are held accountable. 

In addition, I believe that if we want 
to solve this problem, the provisions in 
this bill that people have worked to-
gether on are very strong. I thank the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee and the ranking member for 
their work together. 

We are going to pass in this Chamber 
unprecedented reforms that ensure 
that the military understands this is 
not an issue anymore that can be left 
in the closet. This is not an issue that 
can be quietly spoken of where victims 
feel they can’t come forward. The re-
forms in this bill are very tough. They 
support victims. They hold com-
manders accountable, and they make 
sure we do not see what we have seen 
in the past, things such as commanders 
overturning the verdicts. That will be 
done under this bill. That is not al-
lowed anymore if this bill passes on the 
floor. 

So I simply come to the floor today 
to say there is so much we have agreed 
upon that is going to address this issue 
in the military, and I thank all my col-
leagues on the floor today for their 
leadership. We will not let this rest. 
The one thing I do know, for those of 
us who serve on the Armed Services 
Committee and those who are here in 
the Chamber who do not serve on the 
Armed Services Committee but serve 
on other important committees, in-
cluding the Appropriations Committee, 
despite the unprecedented reforms I be-
lieve we are going to pass on a bipar-
tisan basis to end sexual assault in the 
military and to ensure victims are sup-
ported, we are not going to let this go. 
This is not going to be something 
where we pass these reforms and that 
is the end of the story. Every few 
months we are going to be asking: 
What have you done to implement 
these reforms? Every few months we 
are going to be expecting a report back 
to the Senate to ensure that what we 
all have intended to occur here—that is 
the right thing for victims of crime, 
that is the right thing for our mili-
tary—is getting done. 

So while I am very proud of every-
thing we have done and we will do 
when we pass the Defense authoriza-
tion bill on a bipartisan basis to stand 
against sexual assault in our military, 
this is not the end of the story. We will 
continue to pursue this to make sure 
that our military understands they are 
accountable, that victims of crime un-
derstand that while in the military 
they will be supported, that we will not 
let this go. 

I thank the Chair and my colleagues 
for their leadership and everything 
they have done to support victims of 
crime and to end sexual assault in our 
military. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 
rise to join my colleagues in high-
lighting the epidemic of sexual assault 
in our Nation’s armed services, and I 
am glad to join many of my colleagues 
here—the Senators from Maine and 
New Hampshire and our leader, the 
Senator from Maryland—in making 
sure the voices of women are heard in 
this debate. 

We know that in May 2013 the De-
fense Department released a report 
that showed 26,000 incidents of un-
wanted sexual contact among service-
members. That is an increase of 35 per-
cent over 2 years. 

In my State, Washingtonians are 
very proud of the incredible men and 
women who keep our country safe and 
defend us, and we are proud of the 10 
military installations across our State. 
There are more than 65,000 men and 
women serving in military installa-
tions in the State of Washington— 
places such as Joint Base Lewis- 
McChord, the Puget Sound Naval Ship-
yard, Naval Station Everett, Naval 
Base Kitsap, Whidbey Island Naval Air 
Station, Bangor Naval Submarine 
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Base, and Fairchild Air Force Base. So 
we took it seriously when there were 
116 reports of sexual assault across all 
of these installations in the State of 
Washington in 2010. That number is too 
high, and that is only the amount that 
is being reported. We know there may 
be many assaults that go unreported. 

As my colleagues are saying, we need 
to do everything we can to address this 
problem. I am pleased that Joint Base 
Lewis-McChord is developing a sexual 
assault prevention program, and I urge 
my colleagues in the Senate to act to 
address this epidemic problem. The 
men and women of our Armed Forces 
are basically defending our country, so 
why are we leaving them unprotected 
while they serve? 

I have cosponsored legislation au-
thored by my colleague the senior Sen-
ator from Washington to provide spe-
cial victims’ counsel to victims of sex-
ual assault. This will ensure that pro-
fessionals trained in dealing with sex-
ual assault are there to support the 
victims. 

There may be differing opinions on 
how best to achieve the overall goals of 
reducing sexual assault in the military, 
but I believe all my colleagues can 
agree on one common goal: protecting 
the victims from further abuse. We 
need to put an end to an environment 
that allows sexual assault to occur and 
that lets the perpetrators go 
unpunished and discourages victims of 
sexual assault through fear and intimi-
dation. Again, we may differ on how to 
best achieve that goal, but we are all 
here to say the same thing: Enough is 
enough. We will not tolerate sexual as-
sault in the military and Armed 
Forces, and we owe it to our service-
members to come together and act to-
ward a solution today. That is why my 
colleagues are here—to emphasize this 
point in a way that speaks volumes 
about how this tragedy is affecting 
men and women in the armed services 
and the fact that this institution needs 
to come together to address it. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
thank my friends, the good Senator 
from Maryland, the dean of the women 
in the Senate, and the Senator from 
Maine, who have organized this portion 
of the debate this morning. I acknowl-
edge and thank the other women of the 
Senate who are here this morning to 
speak on an issue we would all agree is 
something that must be addressed and 
that for far too long has not seen the 
redress it commands. So we stand to-
gether unified in an effort to truly 
make a difference. 

I acknowledge the good work particu-
larly of Senators MCCASKILL and GILLI-
BRAND, who have worked to raise the 
awareness of sexual assault in the mili-
tary. They have truly advanced the dis-
cussion to the point where for the first 
time in far too long we will make sub-
stantive, meaningful headway when it 

comes to addressing sexual assault, 
sexual harassment, and what has been 
called or referred to as military sexual 
trauma. Working together I think we 
do have that momentum, that push to 
truly address these areas in a meaning-
ful way. 

When the Senate passes the National 
Defense Authorization Act for 2014, it 
will be evident to all that we have sent 
a very strong message on these issues— 
a very united message, clearly bipar-
tisan. 

It should be clear to all who have 
been following the debates—first in the 
Armed Services Committee and now 
here on the floor—there are differences 
of opinion within this body about how 
we address the crisis. But there is no 
difference of opinion that we must ad-
dress the crisis. That means how to 
create a culture that prevents the 
kinds of incidents we are talking about 
from ever occurring; how we work to 
protect the rights of victims; how to 
ensure that justice and accountability 
are achieved in an open and trans-
parent fashion so that victims know 
there is a system that works for them 
and so that our constituents know and 
we here in Congress have that con-
fidence again. Right now that con-
fidence does not exist. 

We recognize that there remain dif-
ferences across the body in how to 
achieve the elimination of sexual as-
sault, sexual harassment, and military 
sexual trauma. I believe the amend-
ment offered by our colleague from 
New York Senator GILLIBRAND is the 
best medicine for a difficult situation 
that has been allowed to languish for 
far too long. 

This afternoon I intend to spend a 
little more time explaining why the 
amendment of Senator GILLIBRAND, al-
though it is strong medicine and it is 
disruptive of the status quo, is the 
right way to go. But my purpose this 
morning in joining with my female col-
leagues here in the Senate is not to 
argue for or against one amendment or 
another; it is to point out that the 
NDAA, as reported by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, includes many provi-
sions—so many provisions—that truly 
have a positive impact going forward. 

I would also point out that during 
the course of our debate on the NDAA, 
the Senate may consider other amend-
ments that enjoy broad support. My 
colleague, the Senator from California 
Mrs. BOXER spoke eloquently last night 
about her amendment that will protect 
victims’ rights in article 32 pro-
ceedings. This amendment has drawn 
good, strong support from those who 
support the approach of Senator GILLI-
BRAND as well as those who oppose it. I 
am proud to cosponsor the amendment 
of Senator BOXER. It is good legisla-
tion, and I hope we can come together 
to adopt it. 

I have submitted amendment No. 
2141. This ensures that cadets and mid-
shipmen at our Nation’s service acad-
emies have access to special victims’ 
counsel and sexual assault nurse exam-

iners. Another of my amendments, No. 
2143, requires reports from the heads of 
our service academies on the services 
available to victims of military sexual 
trauma. I would certainly hope these 
noncontroversial amendments can be 
offered and accepted at the appropriate 
time. 

I think all of these ideas—those men-
tioned by my colleague from New 
Hampshire, those addressed by my col-
league from Maine and others—will all 
help to make a difference, but I think 
we recognize that this is just the begin-
ning of solving the problem. The Con-
gress of the United States can encour-
age good behavior and can sanction bad 
behavior, but what we cannot do is leg-
islate good culture. 

Over the next few days we are going 
to hear a good many words about the 
importance of the chain of command in 
maintaining good culture. Some will 
argue that our efforts to ensure bad be-
havior is sanctioned will cause the 
chain of command to abandon this re-
sponsibility. I don’t accept this propo-
sition. Regardless of how we dispose of 
the amendment of Senator GILLIBRAND 
or the amendment of Senator MCCAS-
KILL, it is the responsibility of the 
chain of command to provide for good 
order and discipline and sound military 
culture always. This is a nondelegable 
duty of those who accept positions of 
leadership and responsibility within 
our Armed Forces. 

Those who wear the uniform reflect 
the values of this country, and every 
action they take must uphold those 
values. Sometimes, though, one has to 
wonder, does the chain of command get 
it? To illustrate a point, I want to 
share a sad story. This is a story Sen-
ator GILLIBRAND and I share. 

The soldier’s name was Danny Chen. 
He grew up in New York City’s China-
town. He joined the Army, and he was 
assigned to Fort Wainwright in Fair-
banks, AK. From there he was deployed 
to Afghanistan. He was found dead in 
Afghanistan of what the Army de-
scribed as ‘‘an apparent self-inflicted 
gunshot wound.’’ 

New York Magazine describes his ex-
perience in Afghanistan this way: A 
group of his superiors allegedly tor-
mented Chen on an almost daily basis 
over the course of about 6 weeks in Af-
ghanistan. They singled him out. He 
was their only Chinese-American sol-
dier. They spit racial slurs at him. 
They forced him to do sprints while 
carrying a sandbag. They ordered him 
to crawl along gravel-covered ground 
while they flung rocks at him. One day, 
when his unit was assembling a tent, 
he was forced to wear a hard hat and 
shout out instructions to his fellow sol-
diers in Chinese. 

Danny Chen’s story is not about sex-
ual assault or sexual harassment, but 
it is about harassment. It is about the 
kind of extreme behavior that has no 
place—absolutely no place—in the 
Armed Forces of this world’s greatest 
democracy, just as sexual harassment 
and military sexual trauma have no 
place in our Armed Forces. 
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This week we have the opportunity 

to send a strong statement to the chain 
of command that they need to clean up 
the culture. Never again should we 
have to speak of a culture that allows 
harassment, assault, and trauma gen-
erated from within to fester within our 
military. 

So I join with my colleagues this 
morning in unity for the victims and 
for a change—a change that will re-
align the reality that our servicemem-
bers seem to face in the Armed Forces 
with the values of the greatest democ-
racy on Earth. 

I thank the Chair and my colleagues, 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak on the National De-
fense Authorization Act and how the 
Senate, and particularly the women of 
the Senate, are working to address the 
crisis of military sexual assault. 

I thank Senators MIKULSKI and COL-
LINS for organizing and bringing us to-
gether this morning. I thank Senators 
LEVIN and INHOFE for their leadership, 
and I thank Senators MCCASKILL and 
GILLIBRAND for working on this critical 
legislation over the course of the past 
year. Of course, I thank all of the 
women of the Senate. We have heard 
from many of them this morning and 
will hear from more because this is an 
incredible year—a year that I hope will 
be remembered as a decisive one in the 
effort to eradicate military sexual as-
sault once and for all. 

We are all too well aware that sexual 
assault continues to plague our Armed 
Forces. We have all seen the horrifying 
numbers. In 2012, the Department of 
Defense received 3,374 reports of sexual 
assault in the military. But by the 
DOD’s own estimates, 26,000 incidents 
of unwanted sexual contact actually 
took place during that period. That 
means that only 12.9 percent—a small 
fraction—of all incidents were actually 
reported. Of the 3,374 reported offenses 
in 2012, only 880 faced command action 
for sex crimes. Of those 880, 594 faced 
court-martial, and 302 of those courts- 
martial resulted in convictions. 

So all in all, we have a situation in 
which 880 people faced any kind of dis-
cipline for a sex crime out of the uni-
verse of 26,000 potential incidents. That 
is only 3.4 percent of total of incidents 
in which someone was held account-
able, and only 302 or 1.1 percent were 
actually convicted of a crime. That is 
not a good set of numbers, and it sums 
up why this problem has been festering 
and why we need action this year. 

But I think we also know that we are 
not all here because of the statistics. 
We are here because of real people and 
because each and every one of the num-
bers is a personal story of grief, and we 
know them all too well. Whether it was 
the sexual assault scandal last year at 
Lackland Air Force Base in Texas 
where a dozen or more basic training 
instructors were accused of sexually 
assaulting female trainees or the more 

recent case at the air base in Italy, 
where an Air Force general decided to 
reinstate a pilot, without explanation, 
despite the fact that this pilot had 
been convicted of sexual assault 
charges in a court-martial by a jury of 
his peers. 

I think of Kimberley Wellnitz from 
Mora, MN. She served with the Marines 
in Iraq. In 2005, she was handcuffed to 
a bed and assaulted by a fellow Ma-
rine—her supervisor. She reported him. 
The end result? He was demoted in 
rank. 

It is clear we have so much more to 
do in addressing this problem. It 
doesn’t just hurt our men and women 
in uniform. It undermines the integrity 
of our Armed Forces and the integrity 
of our country, and that is why we 
can’t let it continue. 

I know everyone in the Senate—and 
none more than the women of the Sen-
ate—wants action to change this intol-
erable situation. And action is what we 
are going to get. This year’s National 
Defense Authorization Act contains 
more than two dozen unprecedented re-
forms which will increase reporting of 
these crimes, provide support to vic-
tims, and help rebuild trust in the mili-
tary’s handling of sexual assaults. 

As a former prosecutor who ran an 
office of 400 people, I learned over time 
that the outcomes are incredibly im-
portant. But just as important is how 
people feel about how they are treated 
in the system. Every year we did a sur-
vey of our victims of domestic abuse 
and of sexual assault, and one of the 
aspects that became clear over time: 
Just as important as how many months 
someone got in prison was whether or 
not the crime was explained to them, 
whether or not the process was ex-
plained to the victims, and whether or 
not the outcome was explained. We ac-
tually had people come back and say: I 
know this case had to be dropped; or I 
know you couldn’t bring charges in 
this case, but I felt that you treated 
me with respect, and I understood that 
my case would still remain so that if 
another case came forward my record 
would be there, my report would be 
there. If the facts were better or if 
there was more evidence, you could go 
forward with it. That led me to get in-
volved way before this past year in the 
issues of record retention in the mili-
tary on sexual assault reports. 

When I first got involved, we learned 
the shocking fact that many branches 
of the military were destroying the 
records sometimes in 1 year, some-
times in 5 years. That is why Senator 
Olympia Snowe and I got together and 
proposed changes to that system. We 
actually changed it so records would be 
kept for decades. But the problem is 
that still in the law, despite two 
changes we have made over the years 
on this exact authorization act, the 
victim actually has to sign something 
and say they want the records retained. 
That would not happen in a civil court. 

Current law only requires retention 
of restricted reports—and that is when 

a servicemember chooses not to take 
legal action—at the request of the af-
fected servicemember. This might seem 
innocuous, but it is not. It is a loophole 
allowing for the continued destruction 
of records, making it harder for service 
men and women who have been sexu-
ally assaulted to get VA benefits for 
the assault or to seek justice in the fu-
ture. 

I did an event with a former marine 
whose case couldn’t be brought. Be-
cause she was a marine, the records at 
the time were kept for 5 years. So when 
the perpetrator got out and raped two 
kids in California, that prosecutor in 
California was at least able to look at 
the records. Whether he could use them 
or not is somewhat immaterial. It sim-
ply helps to look at the records to 
know what happened and if there was a 
similar modus operandi. 

A servicemember who has been 
through an assault should not be forced 
to reach a far-reaching decision wheth-
er his or her report on such a crime 
will be retained or not, as is what is 
happening right now. This bill gets rid 
of the double standard between re-
stricted and unrestricted reports, en-
suring all reports are stored in a secure 
and private manner for at least 50 
years. It also contains a provision from 
my bill requiring the disposition of 
substantiated sexual-related offenses 
be noted in personnel records. This will 
help ensure that commanders are 
aware of potential repeat offenders. 
And it contains the language from my 
Military Sexual Assault Prevention 
Act—and I thank Senator MURKOWSKI 
for her support—which expresses the 
sense of the Senate that charges of 
rape, sexual assault or attempts to 
commit these offenses should be dis-
posed of by court-martial rather than 
by nonjudicial punishment or adminis-
trative action. We want offenders to be 
convicted and punished, not just given 
a slap on the wrist by commanders or 
allowed to slink away without a dis-
charge. 

This year’s NDAA also includes legis-
lation which I introduced with Senator 
MCCASKILL to add sexual assault and 
related charges to the list of protected 
communications that can be inves-
tigated by the DOD inspector general. 
This is expanded whistleblower protec-
tion which will help ensure that serv-
icemembers are able to report sexual 
assault crimes without facing retalia-
tion. 

These are just a few of the provisions 
addressing sexual assault in this bill. 
We also know this bill does so much fo-
cused on victims’ rights and treating 
our victims with the respect that they 
deserve. 

Our country is fortunate that we 
have so many selfless service men and 
women who volunteer to serve their 
country. When they raise their hands 
to serve, we take on the responsibility 
to provide them the means to accom-
plish their mission and to ensure they 
don’t have to worry about what is 
going on behind the front line. Sexual 
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assault in the military betrays that re-
sponsibility. If in the course of their 
service our service men and women ex-
perience an assault that our military 
failed to prevent, then we owe them 
the basic decency of justice. 

I look forward to working on and 
passing this bill with my colleagues so 
that we can protect our servicemem-
bers once and for all. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we 

are seeing something pretty historic, 
with over half of the women of the Sen-
ate speaking on this issue. I know the 
press isn’t covering this, but I hope 
with C–SPAN they are. 

This is a bipartisan effort, with 30 re-
forms we have agreed to, and it is very 
impressive that we are all here, speak-
ing up with one voice, and an occa-
sional difference in goals. I hope Amer-
ica is watching because this has never 
happened before. 

I now turn to the Senator from Wis-
consin for her remarks, then to the 
Senator from Missouri, and then to the 
Senator from Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I rise 
this morning to speak about this year’s 
national defense authorization legisla-
tion and the important reforms that 
are a part of the underlying bill to im-
prove our military’s response to sexual 
assault within its ranks. 

The men and women in our Armed 
Services serve with courage in defense 
of our freedom every single day. In my 
eyes their service needs to be respected 
by taking decisive action to address 
the ongoing crisis—in fact, you can call 
it an epidemic—of sexual assault in the 
military. We know the system is bro-
ken, and it is long past time we fix it. 

I wish to share just one story from a 
remarkable and brave woman named 
Rachel who lives in LaCrosse, WI. 

Rachel joined the Army in 2004. She 
was sexually assaulted that same year 
while she was stationed at Fort Meade 
in Maryland for advanced individual 
training. After reporting her assault to 
her commanding officer, Rachel was in-
terrogated for hours over numerous 
days and ultimately forced to drop the 
charge. She was written up for frater-
nization, and her assailant was not 
charged with any crime. 

As you can imagine, Rachel was 
deeply affected by the trauma of this 
crime and continues to face struggles 
with post-traumatic stress disorder. 
But Rachel is a survivor and a true in-
spiration. She has turned her pain and 
courage into a platform for advocacy 
and service to her community, working 
through her organization Survivors 
Empowered Through Art to raise 
awareness about military sexual as-
sault through the power of art and sto-
rytelling. 

Rachel’s story is a reminder that she 
is not alone and that we must do every-
thing that we can to make sure that all 

victims of sexual assault have the sup-
port they deserve. That is why I am 
heartened by the many important re-
forms included in the 2014 National De-
fense Authorization Act and very 
grateful to the bipartisan coalition, in 
particular of women Senators who have 
worked so diligently to make this 
change happen. In particular, Senators 
GILLIBRAND and MCCASKILL have led 
the fight to make these improvements. 
Their efforts will make a real dif-
ference in the lives of countless Ameri-
cans by preventing sexual assault in 
the military and greatly improving our 
support to victims. 

However, I believe more must be done 
to help victims of sexual assault. That 
is why I am a proud cosponsor of Sen-
ator GILLIBRAND’s amendment, which 
would improve on these important re-
forms by removing the prosecution of 
major crimes from the military chain 
of command. Instead, military prosecu-
tors would determine whether to move 
a case forward, which would eliminate 
inherent bias and conflicts of interest 
which currently deter victims from re-
porting sexual assault crimes in the 
first place. 

I am also filing an amendment to en-
sure we are including ROTC programs 
in our conversations about military 
sexual assault. Just like we must en-
sure our new officers from service 
academies meet our highest standards, 
we must do the same of those commis-
sioned in ROTC programs across Amer-
ica. 

I think the important improvements 
in this year’s Defense authorization 
show the great promise of what can be 
achieved if we work together in a bi-
partisan way to get work done for the 
American people. 

It is a tremendous privilege to be a 
public servant. It is a special privilege 
to be the first woman elected from my 
State to the U.S. Senate. One of the 
best parts for me is that I get to be a 
woman in the Senate at a time when 
there are so many incredible other 
women in the Senate to work with, to 
learn from, and to look up to. I ex-
pressly thank my Senate colleagues 
who serve on the Armed Services Com-
mittee—Senators MCCASKILL, HAGAN, 
SHAHEEN, GILLIBRAND, HIRONO, AYOTTE, 
and FISCHER. I thank them for their 
work in guiding this process through 
their committee in such an effective 
and bipartisan way. And my thanks of 
course goes as well to Senators LEVIN 
and INHOFE for their stewardship of 
these important provisions. 

I thank Senators MIKULSKI and COL-
LINS for organizing today’s floor 
speeches. The cumulative total of those 
changes represents true progress in 
eliminating the tragedy and scourge of 
sexual assault in our military. I once 
again thank my colleagues for their bi-
partisan work. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KAINE). The Senator from Missouri. 
Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 

too thank my colleagues Senator MI-

KULSKI and Senator COLLINS for mak-
ing an effort today to highlight the 
work that has been done on this impor-
tant issue. I would be less than candid 
if I did not say it has been frustrating 
to have one policy difference dominate 
the discussion of this issue over the 
previous few weeks, without anyone 
even realizing the historic reforms that 
are contained in this bill. So I welcome 
the opportunity to come with my col-
leagues who may disagree on one pol-
icy issue but do not disagree on the 
goal and are taking a moment to recog-
nize the work that has been put into 
this bill by not just the women of the 
Armed Services Committee but also 
the men of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

After the hearings—and some of us 
have spent literally hundreds of hours 
pouring over trial transcripts, spending 
time visiting with prosecutors—I think 
we have fashioned historic and amazing 
changes that are going to forever 
change the successful prosecution of 
rapists in our military and go further 
to protect victims. 

I come to this issue with a great deal 
of experience. I think it is not hyper-
bole or overstating it that I have stood 
in the courtroom prosecuting sexual 
predators more than any Member of 
the Senate. I have handled hundreds 
and hundreds of cases and dozens and 
dozens of jury trials. No one in this 
Chamber has intersected with victims 
of sexual assault more than I have. I do 
not think anyone has more of an un-
derstanding of the particularly com-
plicated problems that these cases 
present, especially when there is a 
‘‘consent’’ defense. 

Keep in mind that the vast majority 
of these cases in the military are con-
sent offenses. You have two options in 
a sexual assault case. One is ‘‘it wasn’t 
me,’’ and the other is ‘‘it was consen-
sual activity.’’ It does not take some-
one much to understand the principle 
that in this instance most of these 
cases are going to be consent defenses. 

Why do I emphasize that? I empha-
size it because it is relevant. It is par-
ticularly relevant to the reforms that 
we embrace in the underlying bill. The 
time period in which a victim decides 
she is going to come forward out of the 
shadows and hold her perpetrator ac-
countable is invariably very close in 
time to the time of report. It is how 
she is treated at that juncture more 
than anything else, more than whether 
she has been victimized in the military 
or whether she has been victimized on 
the streets of your hometown—she is 
coming forward with the most person-
ally painful moment of her life. Keep in 
mind if you are coming forward with 
the most personally painful moment of 
your life how complicated that gets if 
you know the defense is going to be 
that you wanted it, that it is consen-
sual, and then it is even more difficult. 

That is why the vast majority of 
these crimes in our country are never 
reported, ever. It doesn’t matter 
whether we are talking military or ci-
vilian. So how can we, at that critical 
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moment, make sure that victim gets 
the help and support she or he needs to 
do the unthinkable, and that is to lay 
herself or himself bare to the public 
about what has happened. The way you 
do that is through the reforms my col-
league Senator MURRAY stressed and 
that we have incorporated in this bill, 
and that is that every single victim 
gets their own lawyer. 

I don’t think many Members under-
stand how extraordinary that is. That 
reform alone will make our military 
the most victim-friendly criminal jus-
tice system in the world. In no other 
criminal justice system anywhere—ci-
vilian, military, United States, our al-
lies—does a victim get that kind of 
support. That is what is underlying in 
these reforms. We already know it 
works because it has been a pilot pro-
gram in the Air Force. Unlike those 
who say reporting will never go up un-
less we make another policy change, 
reporting is spiking in our military, up 
50 percent just this year. That is be-
cause the victims are getting the word, 
not only do you not have to report to 
the chain of command, you are going 
to begin to get the resources and help 
and knowledge you need to navigate 
the choppiest waters, emotionally and 
personally, you will ever encounter. 

Not only have we done that in the 
underlying bill, we also have done 
other work such as stripping com-
manders of their ability to abuse this 
system by changing the outcome of a 
trial—very important. 

Making the crime of retaliation a re-
ality in the military—it should be ac-
tionable in a criminal court within the 
military if you retaliate against a vic-
tim who reports. Now not only will the 
victim know that retaliation is a 
crime, not only will the unit know re-
taliation is a crime, the victim has her 
own lawyer who can help press those 
charges if that occurs. 

Think of the practical consequences 
of this reform. You go back into your 
unit, you are retaliated against, you 
call your lawyer: You will not believe 
what they did to me today. Your law-
yer helps you bring charges against 
those who might retaliate. 

It requires automatic discharge from 
the military for rape or assault convic-
tions. 

There will be other opportunities to 
debate the policy difference we have 
about how these cases are handled in 
the military, but I cannot say how 
grateful I am to the dean and to Sen-
ator COLLINS for doing this today. It is 
very important that we not lose sight 
that this is not about a bumper stick-
er. It is not about one side versus the 
other. This is about doing the very best 
job we can on the policy so we can pro-
tect victims, prosecute offenders, and 
get them the hell out of our military. 
That is what this is about, and with 
every fiber of my being I believe we are 
going to accomplish that with the re-
forms we are embracing. 

I will come back to the floor to talk 
more about the amendment I will be of-

fering on the floor to go even further 
with some of these reforms that we 
think are necessary. 

I am so grateful that my colleagues 
have taken a moment to recognize the 
obvious; that what we have done is his-
toric; that what we have done we do in 
agreement; and what we have done is 
going to make a difference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, how 
much time do we have under this 
morning business agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
in morning business has currently ex-
pired. 

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Ms. MIKULSKI. We have two more 
speakers, Senators from Massachusetts 
and Washington State. I ask unani-
mous consent morning business be ex-
tended for these two for approximately 
10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Washington State and the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland and 
the Senator from Maine for helping to 
bring so many of us to the floor today 
to talk about an issue that cuts across 
partisan lines and has plagued our Na-
tion’s military and has gone 
unaddressed for far too long. Military 
sexual assault is an epidemic and it has 
rightly been identified as such by the 
Pentagon. It is absolutely unconscion-
able that a fellow servicemember, the 
person you rely on to have your back 
and to be there for you, would commit 
such a terrible crime. It is simply ap-
palling that they could commit such a 
personal violation of their brother or 
sister in uniform, but what is worse 
and what has made change an absolute 
necessity is the prevalence of these 
crimes. Recent estimates tell us that 
26,000 servicemembers are sexually as-
saulted each year and just over 3,000 of 
those assaults are reported. According 
to the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
about one in five female veterans 
treated by VA has suffered from mili-
tary sexual assault; one in five. That is 
certainly not the act of a comrade. It is 
not in keeping with the ethos of any of 
the services, and it can no longer be 
tolerated. That is why the women of 
the Senate have been united in calling 
for action. 

There has been made much of the 
fact that there are now 20 women in 
the Senate, a historic number that I 
think we all agree can still grow. But 
it is important to remember that the 
number alone should not be what is 
historic. Instead, it is what we do with 
our newfound strength to address the 
issues that are impacting women 
across the country. 

With this bill, the first Defense au-
thorization of this Congress, we are 
doing exactly that. We are taking his-
toric action to help servicemembers ac-
cess the resources they need to seek 
justice without fear. One way this bill 
will do just that, help protect our serv-
icemembers and assist victims and 
punish criminals, is through the inclu-
sion of a bill I introduced across party 
lines with Senator AYOTTE. Our bill, 
which is included in the base bill, cre-
ates a new category of legal advocates 
called special victims’ counsels. They 
would be responsible for advocating on 
behalf of the interests of the victim. 
These special victims’ counsels would 
advise the victim on the range of legal 
issues they may face. 

For example, when a young private 
first class is intimidated into not re-
porting a sexual assault by threatening 
her with unrelated legal charges such 
as underage drinking, this new legal 
advocate would be there to protect her 
and tell her the truth. Since January, 
the Air Force has provided these advo-
cates to over 500 victims through an in-
novative new pilot program. Ten 
months later, the results are speaking 
for themselves. Ninety-two percent of 
victims are extremely satisfied with 
the advice and support their SVC lent 
them through the military judicial 
process, 98 percent would recommend 
other victims request these advocates, 
and 93 percent believed these advocates 
effectively fought on their behalf. 

In describing their experience with 
an advocate, one victim shared that: 

Going through this was the hardest thing I 
ever had to do in my life. Having a Special 
Victim Counsel helped tremendously. . . . No 
words could describe how much I appreciate 
having one of these advocates. 

Through our bipartisan effort, the 
Defense authorization bill will also en-
hance the responsibility and authority 
of DOD’s sexual assault prevention and 
response office, known as the SAPRO. 
This improvement will help provide 
better oversight of efforts to combat 
military sexual assault across the 
Armed Forces. SAPRO would also be 
required to regularly track and report 
on a range of MSA statistics, including 
assault rates and the number of cases 
brought to trial, and compliance with-
in each of the individual services. 

Some of the stat collection is already 
being done so this requirement is not 
going to be too burdensome, but it will 
give the office authority to track and 
report to us on the extent of the prob-
lem. 

I believe the great strength of our 
military is in the character and dedica-
tion of our men and women who wear 
that uniform. It is the courage of these 
Americans who volunteer to serve our 
country that are the Pentagon’s great-
est asset. I know it is said a lot but 
take a moment to think about that. 
Our servicemembers volunteered to 
face danger, put their lives on the line, 
and protect our country and all its peo-
ple. When we think of those dangers, 
we think of IEDs and battles with in-
surgents. 
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We should not have to focus on the 

threats they encounter from their own 
fellow servicemembers, and we should 
never allow for a culture in which the 
fear of reporting a crime allows a prob-
lem such as this to fester year after 
year. These are dangers that can never 
be accepted and none of our courageous 
servicemembers should ever have to 
face them. 

Earlier this year I asked Navy Sec-
retary Ray Mabus about the sexual as-
sault epidemic, and I was glad he told 
me that ‘‘concern’’ was not a strong 
enough word to describe how he feels 
about this problem. He said he is angry 
about it. I know many of us in the Sen-
ate are angry as well, particularly our 
female colleagues who have dedicated 
so much time to this issue and share 
this feeling and want to put an end to 
this epidemic. 

I am hopeful we can work quickly to 
do right by our Nation’s heroes. When 
our best and brightest put on a uniform 
and join the U.S. Armed Forces, they 
do so with the understanding that they 
will sacrifice much in the name of de-
fending our country and its people. But 
that sacrifice should never have to 
come in the form of abuse from their 
fellow servicemembers. 

I am proud the women in this Senate 
have taken this issue head on, and 
what should never be lost in the effort 
to enact the many changes that have 
been proposed is that for too long this 
was an issue that was simply swept 
under the rug. That is no longer the 
case thanks to bipartisan cooperation, 
the work of thousands of dedicated ad-
vocates, and the voices of countless 
victims who have bravely spoken. 

We are poised to make a difference 
on an issue that women everywhere 
have brought out of the shadows, and I 
am proud of the women who have 
worked so hard on this issue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise 

to express my strong support for ef-
forts to stamp out sexual assault in our 
military, and I wish to begin by thank-
ing the Senator from Maryland and the 
Senator from Maine for their extraor-
dinary leadership in bringing us here to 
speak on this issue. 

For over 20 years our military has 
said it has a zero tolerance policy to-
ward sexual violence. Government 
agencies have put out 20 reports exam-
ining the problem and suggesting po-
tential solutions. Yet, shamefully, inci-
dents of sexual assault involving our 
military personnel continue at stag-
gering rates. 

Data from the Department of Defense 
indicates that thousands of men and 
women serving in the military are sub-
ject to these horrific experiences every 
year. More than 20 percent of women 
serving in the military have reported 
unwanted sexual contact at some point 
during the course of their military 
service. 

Perhaps most shameful, about half of 
all female victims in a 2012 DOD survey 

indicated they did not report these 
crimes because they believed such re-
ports would simply be ignored. 

This is an outrageous situation. We 
have called on the military over and 
over to solve this problem, and they 
have failed. Simply once again calling 
on the military to reform will be an ex-
ercise in futility. Worse, it will be a 
breach of trust with the men and 
women who are future victims of sex-
ual predators lurking in the military. 

These are important steps forward 
that we take today. There are a num-
ber of extremely strong provisions to 
address sexual assault included in this 
year’s National Defense Authorization 
Act which will move us in the right di-
rection. These provisions are designed 
to crack down on sexual assaults, to 
better protect and advocate for vic-
tims, and to change the climate within 
our military to one that ends this des-
picable conduct. 

The bill includes provisions to pro-
mote the prosecution of these cases by 
eliminating the statute of limitations 
on certain sexual offense cases and by 
limiting the ability of commanding of-
ficers to modify court-martial findings 
in sexual offense cases. 

The bill requires the provision of a 
special victims’ counsel to provide 
legal support for servicemembers who 
are victims of sexual violence at the 
hands of other members of the military 
and take steps to limit the potential 
for victims to be mistreated by defense 
counsel. 

There are other important steps for-
ward in this bill. As the Senate debates 
the Defense bill, we will consider addi-
tional provisions to prosecute and 
eliminate sexual assault. I support 
those efforts as well. 

The issue of sexual violence within 
our Armed Forces is very personal to 
me. All three of my brothers served in 
the military. My oldest brother was ca-
reer military and flew 288 combat mis-
sions in Vietnam. I know the unbeliev-
able sacrifices our military men and 
women make for this country and the 
sacrifices their families make to sup-
port them. 

Yet, in spite of those sacrifices, we as 
a nation have consistently refused to 
take sufficient steps to ensure that our 
military men and women are protected 
from sexual violence on the job. Toler-
ance for sexual assaults demeans the 
sacrifices that millions of brave men 
and women have stepped forward to 
make on our behalf. We owe it to our 
servicemembers, and to their families, 
to change the culture in our military 
that remains far too tolerant of this 
abuse. We owe it to our servicemem-
bers, and to their families, to do every-
thing in our power to stamp out these 
incidents. 

No matter the outcome of this week’s 
amendment votes, this year’s Defense 
Authorization Act will make signifi-
cant strides toward finally making the 
military’s zero tolerance policy a re-
ality. 

I am proud to support these efforts, 
and I promise that so long as these 

crimes continue to occur, so long as 
victims are fearful to come forward, so 
long as justice is denied to victims, we 
will be right back here next year and 
the year after that and the year after 
that, doing everything we can to end 
sexual assault in the military. 

The brave men and women serving in 
our Armed Forces have no intention of 
giving up on us, and we have no inten-
tion of giving up on them. 

I yield my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, with 

the outgoing statement by the Senator 
from Massachusetts, we have now con-
cluded the time that the women of the 
Senate have taken, on a bipartisan 
basis, to speak out against sexual as-
sault in the military and to speak for 
the 30 reforms we have all agreed upon, 
on a bipartisan basis, that will enable 
prosecutorial reform, help to the vic-
tims, guarantee that there is fairness 
with the process, and make sure that if 
a victim comes forward, that victim 
will not be retaliated against or ig-
nored, and for anyone who is accused, 
that person will get a fair process. 

I am very proud of the way the seven 
women on the Armed Services Com-
mittee took the lead on this issue and 
were then joined not only by the rest of 
us but also social workers, advocates, 
former Attorneys General. We could 
not have done it without the very good 
men on the committee, particularly 
the chairmanship of Senator LEVIN and 
the help of Senator INHOFE. 

I note the Senator from Rhode Island 
Mr. REED is on the floor. We want to 
thank Senator REED for his strong ad-
vocacy and advancement for women in 
the military and also these important 
reforms. 

I would also like to add, as the dean 
of the women, that what we did this 
morning was pretty historical. We have 
10 women from the Senate across the 
aisle speaking out on 30 reforms that 
were agreed to in the underlying bill. 
This is what the American people 
wanted—Members of the Senate work-
ing together with the chairman of the 
committee, listening to victims, listen-
ing to experts, and listening to the 
military. 

Do you know what was disappointing. 
There was only one person in the press 
gallery. If we had been in conflict—and 
there will be disagreements later on 
where there are differences in some 
policies, and that is OK with me. But 
we don’t make press when we have ac-
tually worked together, and worked 
with such incredible diligence and ex-
pertise among ourselves, to solve these 
egregious and historically intransigent 
problems. 

I say to the press, you know you like 
conflict, you know you like con-
troversy, and you particularly want to 
see it among the women. We have a 
precedent where we have disagreed be-
fore on goals. When I led the fight with 
Lilly Ledbetter, Senator Kay Bailey 
Hutchison took me on with nine 
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amendments. We had a good debate and 
a good bill at the end of it. 

Senator MURKOWSKI, from the State 
of Alaska, has also disagreed with me 
on what should be the best approach on 
preventive health. We had debates 
without personal conflict, and we then 
came up with some good ideas. 

I say today, when I listen to our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle— 
who again have great backgrounds— 
this is pretty historic. 

If you are watching on C–SPAN, you 
saw history being made. There were 10 
of us—and there will be more later 
today—who actually agreed. We are 
trying to govern the way we were 
elected to govern. I am proud with 
what we are going to do with the re-
forms that are involved. I am proud of 
the way we have gone about it, and if 
we disagree on some matters here and 
there, that is what debate, intellectual 
rigor, and civility will be all about. 

I will conclude this debate for now. 
Other women will be coming through-
out the day to speak, and we know we 
will be debating some other important 
policies as well. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
PHY). Morning business is closed. 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1197. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 1197) to authorize appropriations 

for fiscal year 2014 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Reid (for Levin-Inhofe) amendment No. 

2123, to increase to $5,000,000,000 the ceiling 
on the general transfer authority of the De-
partment of Defense. 

Reid (for Levin-Inhofe) amendment No. 
2124 (to Amendment No. 2123), of a perfecting 
nature. 

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the 
Committee on Armed Services, with instruc-
tions, Reid amendment No. 2125, to change 
the enactment date. 

Reid amendment No. 2126 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 2125), of a perfecting 
nature. 

Reid amendment No. 2127 (to amendment 
No. 2126), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 12:30 
p.m. will be for debate only. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. I note 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. INHOFE. 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. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 
everyone is aware that we have a lot of 
differences on both sides of the aisle. 
Quite frankly, I just had a meeting 
with some of the House people. There 
are some problems right now. I am anx-
ious for Chairman LEVIN to come back, 
perhaps after our conferences, and I 
will do the same thing, and hopefully 
we will be able to do it. I understand 
there has already been a statement 
made about the Ayotte amendment on 
Guantanamo. She is ready to debate, 
and I think Senator LEVIN has a side- 
by-side amendment he is ready to de-
bate as well. So that, in my opinion, is 
about as far as we have come as far as 
progress. I will withhold any other 
comments I will make until the chair 
has made his comments, which will 
probably be after lunch. 

By the way, I ask our Members to 
continue to file all amendments they 
have in anticipation that we will, as we 
have in the past, ultimately come to 
that conclusion, that we will have 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Senator THUNE per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1724 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. THUNE. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Ala-
bama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, we 
need to be moving forward with the De-
fense bill. It is very important. I am a 
member of Armed Services Committee, 
and we had a good bipartisan vote out 
of committee to bring the bill to the 
floor. Chairman LEVIN has been fair to 
us in committee, so we got a good com-
mittee process. But there are some dis-
agreements over a number of issues 
that the full Senate needs to discuss 
and vote on. They just should be able 
to do that. 

We are drifting into a process that is 
absolutely contrary to the history of 
the Senate—the real concept of the 
U.S. Senate—where we bring matters 
up and vote on them. Just because it 
cleared our committee does not mean 
the full Senate does not get to vote on 
some of these differing opinions. 

I voted in the committee on a num-
ber of amendments that did not pass. 
We had amendments up in committee 
that we decided not to vote on, and the 
phrase was: Well, we will carry that to 
the floor. In other words, it will be 
brought up and the whole Senate will 
vote on it, not just the committee. 
Maybe in the interim something could 
be worked out. But if not, it would go 
to the full Senate, and the full Senate 
would work its will, would have its de-
bate and vote. 

We are going days now with nothing 
happening, no amendments being voted 
on. They could have already been voted 
on. So Senator REID has filled the tree, 
and that means he has complete con-
trol over the process. He has the abil-
ity to say we will not have a single 
amendment. In fact, except for, I 
think, two, all he has agreed to in this 
process is to have maybe two amend-
ments up, and that is unacceptable. 
Senator REID ought to know that. You 
cannot move the Defense bill of the 
United States of America, spending 
$500 billion, and not have amendments 
and Senators actually offering sugges-
tions on how to spend that money bet-
ter and do better for America. What 
are we here for? 

So I am really worried about this. I 
am afraid that this whole thing could 
collapse over the failure of amend-
ments to be offered. I look here at a 
chart. Back, basically, when Repub-
licans were in charge, we had 27 amend-
ments, 25 amendments, 13 amendments 
actually voted on. The average number 
was 11.5 amendments voted on. 

We already have well over 100 amend-
ments filed. Over half of them, two- 
thirds of them, will eventually be with-
drawn or the managers of the bill will 
agree to some form of that suggestion 
with different language and we would 
move on. But we should have already 
started on amendments, and we should 
recognize that a good Defense bill is 
going to require an open process where 
we can actually discuss how to fix it 
and make it better. 

In addition, we are facing, under the 
Budget Control Act and the sequester, 
some real financial challenges for the 
Department of Defense that are his-
toric. It is significant. We need to be 
able to talk about that and work on 
that and try to figure out a way to 
strengthen the ability of the Defense 
Department to function in a rational 
way and not do unnecessary damage to 
them while they work to contain 
spending. That is a critical thing. 

So I would say to Senator REID, who 
has a tough job—there is no doubt 
about that—Senator REID, you should 
not attempt this dramatic reduction in 
the ability of the Senate to actually 
have amendments to a bill as large and 
as important as the Defense bill. You 
are overreaching, Senator REID. 

We cannot agree to that. The loyal 
opposition, the Republican opposi-
tion—I say, the bill that came out of 
committee was bipartisan, overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan, with a big vote in the 
committee. But there are things that 
need to be voted on here, and we are 
not going to agree to a handful of 
amendments. So if you try to move for-
ward with this bill without allowing at 
least a legitimate amendment process, 
you are not going to go forward be-
cause we are not going to agree to go 
forward when you fill the tree and 
block amendments and have the power 
to deny amendments of any significant 
degree on the floor of the Senate. 

I am worried about that. I hope my 
friend, Senator LEVIN, and Senator 
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REED, who is here, and others, can talk 
with the majority leader and reason 
with him, and let’s get on with the 
business of proceeding with these 
amendments and some actual debate 
about the future of America’s defense 
posture because we do have challenges 
in the years to come—a lot different 
than we have had—and we need to re-
configure defense, and we need to be 
asking ourselves honestly and in a bi-
partisan way, what will we need to do 
in 15 years, what will we need to be 
doing in 2025. 

I had the honor to be at the Reagan 
Library this weekend for a national se-
curity conference dealing with what 
our defense structure should be in 2025. 
Senator LEVIN, along with former Sec-
retary of Defense Gates, was given the 
first award they give for patriotic serv-
ice. So our Armed Services chairman, 
let me note, was honored—our Demo-
cratic chairman—was honored at the 
Ronald Reagan Library for his commit-
ment to national defense. 

But I am just saying, ladies and gen-
tlemen, in a bipartisan way we need to 
be thinking about what our future de-
fense policy should be. We need to be 
thinking about how to move this bill. 
But it will not move, and I will not 
support going to a bill that does not 
allow this Senate to have a reasonable 
opportunity to have amendments. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
have come to the floor today to mod-
erate a colloquy between my col-
leagues for the next 20 minutes or so 
regarding a very important amendment 
that has been filed to the Defense au-
thorization bill we are considering. The 
colloquy will be between myself, Sen-
ator WICKER, Senator WARREN, Senator 
COCHRAN, Senator HOEVEN, Senator 
NELSON, and Senator MERKLEY. I ask 
unanimous consent that we have the 
next 20 minutes to conduct the col-
loquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

FLOOD INSURANCE 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 

really appreciate the courtesies of the 
manager of the bill on the floor, Sen-
ator REED. I really appreciate his cour-
tesies because those of us who have 
come to the floor today to speak about 
this issue are extremely concerned 
about this problem that has presented 
itself based on a bill that was passed 2 
years ago called Biggert-Waters. With 
all the best intentions, a bill was 
passed 2 years ago to try to fix and re-
form and reauthorize the Nation’s 
Flood Insurance Program, which is a 
very important program that allows 
millions of people who live not just 
along the coast but along our rivers 
and bayous and streams—from coast to 
coast, inland and coastal commu-
nities—to live safely and to live 
affordably and to have flood insurance 
they can count on. That was the inten-

tion of the bill, but something went 
awry through the passage of the bill, 
and the consequences are devastating. 

Now, as we look back 2 years, and we 
see how FEMA and some of these Fed-
eral agencies are implementing the law 
we passed, we have some very serious 
concerns not only about how they are 
implementing it, but about the law 
itself. 

So a group of us have come together 
to change that law so we can provide 
opportunities for our families, for our 
individuals and our businesses, to be 
able to buy and keep the kind of flood 
insurance they need to stay in business 
and to keep their communities intact. 

In the last couple of weeks all we 
have heard about is health care insur-
ance, and that is important, and we 
have some things to fix and move for-
ward on, providing the country with a 
health care system they can depend on, 
but we also have a real challenge in 
flood insurance and affordability to our 
communities. 

In Louisiana alone we have 400,000 
flood insurance policies. Florida—I see 
my good friend, Senator NELSON from 
Florida, on the floor. His State has the 
largest number of policies; followed by 
Texas, with the second largest number; 
and, of course, Mississippi has quite a 
few as well. Senator WICKER joins me 
on the floor. 

I want to start by showing this map 
I have in the Chamber so everyone who 
is following this debate—and there are 
literally millions of people following 
this debate; not only homeowners, 
business owners, but bankers, realtors, 
developers, et cetera—because if we do 
not get this right, these communities 
where you see these dots on the map, 
which are shown in the Mardi Gras col-
ors—purple, gold, and green—these 
dots represent communities that are 
being affected by this program that 
needs to be changed and reformed. 

These are flood maps that are being 
issued. Look how many there are in Or-
egon, Washington, California, Texas. 
What really surprised me—because I 
know the gulf coast well; that is the 
area, of course, that I represent, Lou-
isiana; and I know Texas and Mis-
sissippi and Florida very well—but the 
area that surprised me was Pennsyl-
vania and Illinois and, of course, New 
York, New Jersey, and the east coast 
because of Superstorm Sandy. But this 
is a national issue. It is not a Lou-
isiana issue. It is not a gulf coast issue. 
It is a national issue. 

You will notice that these flood maps 
are not just along the coast. Some peo-
ple say to us who are working on this: 
Well, I am not concerned because I do 
not represent a coastal State. Well, 
heads up, everyone. Even if you do not 
represent a coastal State, you are hav-
ing flood maps issued from North Da-
kota, South Dakota, interior States, 
Kansas, Arkansas, et cetera, because 
you have rivers and flood zones. 

If we do not change this bill in a sig-
nificant way—what we are asking for 
in the Menendez-Isakson bill, which we 

are here offering as an amendment to 
the defense authorization bill—many of 
these communities will be devastated. 
That is because the Biggert-Waters bill 
has mandated fairly steep and 
unsustainable and unaffordable—to the 
middle class—rate increases that will 
simply prevent people from being able 
to stay in their homes. 

My friend Senator WICKER is fol-
lowing me in this colloquy. He wants 
to speak specifically about the hard-
ships that some of our people are expe-
riencing as they are getting these no-
tices about the rate increases. I ask 
Senator WICKER, what is he hearing in 
Mississippi? Could the Senator elabo-
rate a minute about the unintended 
consequences of Biggert-Waters and 
the increases that some of our people 
are seeing in their primary homes as 
well as their businesses. 

Mr. WICKER. Madam President, I 
thank my colleague from Louisiana for 
asking that question. 

What I am hearing from Mississippi, 
and what I think we are going to be 
hearing from all across the United 
States of America, is that this is about 
to be a disaster for property owners in 
the United States of America. So I join 
my colleagues today—and perhaps 
there will be others besides the three of 
us on the floor—in saying we need to 
address the very real problem of in-
creases in flood insurance premiums, 
which will unfairly hurt homeowners 
and businesses in my home State of 
Mississippi and across the United 
States of America. 

I appreciate my colleague presenting 
the map to show that this is indeed a 
national problem and not just a re-
gional or coastal problem. The severe 
onset of unaffordable rates— 
unaffordable rates—could have a dev-
astating impact on the livelihood of 
homeowners and communities through-
out the Nation and on our economy. 
Moreover, they could jeopardize the 
long-term solvency of the National 
Flood Insurance Program, which covers 
some 5.6 million Americans. 

There is no doubt that NFIP faces 
enormous challenges. The damages 
wrought by storms such as Katrina, 
Rita, and Sandy have left the NFIP in 
the red for nearly a decade, amounting 
to nearly $24 billion at the last count. 

In the early years of the NFIP, when 
bad storm years were roughly offset by 
light storm years, taxpayers effec-
tively carried policyholders through 
years because of the NFIP’s authority 
to borrow from the Treasury. However, 
the catastrophic 2004–2005 hurricane 
seasons put the program more than $20 
billion in debt and disproved the notion 
that the finances would balance out 
over time. 

The principles for NFIP reform are 
worthy goals. Premiums need to reflect 
risks more accurately, flood risks must 
be projected and mapped more accu-
rately, and the purchase of flood insur-
ance needs to be encouraged and en-
forced in order to enlarge the risk pool. 
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We cannot expect the NFIP to con-

tinue as a viable program without ad-
dressing the huge imbalance between 
premium revenue and payments for 
losses. At the same time, Congress can-
not sit by in the face of these dramatic 
unaffordable rate increases facing 
many Americans. 

The manner in which these reforms 
are being implemented is alienating 
the very people the program is in-
tended to help. The new rates penalize 
people who have followed the rules, 
while placing the heaviest burden on 
those who are only now recovering 
from recent disasters. 

In communities still recovering from 
recent Mississippi River flooding and 
in communities along the gulf coast, 
where the aftermath of Katrina still 
lingers, a financial burden of this mag-
nitude could force homeowners either 
to leave their property unprotected or 
to move away altogether. 

Ensuring the long-term success of 
the NFIP means taking an honest look 
at how the reforms Congress enacted 
last year are being implemented and 
whether they are unfairly hurting citi-
zens—and I contend they are. Allowing 
rates to go from a few hundred dollars 
to tens of thousands of dollars is hard-
ly a reasonable approach to reform. 

Reform should not be unnecessarily 
painful, unfair, or counterproductive to 
the goal of solvency. Premium in-
creases that make the coverage lit-
erally unaffordable could lead to a net 
loss in program revenue. Nobody bene-
fits from that. Nobody benefits, neither 
the homeowner nor the taxpayer, when 
NFIP premium increases result in fore-
closure. 

I am concerned that NFIP may well 
have overestimated net revenue in-
creases. They may have underesti-
mated the burden of the program going 
forward. That alone would be a good 
reason to delay the increases, if a 
longer phase-in would result in a net 
increase in revenue to the program, as 
I suspect it would. 

A delay would also allow time to 
study the effects of premium increases 
and it would allow us, as policymakers, 
to look for less harmful approaches to 
reform. The Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency should be able to com-
plete an affordability study and ensure 
that its technologies and methodolo-
gies accurately assess risk. 

I thank my colleague from Louisiana 
and I thank my colleague from Florida 
for joining us. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support action that provides 
immediate relief to Americans facing 
these steep rate hikes. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi for his comments and 
engaging in this exchange on the floor 
this morning. 

The Senator from Florida has been 
particularly concerned because Florida 
has a very robust population as one of 
our largest States. I think the Senator 
has over 2 million policies in Florida. 

Through the Chair, I wish to ask 
what the Senator is hearing in Florida 
about this situation. 

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana for inquiring. 

I can say that Federal flood insur-
ance that is not affordable is not Fed-
eral flood insurance. To go from a posi-
tion that one is paying rates at one 
level and all of a sudden go to a higher 
position, people are completely priced 
out of the market and all of the ancil-
lary things that go with it because peo-
ple can’t sell their homes. When one 
puts that ripple effect through the en-
tire economy, especially in a State 
such as mine that has more coastline 
than any State save for Alaska and 
where we have 40 percent of all the 
flood insurance policies. 

I dealt with this, I would say to the 
Senator from Louisiana, because in my 
former life I was the elected insurance 
commissioner of Florida. Fortunately, 
I had no jurisdiction over the Federal 
Flood Insurance Program, but other in-
surance companies that offered it pri-
vately or supplemented the Federal 
flood insurance we did have jurisdic-
tion to regulate. 

People cannot build a house—if they 
are going to a bank to get a mort-
gage—unless they have flood insurance. 
Now that the maps, as the Senator has 
pointed out, have been expanded show-
ing there are a lot more areas that are 
inundated by water, by flood, at times 
of the year, then this becomes, for the 
engine of commerce, a critical compo-
nent. One can’t be charging one price 
and suddenly say we are going to be 
charging people four times as much. 

Let us have a little common sense. A 
little common sense says we want 
FEMA to do an affordability study and, 
in the meantime, until we receive that 
study, we want this put on hold. It does 
not say it is not going to go up in the 
future, but availability of insurance is 
directly proportional to the ability of 
people to pay for that insurance and to 
continue the American dream, which 
home ownership is. 

I would ask if the Senator from Lou-
isiana remembers how long we have 
been trying to get this going. To the 
great credit of the Senator from Lou-
isiana, who has taken the lead, she saw 
the problem early before people started 
complaining in my State and other 
States. They were complaining in the 
State of Louisiana. Senator LANDRIEU 
was on top of it. We have only been 
doing this for about 8 months. We have 
a vehicle on the floor that is a must- 
pass vehicle. It is the Defense author-
ization bill. We need to get this legisla-
tion amended onto it and have it 
signed into law. 

I thank the Senator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Senator 

from Florida. 
The Senator is correct about ur-

gency. As the Presiding Officer knows, 
in her own home State, we are hearing 
from people who are stuck literally be-
tween a rock and a hard place because 
they can’t get their insurance renewed. 
They can’t afford the premium in-
creases. 

If they were thinking about selling 
their home, their home basically has 

become literally worthless, losing what 
equity they have—temporarily we hope 
because we intend to fix this—because 
no one can purchase a home if the flood 
insurance went from $300 a year to 
$13,000 or $15,000 a year. It is affecting 
home ownership. 

This is why I am proud to say—I see 
the Senator from Mississippi on the 
floor. 

I wish to say how grateful I am to the 
great coalition of Senators who have 
come together, 24 Senators and 128 
House Members. In addition, we have 
the National Association of Realtors, 
the National Association of Home 
Builders, and the Independent Commu-
nity Bankers of America. 

I wish to ask the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, through the Chair, does the 
Senator think we have a better chance 
of getting attention for our bill with 
the national strong support of the real-
tors, the homebuilders, and the bank-
ers? 

What is the Senator hearing from 
them in his State of Mississippi? 

Mr. COCHRAN. If the distinguished 
Senator would yield, I would be pleased 
to respond. 

It is a fact that the Homeowner 
Flood Insurance Affordability Act, 
which we are discussing, seeks to pro-
tect homeowners from increases in the 
cost of flood insurance premiums until 
the administration reviews and reports 
to the Congress on the flood mapping 
technologies, methodologies, and in-
surance affordability that are being 
issued under the authority of existing 
laws. 

One problem we are concerned about 
is that the program was supposed to 
protect taxpayer investments, commu-
nicate perceived flood risks to home-
owners, and encourage communities to 
protect themselves against flood risks. 

The reform legislation enacted in 
2012 made some positive changes in the 
program. Today some of those changes 
are now working in opposition to the 
broader goals of reform; hence, the im-
portance of this legislation. These 
shortcomings existed in the law and 
they actually threaten to weaken the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

The success of flood insurance is so 
important to many inland and coastal 
States, such as mine and Louisiana, 
the State of the distinguished Senator. 
Communities there continue to work 
to overcome damages caused by the 
greatest natural disaster in our Na-
tion’s history, the effects of the Deep-
water Horizon spill in 2010 and now 
skyrocketing flood insurance pre-
miums. 

Under the Homeowner Flood Insur-
ance Affordability Act, the administra-
tion would be required to provide as-
surances to Congress that it is using 
sound mapping methods to make flood 
insurance rate determinations. A study 
by the National Academy of Science 
produced in March of this year has 
called into question some of the engi-
neering practices the government uses 
to determine rates. 
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Before allowing unaffordable flood 

insurance rates to devalue private 
property and harm local communities 
and economies, we should be absolutely 
sure the government’s engineering 
practices and procedures are as sound 
as possible. It will be very difficult to 
rebuild communities or restore home 
equity once they are lost, so we had 
better get it right. 

Our bill does not create new pro-
grams to address rising premiums. It 
simply leaves in place some current 
practices so we can make sure the re-
productive reforms we enacted last 
year will actually improve the credi-
bility of the program among commu-
nities and homeowners. 

Our bill would not affect positive re-
forms related to expanding program 
participation or the phaseout of sub-
sidized flood insurance premiums for 
vacation homes and homes that have a 
history of repeated flooding. 

My principal purpose of coming to 
the floor was to thank the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana for her 
leadership as she continues to be our 
outfront person in dealing with some of 
the very challenging facts and deci-
sions that are coming from those who 
are trying to improve the program at 
the Federal level but also at the State 
and local level, which is where the ac-
tion is. I am pleased to join her in this 
plea to the Senate. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi. I ap-
preciate his hard work as well as the 
staff. It has been a real team effort and 
without him we wouldn’t be where we 
are today. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
scheduled next in this colloquy. She 
has brought a particularly spectacular 
view, a different view, and a much 
needed view from the east coast, not 
only in light of the devastation from 
Hurricane Sandy but the ongoing chal-
lenges to that region. 

I wish to ask unanimous consent, as 
it is 12:30 p.m., when we were supposed 
to end, if each of us takes 4 minutes in 
the order of Senator WARREN, Senator 
HOEVEN, and Senator MERKLEY, we 
could then recess for lunch as was re-
quired earlier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. What is the Senator 
hearing at home from the people of 
Massachusetts about this, and how im-
portant does she think it is for us to 
have the support of the realtors and 
the homebuilders and other national 
organizations that understand the dire 
consequences if we are not able to get 
some of these fixes in place? 

Ms. WARREN. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana for the question, but 
most of all I thank her for her ener-
getic leadership on this issue; she will 
help us find the right way forward. 

I am here today because of what I am 
hearing from families in Massachu-
setts. I also thank the Senator from 
Mississippi. This is something that is 
hitting us all around the country—this 

change in the flood maps. So I am here 
today to support my colleagues’ bipar-
tisan efforts to help homeowners across 
the country who are getting hit with 
newly revised flood maps and increased 
flood insurance premiums. 

Families purchase flood insurance to 
prevent the loss of their homes during 
a natural disaster, but now many of 
these same families fear that the price 
of flood insurance could be just as dev-
astating and could actually cost them 
their homes. 

I understand why Congress changed 
the national flood program to more ac-
curately reflect the true costs and 
risks of flood damage, and I agree that 
over time we need to move to a more 
market-based system for setting flood 
insurance rates, providing we ade-
quately take into account the afford-
ability concerns for working families. 
But that is not what is happening right 
now. These new maps and rate in-
creases are having as big an impact as 
a big storm. 

When FEMA released these flood 
maps earlier this year and last, they 
knew they were placing hundreds of 
thousands of homeowners into a flood 
zone for the very first time. Yet there 
was inadequate warning to home-
owners. Many have started receiving 
letters from their mortgage companies 
and are learning for the first time that 
they must now purchase flood insur-
ance. We have heard about the costs— 
$500, $1,000 a month, even more. Most 
hard-working families and most seniors 
don’t have that kind of extra money on 
hand to spend on flood insurance pre-
miums they never knew they needed. 

One Massachusetts resident wrote to 
me and said: 

I have owned my property for over 33 
years. Twelve years ago I built a house ac-
cording to the codes at the time. Recently, 
flood maps were redrawn, putting my home 
in a new flood zone and out of compliance. 
The implementation of the Biggert-Waters 
act is going to raise our flood insurance to 
$10,000 or more per year. I follow the rules, 
and now the rules are changing, leaving me 
few options to comply. 

The Homeowner Flood Insurance Af-
fordability Act that I have cosponsored 
along with Senator LANDRIEU and so 
many others will provide relief to this 
homeowner and to others who built to 
code and were later remapped into a 
higher risk area. This critical bill will 
delay rate increases until FEMA com-
pletes affordability studies mandated 
by the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act and until subsequent af-
fordability guidelines are enacted. 

There is a second problem with 
FEMA’s actions. The reclassifications 
have taken place in some areas without 
a careful and complete analysis, but for 
those who believe they haven’t been 
correctly classified, it is a tough chal-
lenge to get their flood zone status 
changed. 

I received another letter from a Mas-
sachusetts constituent who lives in 
Brockton. She was informed that her 
only way out of this mess was to pay 
more than $1,000 for an engineer to 

come and conduct an elevation study of 
a nearby brook. Now, let’s be clear. She 
had to spend this money even though 
the city of Brockton and the nearby 
Army Corps of Engineers have no 
record of the brook ever flooding. If her 
appeal is successful, she is still out 
$1,000 due to FEMA’s mistake. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Ms. WARREN. Then I will just say I 
am pleased to join my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle in calling for 
this commonsense delay which will 
give FEMA time to get this right. I 
thank Senator LANDRIEU for her leader-
ship, and I thank Senators MENENDEZ, 
ISAKSON, COCHRAN, and all the cospon-
sors of this bill. Time is running out. 
We need to get this done. 

I yield back. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator so much. 
Senator HOEVEN has joined us, and he 

has been particularly forceful on the 
issue of basements in a State that 
doesn’t have an ocean anywhere around 
it but has some serious flooding chal-
lenges. I would hope the Senator would 
take a minute to explain to everyone 
what he has been telling us and how 
important this particular piece of this 
bill is for the basement situation in his 
State. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I 
thank the good Senator from Lou-
isiana. I am very pleased to join in this 
colloquy with my cosponsors of this 
very important piece of legislation. 

This is about affordability of home 
ownership. The American dream is 
about home ownership. It always has 
been, and we want to make sure that 
continues. So it is about affordability, 
but it is also about getting it right. 

Look, if we are going to reset flood 
insurance rates, we need to get it right. 
This affects people across this great 
Nation. It affects their ability to own 
and continue to own their own home. 
We need to make sure, as we make this 
transition, which we are all working 
on—we are all working on it—that we 
get it right. So that is why we see this 
bipartisan legislation, and we urge our 
colleagues to join us in this effort. This 
is about home ownership, this is about 
affordability, and this is about getting 
it right. 

To the point the good Senator from 
Louisiana just made and as the Chair 
knows well, in the great State of North 
Dakota we have the Red River Basin, 
the Cheyenne River Basin, we have the 
James River Basin, we have the Mis-
souri River Basin, the Devils Lake 
Basin, and more. So we know flooding, 
and we have seen it from year to year. 

There are a number of provisions in 
this bill which the Senator has already 
identified which are critically impor-
tant, and I will not repeat those, but I 
wish to focus for a minute on the base-
ment exemption. 

Legislation to preserve the basement 
exemption was included in the Hoeven- 
Heitkamp Flood Safe Basements Act, 
S. 1601. That has been incorporated 
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into this bill. As sponsors, we appre-
ciate that very much because this is a 
collaborative effort to get it right as 
we make this transition in flood insur-
ance rates and make sure we protect 
the affordability on a fair basis as we 
move to financial viability for the long 
term for flood insurance rates. 

When a homeowner has put the cost 
into making sure they have a flood- 
proof basement, if we don’t take that 
into account in the insurance rates, we 
are penalizing them and we are charg-
ing them twice. It makes no sense. It 
makes no sense at all. That is why we 
have to have the basement exemption 
continued in this legislation, and that 
is why its sponsors, on a bipartisan 
basis, are not only pursuing this as 
stand-alone legislation, but we are also 
introducing it as an amendment to the 
Defense authorization bill or other leg-
islation that can move, because we 
need to address it and we need to ad-
dress it now. 

As the Chair well knows, the mayor 
of a small community in northeast 
North Dakota, which has seen repeated 
flooding, contacted our congressional 
delegation and said: Hey, look. What is 
going on with FEMA right now is they 
are changing these flood insurance 
rates, and we have examples of home-
owners who are going from less than 
$1,000 a year to more than $5,000 a 
year—a fivefold increase—and it is not 
a new home. The home has been there 
a long time and it has never been flood-
ed. 

It has never been flooded, and they 
are going to go from less than $1,000 to 
$5,000 on a home that has been there for 
a long time and never been flooded? 
That is not how this is supposed to 
work. That is not how it is supposed to 
work, and that is why we need this leg-
islation. 

Again, I thank the good Senator from 
Louisiana. All of the sponsors—and we 
have a great bipartisan group going al-
ready—urge our colleagues to join us, 
and we urge them to join us without 
delay. We seek a common objective: We 
will adjust the flood insurance rates to 
make sure the program is viable for the 
long term, but we need to get it right, 
and that is what this is all about. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 

we have all been extremely helpful, of 
course, as a team in bringing this issue 
forward and crafting a bill, but lit-
erally we would not be here if it were 
not for the leadership of the sub-
committee chairman who has jurisdic-
tion over this issue—if he had not said 
yes when we asked him for a hearing in 
his committee to allow us to present 
the facts in hopes that we could find a 
way, as all of us have said, to make 
this program self-sustainable for the 
taxpayers but helpful to the people who 
need it. These are twin goals, both of 
which must be met or there won’t be 
any program because no one will be 
able to afford to be in it. I thank the 
Senator for getting to that so quickly. 

He is the last in our colloquy. Again, 
what is he hearing from home and can 

he give us, as chair of the sub-
committee, some insight into how he 
thinks this will affect real estate mar-
kets if we are not able to fix this. 

Mr. MERKLEY. I thank my colleague 
from Louisiana for her tireless efforts 
in this regard. We can tell from the 
commentaries that have just been put 
forward from the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, the Senator from Mississippi, 
the Senator from North Dakota, of 
course our colleague from Louisiana, 
and now representing Oregon, that 
these are folks representing blue 
States and red States and all types of 
different terrains, and they have the 
common purpose of addressing the dys-
function of the Biggert-Waters bill that 
was passed. 

Just to give a small feeling for this, 
the Hay family from Eagle Creek, OR, 
wanted to sell their home. They had a 
nice young couple with solid financials 
who wanted to buy it. It was all ap-
proved except for the insurance policy. 
When the couple found out the insur-
ance policy would not be the $500 the 
current family has been paying but 
$5,000 a year, the deal fell apart be-
cause for every $1,000 you pay in flood 
insurance, the value of the home drops 
by $20,000. So not only is the couple 
who wanted this home unable to buy it 
because of the home’s value dropping, 
but the family who owned the home, 
who had equity in the home, and who 
hoped to take these funds into retire-
ment to be their nest egg, has lost that 
nest egg due to these outrageous addi-
tional costs, these dramatic increases. 

So the point of sale is one particular 
problem that has a big impact on the 
real estate market, but we also have 
the situation of someone who has a pol-
icy lapse. Maybe an individual thinks 
their mortgage company is paying the 
policy, the mortgage company thinks 
the owner is paying it, and it defaults 
for a few days. When everyone finds out 
no one has paid the bill, suddenly that 
family might be going, in that situa-
tion, from $500 to $5,000. Or perhaps the 
mortgage company has never enforced 
the provision requiring flood insurance 
and now they have checked their 
records—and they are checking their 
records because they are now being 
charged a significant multithousand- 
dollar fine if they do not check their 
records—and they find you should have 
flood insurance under the law but you 
don’t, so they contact you. Well, now 
you are facing this unsubsidized rate as 
a new policy. 

So we have all of this, and then lay-
ered on top of that is the fact that 
across the Nation the flood zones are 
being remapped. So folks who were out-
side of the 100 years and have been out-
side and have had their homes for 15 
years are suddenly getting notified 
that they are inside the flood zone and 
required by their mortgage company to 
get a policy. 

They may say: But wait, I looked at 
the map, and only the corner of my 
property is in the flood zone and my 
house isn’t. 

Well, the mortgage company says: 
We are sorry. You have to get this, and 
you have to then prove you are not in 
the flood zone. 

It may cost those homeowners thou-
sands of dollars to get an elevation sur-
vey and be able to demonstrate they 
are outside the flood zone. The home-
owner carries this burden of proof. 

So this is a big challenge, and we 
should recognize how uncertain and 
what an art form it is to establish 
these 100-year zones because a company 
comes in and does a model, and they 
say: Well, a 100-year flood will look 
like this, and they will point out what 
tributary, what watershed that con-
tributes to the confluence of creeks is 
going to end up flooding that par-
ticular town. 

Based on their model, the flood zone 
might look as though it is in the east-
ern section of the town or the western 
section of the town, and so on and so 
forth, that uncertainty where just 
inches can change whether you are in-
side a 100-year or outside a 100-year. 
Some of these areas are very flat. A 
few inches water rise can cover many 
additional square miles, and this can 
have a huge impact on our business dis-
tricts, because what business wants to 
reinvest in a business district when 
now they feel that any improvements 
they make are going to be in an area 
where no one else is going to want to 
buy their company because they are in 
a situation where they have 
unaffordable flood insurance. 

This is why we have come together— 
Democrats and Republicans, States 
from the North, South, East, and West 
coming together—to say we must 
change this situation which is creating 
so much unfairness and economic dam-
age. I am delighted, as the chair of the 
subcommittee, to be fully engaged in 
partnering this. A special thanks to my 
colleague, the Senator from Louisiana, 
who is doing such a fine job of cham-
pioning this issue. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Our time has come 
to an end. In conclusion, I thank the 
Senator from Oregon again, the sub-
committee chair, for his leadership. I 
also particularly thank Senator 
MENENDEZ and Senator ISAKSON, the 
two lead sponsors of this bill, who have 
come together to provide the leader-
ship to move this bill forward. They 
will be looking for a vehicle. We filed it 
on this bill in the event we have an op-
portunity for an amendment on the De-
fense bill. If not, we will be looking for 
the next possible opportunity. 

I thank the Presiding Officer for her 
cosponsorship and her leadership for 
North Dakota. 

This is a map of all the counties 
which have levees. I was surprised 
when I saw this map. I am very famil-
iar with the levees in Louisiana. I 
helped to build a lot of them. I am very 
familiar with the Mississippi River 
generally because we have so much 
commerce along the Mississippi. I am 
generally familiar with Missouri, Illi-
nois, and Arkansas. But what really 
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stood out for me was the levee systems 
in Montana, Arizona, and California. A 
lot of these are levees, dikes, and dams 
that are different from the river levees 
that we see. But look at Pittsburgh, 
New York, North Dakota, Montana, 
Washington. There is not a place in 
this country—not on the coast, not on 
the interior—that doesn’t have a 
threat of flooding. Either a levee can 
break, a dam can break, a river can 
overflow, or there can be flash flooding 
because of droughts. Even in Texas 
where there is a lot of flash flooding. 
So not only on the coast, but inland as 
well, in Kansas. 

The conclusion is this is a real chal-
lenge for our whole Nation. We have a 
bill led by Senator MENENDEZ and Sen-
ator ISAKSON that costs and scores 
zero. We have written this bill in a way 
that just postpones these draconian 
rate increases so we can take a little 
more time to study it, do some mod-
eling, and get it right. This bill was 
passed with very good intentions, but 
prematurely, without the data we need 
to make smart decisions for our com-
munities. This is giving us time to get 
it right. There is zero cost the way this 
bill is structured. 

Again, I appreciate the courtesies of 
our leader managing this bill on the 
floor. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

f 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:48 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN). 

f 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2014—Continued 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent the time until 4 
p.m. be for debate only, with the time 
being equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I hope 
Members will now come down and de-
bate, particularly if we can start off 
again with the legislation on Guanta-
namo. There will be two amendments 
here. One will be an amendment by 
Senator AYOTTE and the other one 
would be an amendment by myself, 
with Senator MCCAIN. It will be a 
Levin-McCain amendment. I hope 
those who are interested in this subject 
particularly would come down between 
now and then and we can perhaps even 
reach a vote on Guantanamo, the two 
amendments, side-by-side, even later 
this afternoon. That is the goal. It is 
not part of the unanimous consent pro-
posal, but that would be a goal. 

I know my friend from Oklahoma and 
I are able to work things out most 
often, and we will try to figure out a 
way to hopefully get to a vote on two 
amendments which I think everybody 
agrees, not on the outcome of the vote, 
but agrees need to be debated and re-
solved. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, first 

of all, let me say I appreciate all the 
help the chairman has given us during 
the course of this very difficult time. I 
also suggest we have gone through this 
same thing other years in the past. 

One of the things is there are so 
many people demanding or wanting to 
have a system where we could have 
more amendments. I encourage anyone 
who has amendments to go ahead and 
send them to the floor. It doesn’t do 
any good to talk about them unless 
you have them down here and in front 
of us. Then I hope the chairman and I 
could get together and we could have, 
actually, more amendments. Those 
people who want to be heard on this, 
we have adopted this timing, so we en-
courage you to come down and be 
heard. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I 

thank my friend from Oklahoma be-
cause he has said what needs to be said 
here, which is that we welcome amend-
ments being brought to the floor. We 
will do our best to try to clear those 
amendments, which means obviously 
consulting with not just the sponsors 
but potential opponents to try to see if 
we can work things out. On this bill we 
have always been able to work out 
amendments, sometimes as many as 
100. We need to have votes on this bill, 
but we also can clear amendments. We 
work together on a bipartisan basis to 
do that. 

I join in his request that Senators 
who have amendments get them to us 
to see if we can possibly work them 
out. We simply must finish this bill 
this week. The timetable is such that if 
we are going to finish this bill, as we 
have for 51 straight years, we have to 
get this bill to conference. That, in and 
of itself, will take a week. Then we 
have to bring the conference report 
back, if we can reach an agreement on 
it, to both Houses, and that will take 
as much as a week as well under the 
rules, so we really need the cooperation 
of every Member of this body. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. WICKER. Madam President, I 

rise at this point to discuss Wicker 
amendment No. 2185. This is an impor-
tant amendment. I hope the leadership 
of this committee is paying attention. 
My amendment would prohibit foreign 
governments from constructing, on 
U.S. soil, satellite positioning and 
ground monitoring stations. I think 

many Americans were surprised when, 
on November 16, the New York Times 
published an article by Michael 
Schmidt and Eric Schmitt entitled ‘‘A 
Russian GPS Using U.S. Soil Stirs Spy 
Fears.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent a copy of 
this article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Nov. 16, 2013] 
A RUSSIAN GPS USING U.S. SOIL STIRS SPY 

FEARS 
(By Michael S. Schmidt and Eric Schmitt) 
WASHINGTON.—In the view of America’s spy 

services, the next potential threat from Rus-
sia may not come from a nefarious 
cyberweapon or secrets gleaned from the 
files of Edward J. Snowden, the former Na-
tional Security Agency contractor now in 
Moscow. 

Instead, this menace may come in the form 
of a seemingly innocuous dome-topped an-
tenna perched atop an electronics-packed 
building surrounded by a security fence 
somewhere in the United States. 

In recent months, the Central Intelligence 
Agency and the Pentagon have been quietly 
waging a campaign to stop the State Depart-
ment from allowing Roscosmos, the Russian 
space agency, to build about half a dozen of 
these structures, known as monitor stations, 
on United States soil, several American offi-
cials said. 

They fear that these structures could help 
Russia spy on the United States and improve 
the precision of Russian weaponry, the offi-
cials said. These monitor stations, the Rus-
sians contend, would significantly improve 
the accuracy and reliability of Moscow’s 
version of the Global Positioning System, 
the American satellite network that steers 
guided missiles to their targets and thirsty 
smartphone users to the nearest Starbucks. 

‘‘They don’t want to be reliant on the 
American system and believe that their sys-
tems, like GPS, will spawn other industries 
and applications,’’ said a former senior offi-
cial in the State Department’s Office of 
Space and Advanced Technology. ‘‘They feel 
as though they are losing a technological 
edge to us in an important market. Look at 
everything GPS has done on things like your 
phone and the movement of planes and 
ships.’’ 

The Russian effort is part of a larger global 
race by several countries—including China 
and European Union nations—to perfect 
their own global positioning systems and 
challenge the dominance of the American 
GPS. 

For the State Department, permitting 
Russia to build the stations would help mend 
the Obama administration’s relationship 
with the government of President Vladimir 
V. Putin, now at a nadir because of Moscow’s 
granting asylum to Mr. Snowden and its 
backing of President Bashar al-Assad of 
Syria. 

But the C.I.A. and other American spy 
agencies, as well as the Pentagon, suspect 
that the monitor stations would give the 
Russians a foothold on American territory 
that would sharpen the accuracy of Moscow’s 
satellite-steered weapons. The stations, they 
believe, could also give the Russians an 
opening to snoop on the United States with-
in its borders. 

The squabble is serious enough that admin-
istration officials have delayed a final deci-
sion until the Russians provide more infor-
mation and until the American agencies sort 
out their differences, State Department and 
White House officials said. 
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Russia’s efforts have also stirred concerns 

on Capitol Hill, where members of the intel-
ligence and armed services committees view 
Moscow’s global positioning network— 
known as Glonass, for Global Navigation 
Satellite System—with deep suspicion and 
are demanding answers from the administra-
tion. 

‘‘I would like to understand why the 
United States would be interested in ena-
bling a GPS competitor, like Russian 
Glonass, when the world’s reliance on GPS is 
a clear advantage to the United States on 
multiple levels,’’ said Representative Mike 
D. Rogers, Republican of Alabama, the chair-
man of a House Armed Services sub-
committee. 

Mr. Rogers last week asked the Pentagon 
to provide an assessment of the proposal’s 
impact on national security. The request was 
made in a letter sent to Defense Secretary 
Chuck Hagel, Secretary of State John Kerry 
and the director of national intelligence, 
James R. Clapper, Jr. 

The monitor stations have been a high pri-
ority of Mr. Putin for several years as a 
means to improve Glonass not only to ben-
efit the Russian military and civilian sectors 
but also to compete globally with GPS. 

Earlier this year, Russia positioned a sta-
tion in Brazil, and agreements with Spain, 
Indonesia and Australia are expected soon, 
according to Russian news reports. The 
United States has stations around the world, 
but none in Russia. 

Russian and American negotiators last 
met on April 25 to weigh ‘‘general require-
ments for possible Glonass monitoring sta-
tions in U.S. territory and the scope of 
planned future discussions,’’ said a State De-
partment spokeswoman, Marie Harf, who 
said no final decision had been made. 

Ms. Harf and other administration officials 
declined to provide additional information. 
The C.I.A. declined to comment. 

The Russian government offered few de-
tails about the program. In a statement, a 
spokesman for the Russian Embassy in 
Washington, Yevgeniy Khorishko, said that 
the stations were deployed ‘‘only to ensure 
calibration and precision of signals for the 
Glonass system.’’ Mr. Khorishko referred all 
questions to Roscosmos, which did not re-
spond to a request for comment last week. 

Although the Cold War is long over, the 
Russians do not want to rely on the Amer-
ican GPS infrastructure because they remain 
suspicious of the United States’ military ca-
pabilities, security analysts say. That is why 
they have insisted on pressing ahead with 
their own system despite the high costs. 

Accepting the dominance of GPS, Russians 
fear, would give the United States some seri-
ous strategic advantages militarily. In Rus-
sians’ worst fears, analysts said, Americans 
could potentially manipulate signals and 
send erroneous information to Russian 
armed forces. 

Monitor stations are essential to maintain-
ing the accuracy of a global positioning sys-
tem, according to Bradford W. Parkinson, a 
professor emeritus of aeronautics and astro-
nautics at Stanford University, who was the 
original chief architect of GPS. As a sat-
ellite’s orbit slowly diverges from its earlier 
prediction, these small deviations are meas-
ured by the reference stations on the ground 
and sent to a central control station for up-
dating, he said. That prediction is sent to 
the satellite every 12 hours for subsequent 
broadcast to users. Having monitor stations 
all around the earth yields improved accu-
racy over having them only in one hemi-
sphere. 

Washington and Moscow have been dis-
cussing for nearly a decade how and when to 
cooperate on civilian satellite-based naviga-
tion signals, particularly to ensure that the 

systems do not interfere with each other. In-
deed, many smartphones and other consumer 
navigation systems sold in the United States 
today use data from both countries’ sat-
ellites. 

In May 2012, Moscow requested that the 
United States allow the ground-monitoring 
stations on American soil. American tech-
nical and diplomatic officials have met sev-
eral times to discuss the issue and have 
asked Russian officials for more informa-
tion, said Ms. Harf, the State Department 
spokeswoman. 

In the meantime, C.I.A. analysts reviewed 
the proposal and concluded in a classified re-
port this fall that allowing the Russian mon-
itor stations here would raise counterintel-
ligence and other security issues. 

The State Department does not think that 
is a strong argument, said an administration 
official. ‘‘It doesn’t see them as a threat.’’ 

Mr. WICKER. This article elaborates 
on a proposal under review by our own 
State Department to allow the Russian 
space agency to construct half a dozen 
satellite ground monitoring stations on 
U.S. soil. The article describes these 
potential sites as ‘‘seemingly innoc-
uous, dome-topped antenna perched 
atop an electronics-packed building 
surrounded by a security fence some-
where in the United States.’’ Taken at 
face value, these Russian ground moni-
toring stations are supposed to im-
prove the accuracy and reliability of 
Russia’s version of the global posi-
tioning system. 

According to the Times article, the 
Obama administration is actively con-
sidering this request by Moscow in an 
attempt to reset once again the admin-
istration’s failed reset policy which the 
President once hailed as the beginning 
of better U.S.-Russian relations. We 
have every reason to be skeptical of 
Russia’s intentions to utilize GPS 
monitoring stations on U.S. soil. Let 
me repeat this: GPS monitoring sta-
tions controlled by Russia on U.S. soil. 

Time and again, President Putin has 
shown he is unwilling to cooperate 
with America. The list of grievances 
continues to grow. Let’s not forget 
that Russia has granted asylum to Ed-
ward Snowden, who is charged with es-
pionage and theft of U.S. government 
property after releasing up to 200,000 
classified documents to the press. 

Let’s not forget that Russia has de-
fended the brutal regime of Syrian 
President Bashar al-Assad and helped 
perpetuate the dictator’s grip on power 
with military aid. 

Let’s not forget that Russia, the 
same Russia that wants to put GPS 
stations on U.S. soil, has denied Rus-
sian orphans a chance at a better life 
in the United States, with a ban on 
U.S. adoptions, ultimately victimizing 
the most vulnerable, in a desperate at-
tempt to distract the world from Rus-
sia’s human rights failings. 

It is clear Russia’s interests are not 
often aligned with those of the United 
States. Accordingly, I am deeply con-
cerned and people within the intel-
ligence community are deeply con-
cerned and people within the Defense 
Department are deeply concerned 
about the Russian proposal to use U.S. 

soil to strengthen Russia’s GPS capa-
bilities. These ground monitoring sta-
tions could be used for the purpose of 
gathering intelligence. Even more 
troubling, these stations could actually 
improve the accuracy of foreign mis-
siles targeted at the United States. 

Our national security and foreign 
policy apparatus is large and wide-
spread. I do not question anyone’s pa-
triotism or the intentions of the State 
Department. But it is clear that there 
are other parts of the administration 
that are very concerned about this. 

This morning I had the opportunity 
to review a classified report by DOD. I 
encourage all Members of the Senate 
to review this classified document and, 
to me, I think it will reaffirm the need 
for increased transparency on this very 
serious matter. Senators LEE, FISCHER, 
and CORNYN so far have joined me in 
filing an amendment to the Defense au-
thorization bill that would fully inform 
the American people about the impli-
cations of the Russian proposal. 

My amendment would prohibit the 
construction of GPS monitoring sta-
tions by any foreign government on 
U.S. soil until the Secretary of Defense 
and the Director of National Intel-
ligence jointly certify to the Congress 
that these stations do not have the ca-
pability to gather intelligence or im-
prove foreign weapons systems. My 
amendment would also require a report 
to Congress on the use of satellite posi-
tioning ground monitoring stations by 
foreign governments. 

This amendment is simple and 
straightforward, and I urge my col-
leagues to support its inclusion in the 
Defense authorization bill. I encourage 
cosponsors from both sides of the aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, on be-
half of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, we are pleased to bring S. 
1197, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2014, to the 
Senate floor. The Armed Services Com-
mittee approved the bill by a 23–3 vote 
on June 13, making this the 52nd con-
secutive year our committee has re-
ported the Defense Authorization Act. 

The strong bipartisan vote for this 
bill in the Armed Services Committee 
continues the tradition of our com-
mittee, where our Members have con-
tinued to come together to support the 
national defense and our men and 
women in uniform. I thank Senator 
INHOFE for the major contribution he 
has made to this process in his first 
year as the ranking Republican on the 
committee. 

This year’s bill would authorize $625.1 
billion for national defense programs, 
the same amount as the President’s 
budget request. Unless the Congress 
acts to modify or eliminate the seques-
tration required by the Budget Control 
Act, however, this amount will auto-
matically be reduced by $50 billion, 
leaving the Department of Defense 
with far less than it needs to meet the 
requirements of our national military 
strategy. 
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U.S. forces are drawing down in Af-

ghanistan and are no longer deployed 
in Iraq. However, the real threats to 
our national security remain and our 
forces are deployed throughout the 
globe. Over the course of the last year, 
the civil war in Syria has become in-
creasingly destructive, North Korea 
has engaged in a series of provocative 
acts, Iran has moved forward with its 
nuclear program, and Al Qaeda affili-
ates have continued to seek safe ha-
vens in Yemen, Somalia, North Africa, 
and elsewhere. 

It is particularly important that we 
do what we can to sustain the com-
pensation and quality of life our serv-
ice men and women and their families 
deserve as they face the hardships im-
posed by continuing military oper-
ations around the world. Toward this 
end, our bill, No. 1, authorizes a 1-per-
cent across-the-board pay raise for all 
members of the uniformed services, 
consistent with the President’s re-
quest; it reauthorizes over 30 types of 
bonuses and special pays aimed at en-
couraging enlistment, reenlistment, 
and continued service by Active-Duty 
and Reserve component military per-
sonnel. It does not include Department 
of Defense proposals to establish or in-
crease health care fees, deductibles, 
and copayments that would primarily 
affect working-age military retirees 
and their families. It authorizes $25 
million in supplemental impact aid to 
local educational agencies with mili-
tary dependent children and $5 million 
in impact aid for schools with military 
dependent children with severe disabil-
ities, and provides funding for the De-
partment of Defense STARBASE Pro-
gram. It enhances the Department of 
Defense programs to assist veterans in 
their transition to civilian life by im-
proving access to credentialing pro-
grams for civilian occupational special-
ties. 

The bill also includes funding needed 
to provide our troops the equipment 
and support they need for ongoing com-
bat, counterinsurgency, and stability 
operations around the world. For ex-
ample, the bill funds the President’s re-
quest for $80.7 billion for overseas con-
tingency operations. It authorizes $9.9 
billion for U.S. special operations com-
mand, including both base budget fund-
ing and OCO funding. It authorizes 
nearly $1 billion for counter-IED ef-
forts, beginning to ramp down expendi-
tures in this area while ensuring that 
we make investments needed to protect 
our forces from roadside bombs. 

The bill fully funds the President’s 
request for the Afghan Security Forces 
Fund to train and equip the Afghan Na-
tional Army and Afghan police, grow-
ing their capabilities so we can com-
plete the transition of security respon-
sibility as planned by the end of 2014. 

It reauthorizes the use of DOD funds 
to support a program to reintegrate in-
surgent fighters into the Afghan forces 
and into Afghanistan. It authorizes the 
Secretary of Defense—upon a deter-
mination from the President that it is 

in the national security interest of the 
United States—to use up to $150 mil-
lion of amounts authorized for the Coa-
lition Support Fund account in fiscal 
years 2013 and 2014 to support the bor-
der security operations of the Jor-
danian Armed Forces, and it extends 
global train-and-equip authority, sec-
tion 1206, through 2018 to help build the 
capacity of foreign force partners to 
conduct counterterrorism and stability 
operations. 

The bill before us addresses major 
issues that are of particular impor-
tance to the Department of Defense, 
relative to the detention facility at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and the prob-
lem of sexual assault and misconduct 
in the military. 

As to Guantanamo, this bill would 
provide our military with needed flexi-
bility to determine how long we need 
to detain individuals now held in the 
Gitmo detention facility and where 
else we might hold them. For a number 
of years now Congress has enacted leg-
islation eliminating this flexibility and 
requiring that we continue to hold all 
Gitmo detainees regardless of costs and 
whether it is needed in our national se-
curity interest. The existing legisla-
tion has made it more difficult to try 
detainees for their crimes and nearly 
impossible to return them to their 
home countries. 

For example, even if we have a strong 
case that a detainee has committed 
crimes for which he could be indicted 
and convicted in a Federal court, the 
existing law makes it impossible to try 
him there. Even if we have determined 
that a detainee poses no ongoing secu-
rity threat to the United States, we 
cannot send them back to his home 
country unless the Secretary of De-
fense certifies to six stringent condi-
tions. Even if the individual is likely to 
die without advanced medical treat-
ment, we cannot remove him from 
Gitmo for the purpose of receiving such 
treatment. 

As a result, the legislation we have 
on the books has reinforced the impres-
sion held by many around the world 
that Guantanamo is a legal black hole 
where we hold detainees without re-
course. This perception has been used 
by our enemies to recruit jihadists to 
attack us, and it has made our friends 
less willing to cooperate with us in our 
efforts to fight terrorism around the 
world. 

The Gitmo detention facility is not 
only a recruiting tool for our enemies, 
but it has become an obsolete white 
elephant that costs hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year. It can no longer 
be justified based on the rationale for 
creating Gitmo in the first place. 

One dozen years ago, the Bush ad-
ministration started sending detainees 
to Gitmo in large part out of a desire 
to avoid the jurisdiction of the U.S. 
courts and ensure that detainees would 
have no legal avenue to appeal their 
convictions. Whether one supported 
that approach, that argument all but 
disappeared in 2008 when the Supreme 

Court ruled in the Boumediene case 
that Gitmo detainees would be treated 
as being inside the United States for 
the purpose of habeas corpus appeals. 

Instead of recognizing that the 
Gitmo detention facility is no longer 
needed, however, we have enacted leg-
islation which makes it virtually im-
possible to move detainees anywhere 
else, ensuring that the facility will re-
main open whether it is needed for par-
ticular detainees or not. The current 
law prohibits the transfer of any de-
tainee to the United States for deten-
tion under the law of armed conflict or 
trial before a military commission or 
in civilian court and includes unduly 
burdensome certification requirements 
that make it extremely difficult to 
transfer detainees back to their home 
countries. 

The basis for these legislative obsta-
cles appears to be the fear that return-
ing Gitmo detainees to their home 
countries or transferring them to the 
United States would pose an unaccept-
able threat to our national security. 
However, we have brought numerous 
terrorists to the United States for trial 
and incarceration without adverse ef-
fect to our national security. 

In just the last 3 years, for example, 
we have brought three foreign terror-
ists into the United States for trial. 
The first is Abu Ghaith, Osama bin 
Laden’s son-in-law, who has been con-
victed in Federal court and remains in 
Federal custody without incident. The 
second is Ahmed Abdulkadir Warsame, 
who pled guilty in Federal court and 
remains in Federal custody without in-
cident. The third is Ahmed Ghailani, a 
Gitmo detainee who was convicted in 
Federal court, received a life sentence, 
and remains in Federal custody with-
out incident. 

Moreover, our military has routinely 
detained individuals on the battlefield 
in Afghanistan and then exercised the 
discretion to transfer them to local ju-
risdiction or to release them. If we can 
trust our military to make these deter-
minations on a day-to-day basis, we 
should be able to trust them to make 
the same determinations at Gitmo. 

The risk that any of these detainees 
could once again engage in activities 
hostile to our interests around the 
world has been substantially reduced 
by the rigorous procedures our mili-
tary has instituted to review individual 
cases and ensure that appropriate pro-
tections are in place before transfer-
ring any detainee back to his home 
country. 

These procedures have resulted in a 
dramatic decline in the so-called re-
cidivism rate over the last 5 years. 
While more than 160 Gitmo detainees 
released by the Bush administration 
are known or suspected to have en-
gaged in activities hostile to our inter-
est after their transfer or release, only 
7 detainees released by the Obama ad-
ministration—less than 10 percent of 
the total—are known or suspected to 
have engaged in such activities. 

This rigorous review process would 
be codified by the provision in our bill 
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which would require that the Secretary 
of Defense determine, prior to transfer-
ring a Gitmo detainee, that the trans-
fer is in our national security interest 
and that actions have been taken to 
mitigate any risks that the detainee 
could again engage in any activity that 
threatens U.S. persons or interest. 

It is time for us to move past the fear 
that our country somehow lacks the 
capacity to handle Gitmo detainees 
and allow our military to address the 
transfer of detainees in a rational man-
ner based on the facts of each case. 

As to sexual misconduct, this bill in-
cludes the most comprehensive legisla-
tion targeting sexual misconduct and 
assault in the military ever considered 
by Congress. Our committee adopted 
more than two dozen separate provi-
sions and a host of historic, significant 
reforms addressing sexual assault and 
prevention. In particular, the bill 
makes it a crime under the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice to retaliate 
against a victim who reports a sexual 
assault, and it requires the DOD IG to 
review and investigate any allegation 
of such retaliation. 

Our bill establishes the expectation 
that commanders will be relieved of 
their command if they fail to maintain 
a climate in which victims can come 
forward without fear. 

Our bill requires service Secretaries 
to provide a special victims’ counsel to 
provide legal advice and assistance to 
servicemembers who are victims of a 
sexual assault committed by a member 
of the Armed Forces. 

Our bill amends article 60 of the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice to limit 
the authority of a commander to over-
turn a verdict for rape, sexual assault, 
forcible sodomy, and other serious of-
fenses. 

Our bill eliminates the element of 
the character of the accused from the 
factors to be considered in deciding 
how to proceed with the case. 

Our bill requires commanding offi-
cers to immediately refer any allega-
tion of a sexual misconduct offense in-
volving service members to the appro-
priate investigative agency. 

Our bill requires that the sentence 
for service members convicted of rape, 
sexual assault, forcible sodomy or an 
attempt to commit one of those of-
fenses, include, at a minimum, a dis-
missal or dishonorable discharge. 

Our bill requires that all substan-
tiated complaints of sexual-related of-
fenses be noted in the service record of 
the offender. 

Our bill eliminates the 5-year statute 
of limitations on trial by court-martial 
for certain sexual-related offenses. 

Our bill codifies a prohibition on 
military service by individuals con-
victed of sexual offenses. 

Some have argued we should also 
change the military justice system by 
removing commanders from their cur-
rent role in deciding what cases should 
be prosecuted and instead place that 
authority in the hands of military law-
yers. However, the testimony before 

our committee showed that com-
manders, far from being reluctant to 
prosecute sexual offenses, are more 
likely to prosecute those offenses than 
civilian or military lawyers. 

Further, removing authority from 
commanding officers would distance 
them from these cases and make them 
less accountable, making it more dif-
ficult for them to take the steps needed 
to protect victims from peer pressure, 
ostracism, and retaliation. While tak-
ing authority away from the chain of 
command would indeed be a dramatic 
change, this change would actually af-
ford the victims of sexual assault less 
protection and make it less likely that 
sexual assaults will be prosecuted than 
the current system. 

For this reason, we adopted an alter-
native approach that will better pro-
tect victims. Our approach is to require 
a commander who receives an allega-
tion of sexual assault to either pros-
ecute it or have it automatically re-
viewed by his or her commander—al-
most a general or flag officer—and if a 
commander chooses not to prosecute 
against the advice of legal counsel, the 
case receives automatic review by a 
service Secretary. This approach will 
enable commanders to continue an ag-
gressive approach to prosecuting sex-
ual offenses while ensuring against the 
unusual case in which a commander 
might decide not to pursue a case that 
could be successfully prosecuted. 

An important part of this problem is 
the underreporting and inadequate in-
vestigation of sexual assaults. There is 
still inadequate reports for victims of 
sexual assaults. There is also a problem 
with retaliation, ostracism, and peer 
pressure from victims. Underneath it 
all remains a culture that has taken 
inadequate steps to correct this situa-
tion. In the end, getting this right will 
require sustained leadership by com-
manders who can be held accountable 
for conduct in their units. It is more 
difficult to hold someone accountable 
for failure to act if we reduce his or her 
authority to act. 

We want commanders fully engaged 
in the resolution of this problem and 
not divorced from it. Throughout our 
deliberations on this issue, we were 
guided by a single goal: passing the 
strongest, most effective measures to 
combat sexual assault by holding per-
petrators accountable and protecting 
and supporting victims. We believe our 
bill does that. 

Our country relies on the men and 
women of our military and the civil-
ians who support them to keep us safe 
and to help us meet U.S. national secu-
rity objectives around the world. We 
expect them to put their lives on the 
line every day, and in return we tell 
them we will stand by them and their 
families, that we will provide them 
with the best training, the best equip-
ment, and the best support available to 
any military anywhere in the world. 

As of today, we have roughly 1.4 mil-
lion U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, and 
marines serving on Active Duty—with 

tens of thousands engaged in combat in 
Afghanistan and stationed in other re-
gional hotspots around the globe. 

While there are issues on which Mem-
bers may disagree, we all know we 
must provide our troops the support 
they need. Senate action on the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014 will improve the qual-
ity of life for our men and women in 
uniform and their families. It will give 
them the tools they need to remain the 
most effective fighting force in the 
world, and most important of all, it 
will send an important message that 
we as a nation stand behind them and 
appreciate their service. 

I look forward to working with all of 
our colleagues to pass this vital legis-
lation and again would urge all of our 
colleagues who have amendments to 
bring them to our attention so we can 
try very hard to clear amendments 
which can get support on both sides of 
the aisle and which have no strong ob-
jection. 

This has been a process which has 
worked for as many years as I have 
been here, and it is the only way we are 
going to be able to get a bill passed 
this week. Again, it is critically impor-
tant that this bill pass this week or 
else there seems to be very little hope 
we could actually get a bill to con-
ference and back to both Houses. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 5 minutes, and that after I conclude 
my remarks, Senator CHAMBLISS be 
recognized, followed by Senator 
AYOTTE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I 
rise to highlight for Senators the im-
portant work of the Airland Sub-
committee in the fiscal year 2014 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act as re-
ported by the Committee on Armed 
Services. I am very proud to be the 
chairman of the Airland Subcommittee 
and for the close working relationship 
I have with Senator WICKER, the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee. 

The Airland Subcommittee has broad 
responsibilities for substantial parts of 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air 
Force budgets. The Airland Sub-
committee also has responsibility for 
National Guard and Reserve equipment 
and readiness. As a former governor, I 
know firsthand how effective the Na-
tional Guard is, and they provide a 
great value for all Americans. 

Throughout this process the goal of 
the Airland Subcommittee has been to 
promote and improve current and fu-
ture readiness of our military, all while 
ensuring the most efficient and effec-
tive use of taxpayer dollars. This year 
the Airland Subcommittee has juris-
diction over $49 billion of the Defense 
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Department’s base and overseas contin-
gency budget. This includes $37.1 bil-
lion for procurement and $11.9 billion 
for research and development. 

In this regard the Airland Sub-
committee’s recommendation fully 
supports the Department’s budget re-
quest for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations and would support most of the 
major weapons and equipment pro-
grams in the base as requested. How-
ever, sequestration presents many 
challenges. We can no longer spend bil-
lions of dollars buying equipment the 
military does not need or want. Just a 
few days ago, the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of staff, General Dempsey, 
provided me with a list of programs the 
Department of Defense no longer needs 
and they want to retire. 

This much is clear: We can no longer 
conduct business as usual. In fact, the 
Bowles-Simpson Commission rec-
ommended the Department of Defense 
and Congress establish a commission 
that would review major weapons pro-
grams unneeded by the Department. 
This is something we should take a 
look at. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues on this important issue, 
and the National Commission on the 
Structure of the Air Force is already 
reviewing and will make recommenda-
tions on the retirements and divesti-
ture of aircraft the military no longer 
needs. 

In future subcommittee work I will 
be reviewing General Dempsey’s list 
and will be working with my colleagues 
on the programs the Department no 
longer needs. 

Congress must debate this important 
issue so that we spend every dollar we 
have wisely and keep our military the 
strongest in the world. 

I wish to compliment Senator 
WICKER again on how well we have 
worked together this year, and I thank 
Chairman LEVIN, Ranking Member 
INHOFE, and the wonderful committee 
staff who have worked so closely with 
my staff and me on this bill. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President, 

first of all, let me say to my friend 
from West Virginia—I happen to serve 
on that subcommittee and I was in the 
hearing the other day when he asked a 
question of General Dempsey, a very 
appropriate question. We thought a 
very strong answer was going to be 
given by Senator Dempsey to the ques-
tion of the Senator from West Virginia 
regarding weapons systems and other 
expenditures that are mandated by 
Congress that the chiefs and other 
folks at the Pentagon have said they 
don’t need. As he and I were just dis-
cussing, we finally got that letter yes-
terday, and it was somewhat of a very 
tepid response rather than the strong 
response we had hoped for. 

In any event, the Senator from West 
Virginia, along with Senator COBURN 
and myself, are going to work together 
to develop a list of expenditures that 
are either unwanted by the Pentagon 
that Congress has mandated or expend-

itures that ought to be spent in some 
other agency but, unfortunately, are 
being charged to the Pentagon. So I 
look forward to working with the 
chairman on that issue, and I thank 
him and Senator WICKER for their lead-
ership on the subcommittee. 

I rise principally today in support of 
the Ayotte-Chambliss-Inhofe amend-
ment No. 2255, which would restore 
many of the legislative limits and re-
quirements Congress has placed in re-
cent years on the transfer of Guanta-
namo Bay detainees and prevent med-
ical-related transfers to the United 
States. I believe these legislative safe-
guards are vital to our national secu-
rity and essential to good intelligence 
collection. 

For several years now we have been 
debating the status of Guantanamo 
Bay and the detainees who remain 
there. Time and time again, during the 
course of these debates, I have asked 
this administration to come up with a 
viable, long-term detention and inter-
rogation policy. Frankly, they have 
failed to do so because of a stubborn 
commitment to a poorly thought out 
campaign promise to close Guanta-
namo. 

The call to close Guantanamo may 
sound like a good campaign sound bite 
to some people but, frankly, in the real 
world of national security it under-
mines good intelligence collection and 
increases the risks that dangerous de-
tainees will be back on the streets 
where they can continue, as they have, 
to kill and harm Americans. These are 
not abstract theories; they are facts. 
The recidivism rate is nearly 29 percent 
and has been climbing steadily since 
detainees began being released from 
Guantanamo. This includes nearly 10 
percent of detainees who have returned 
to the fight after being transferred by 
the current administration following 
the administration’s extensive review 
of each detainee. 

Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula 
counts former Guantanamo detainees 
not just among its members but among 
its leaders. A former Guantanamo de-
tainee is believed to have been involved 
in last year’s Benghazi attacks that 
killed our ambassador and three other 
Americans. 

The administration’s stubborn re-
fusal to add even one more terrorist to 
the Gitmo detainee population has 
forced the executive branch back into 
the pre-9/11 mindset of treating terror-
ists as ordinary criminals—a mindset 
we know doesn’t work. A lot of people 
will come to this floor on the other 
side of the aisle and say: Well, we have 
tried all of these terrorists in article 
III courts in the United States and it 
has worked. For the most part, they 
have been convicted, and they are now 
serving time. That is a fairly accurate 
statement. However, what they fail to 
say is that these article III trials of 
terrorists who have been arrested in-
side the United States are nowhere 
near the caliber of those who planned 
and carried out the attacks of 9/11 as 
well as those who were captured on the 
battlefield seeking to kill and harm 

Americans and, in a lot of instances, 
did kill Americans and maim Ameri-
cans, and they are now housed at Guan-
tanamo. That is a very, very distinct 
difference, and those prisoners should 
not be treated the same as an ordinary 
common burglar is treated in an article 
III court here in the United States. 

In response to criticisms of the ap-
proach that the mindset of 9/11 is being 
returned to, the administration now 
seems to favor interrogations on board 
naval vessels. The end result, however, 
has been no different. At the end of 
these brief interrogations, those indi-
viduals have been transferred to Fed-
eral courts here in the United States 
where they are unlikely to provide any 
more intelligence information because 
they have been Mirandized and are now 
awaiting trial. 

From the Christmas Day bomber to 
the Boston bomber to the East Africa 
embassies bomber, this preference for 
criminal prosecution at the expense of 
intelligence collection has become the 
administration’s standard operating 
procedure. This is no way to defend our 
Nation, and it sends a message of 
weakness to terrorists and our allies 
alike. 

This amendment Senator AYOTTE, 
Senator INHOFE, and I are putting for-
ward sends the right message to the 
American people. It ensures that our 
detention practices have clarity for the 
next year and that on a permanent 
basis no detainee will be transferred 
overseas unless there is a clear certifi-
cation that the transfer is in the best 
interests of the United States. This 
also sends a very clear message to the 
terrorists at Guantanamo Bay: You are 
not coming to the United States where 
you will have the advantage of article 
III courts. 

This amendment includes five provi-
sions. 

No. 1, it imposes a 1-year ban on 
transfers to the United States of Guan-
tanamo detainees, except in cases after 
the date of enactment where the de-
tainee is sent to Guantanamo for pur-
poses of interrogation. 

No. 2, it imposes a 1-year ban on 
transfers of detainees to Yemen—and I 
will speak more about that in a 
minute. 

No. 3, it imposes a 1-year ban on 
building or modifying facilities inside 
the U.S. to house Guantanamo detain-
ees. 

No. 4, it makes permanent the cer-
tification requirements needed before 
any transfer of a detainee overseas. 

Lastly, it strikes the provision in the 
bill that allows transfers of detainees 
to the United States purely for medical 
care. 

Let me address each provision very 
briefly. First, I have yet to hear why it 
is a good idea to bring Guantanamo de-
tainees to the United States. While the 
President made a promise to close 
Guantanamo, the American people 
seem unified against bringing these de-
tainees to the U.S. for any reason, and 
I believe we should listen to the Amer-
ican people. 
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It is clear that giving the Secretary 

of Defense the authority to decide to 
bring detainees here for detention, 
trial, and incarceration will have the 
same impact as Congress lifting the 
prohibition outright. But the same 
issues we have been talking about for 
several years and that GAO identified 
in its 2012 report on detention options 
inside of the United States still exists. 
These include cost considerations, 
questions about the legal status of the 
detainees, and concerns about pro-
tecting the general public and per-
sonnel at these facilities or during 
trial. 

Let’s look at who these 164 individ-
uals are that remain at Guantanamo. 
We started out with about 860-some-
thing, as I recall, give or take a few. So 
we have already released both to other 
countries and, in some cases where we 
frankly made a mistake, individuals 
who should not have been there, or it 
has been determined by the appropriate 
reviewing committees that these de-
tainees were OK to be sent back to 
their country of origin or to some 
other host country that was willing to 
take them and supervise them or keep 
them in detention but to get them out 
of Guantanamo. Now, the 164 who are 
remaining are the meanest, nastiest 
terrorists in the world, frankly. They 
are the ones nobody is going to want. 
So if nobody else wants them, why 
should we allow them to come to the 
United States? 

These are the individuals who either 
planned and masterminded the attack 
on the United States on September 11, 
2001, such as Khalid Shaikh Moham-
med, or they are individuals we picked 
up on the battlefield who were actively 
engaged in fighting and killing Ameri-
cans, as well as engaged in building 
bombs that were intended to—and in a 
lot of instances did—explode and kill or 
injure Americans. 

Some of these folks range from KSM 
to the USS Cole bomber who are await-
ing trial and, frankly, should be tried 
at Guantanamo. In other words, they 
are dangerous detainees who should 
not and cannot be sent, as I said, to 
any other country. 

Many of us have been calling on the 
administration to send new detainees 
to Guantanamo simply for interroga-
tion. Detainees such as al-Shabaab 
leader Ahmed Abdulkadir Warsame, 
East Africa Embassies bombing suspect 
Abu Anas al-Libi, who was arrested in 
Libya recently, and suspects in the 
Benghazi attacks all belong at Guanta-
namo where they can be interrogated 
for a long time under the rules and ar-
ticles of war, without Miranda rights 
or criminal defense lawyers. 

But this administration has consist-
ently refused to even consider Guanta-
namo for interrogation of the meanest 
folks who still remain at large. It is off 
the table, as they tell us. Some have 
used the excuse that it is off the table 
because of this restriction in previous 
Defense authorization acts. In other 
words, the administration could not 

put any new detainees at Guantanamo 
for interrogation because they could 
not send them to Federal court for 
trial. 

If this administration had made any 
effort at all, even just once, over the 
past 4 years to interrogate detainees at 
Guantanamo rather than holding them 
on a ship, this excuse would have much 
more merit. But to make sure there are 
no excuses anymore, our amendment 
makes clear that detainees who are 
sent to Guantanamo specifically for 
the purposes of interrogation after the 
date of enactment may still be trans-
ferred to the United States for trial in 
article III courts or before military tri-
bunals. That means there is absolutely 
no need to hold another detainee on 
board a ship just to interrogate him. 
And there is absolutely no excuse for 
not putting new detainees at Guanta-
namo Bay. This provision makes sense 
for the security of this country, and it 
makes sense for good intelligence col-
lection. 

The ban on transfers to Yemen is a 
very critical aspect of this amendment. 
The amendment bans any detainee 
transfers to Yemen until December 31, 
2014. It has been 4 years since the 
President imposed a moratorium on 
transfers to Yemen from Guantanamo 
following the failed airplane bombing 
attempt on Christmas Day 2009 by 
Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab. At that 
time, Yemen was viewed as a hotspot 
for terrorists, especially with the rise 
of Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. 
Now, 4 years later, not much has really 
changed except for the rising recidi-
vism rate. We know that former de-
tainees have rejoined AQAP both as 
leaders and as members. We know 
Yemen continues to struggle with ter-
rorist groups who are trying to make 
sure it remains an AQAP stronghold. 
And we know AQAP continues to look 
for ways, like the 2009 failed Christmas 
Day bombing, to attack this country. 

We have all seen the reports that the 
administration wants to transfer de-
tainees to Yemen and is working with 
the Yemeni Government to set up a de-
tention or rehabilitation facility inside 
Yemen to house these prisoners. We 
learned from the Saudi rehabilitation 
program that rehabilitating hardened 
terrorists simply does not always 
work. The recidivism rate for the Saudi 
program is at least 20 percent. Many of 
these detainees, such as AQAP leader 
Said al-Shihri, ended up in Yemen 
fighting as terrorists again. Yemen, as 
one senior administration official de-
scribed it, is like the Wild West. It is 
the last place we should send dan-
gerous detainees. In other words, now 
is not the time to experiment with our 
national security. 

Our amendment ensures that no de-
tainee can be sent to Yemen over the 
next year. I recognize that there are 
Yemeni detainees who have been 
cleared for transfer, so we do not per-
manently prohibit those transfers. But 
just because a detainee is eligible for 
transfer from Guantanamo does not 

mean he no longer poses any threat at 
all. We have to remember that the easi-
est transfers have already been done, 
and even among those easy transfers, 
over a quarter of them have been 
known to be reengaged in the fight 
against Americans. 

So our amendment imposes a reason-
able time period on this prohibition: 
No transfers can occur until at least 
December 31, 2014. Over the next year 
we should have a better sense of how 
well the Yemeni Government is com-
bating terrorists within its borders. 
Once we see their track record, we can 
decide whether it makes sense to send 
them any new detainees. 

In the past, under the previous Gov-
ernment of Yemen, the detainees who 
were transferred from Guantanamo to 
Yemen simply were allowed to wander 
around in Yemen with no supervision 
whatsoever, and I daresay that we now 
do not have any idea where most of 
those detainees are inside of Yemen or, 
more significantly, whether they are 
still in Yemen, whether they are re-
engaged in the fight, whether they are 
in Syria fighting on one side or the 
other, or what has gone on with those 
detainees. 

Al Qaeda and its affiliates look up to 
Guantanamo detainees. They have im-
mediate street credibility among ter-
rorists, which makes it more tempting 
for them to rejoin the fight. We should 
not make it easier to transfer detain-
ees anywhere, much less places where 
there are confirmed recidivists or a 
real threat from AQAP. The detainees, 
including many of the Yemenis, who 
remain at Guantanamo are among the 
worst offenders. 

We should want all future transfers 
to be done wisely and fully in line with 
our national security interests. This 
amendment accomplishes those objec-
tives. 

Third, this amendment continues the 
ban on building or modifying facilities 
inside the United States to hold those 
detainees. It does not prohibit any 
changes to the facilities at Guanta-
namo Bay, so those facilities will con-
tinue to be state-of-the-art. 

I understand that this administra-
tion wants to close Guantanamo and 
that the Justice Department has al-
ready purchased the correctional facil-
ity in Thomson, IL, to house them. But 
there is still overwhelming consensus 
here in Congress and among the Amer-
ican people that Guantanamo detainees 
should never set foot inside the United 
States. We need to listen to that con-
sensus. 

With that in mind, our amendment 
ensures that not one penny of Amer-
ican taxpayer dollars will be spent on 
the Thomson facility or to build or 
modify any other facility inside the 
United States to house Guantanamo 
detainees. Our amendment applies not 
just to Defense Department funding 
but to all U.S. Government funds. That 
way, no other Department, including 
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the Justice Department, can try to cir-
cumvent the will of the American peo-
ple and bring Guantanamo detainees to 
our homeland. 

Many of us have been to Guanta-
namo. I have been there several times 
to see for myself how the detainees live 
and are treated. It is a first-rate prison 
facility. I have been to many prison fa-
cilities in my State as well as other 
parts of the country. It is one that 
would probably make most inmates at 
prisons here inside the United States 
very envious. 

We should not forget that many of 
the detainees at Guantanamo are some 
of the most dangerous terrorists in the 
world. If they cannot be transferred to 
other countries, they do not belong in 
the United States. 

This amendment also makes perma-
nent the certification requirements 
that are needed before any detainee 
can be transferred outside of Guanta-
namo Bay. As I mentioned, the recidi-
vism rate today is almost 29 percent 
and growing, so we should not make it 
easier to transfer detainees anywhere, 
much less to places where there are re-
cidivists or real terrorist threats. The 
certification requirements and the ban 
on transfer if there is a confirmed re-
cidivist in a host country were de-
signed to lessen the likelihood that de-
tainees would reengage. 

I understand that some people want 
Guantanamo closed, but eliminating 
commonsense measures that are there 
to protect American citizens is not the 
way to do it. These measures give Con-
gress and the American people con-
fidence that the Defense Secretary has 
fully considered all aspects of the 
transfer, especially the host country’s 
past record and current capabilities. 

As the rising recidivism rate tells us, 
even detainees who have been cleared 
for transfer—through a very rigorous 
process, I might add—can still pose a 
threat. We have to remember that the 
easiest transfers have already been 
done, and even among those over a 
quarter have reengaged. The detainees 
who remain are among the worst of-
fenders. We should want all future 
transfers to be done wisely and fully in 
line with our national security inter-
ests. 

I do not find persuasive the argument 
that these certification requirements 
are so burdensome that detainees can-
not be transferred. In fact, this year 
alone detainees have been transferred 
to Algeria, and we continue to get no-
tices of other proposed transfers. 

Not every detainee needs to stay at 
Guantanamo Bay. I recognize that, as 
do the other authors of this amend-
ment. But not one should be released 
until we are absolutely certain that ev-
erything is being done to prevent new 
terrorist activity on the part of those 
individuals who are, in fact, released. 
These certification requirements give 
us that certainty. Making these re-
quirements permanent is the only sure 
way to guarantee that each and every 
transfer is best for the national secu-
rity of the United States. 

Finally, this amendment restores the 
status quo by striking section 1032 in 
the bill, which allows the transfer of 
detainees into the United States for 
medical care. We need to remember 
that Guantanamo is a first-class facil-
ity, operated by dedicated military 
personnel who put up with an awful lot 
from detainees. I remember the first 
time I went to Guantanamo, they were 
housed in a facility that is not the fa-
cility they are in today. It was much 
more of an open facility where the 
guards simply would walk back and 
forth in very close range to the actual 
prisoners themselves. Those guards 
were subjected to being spit upon, hav-
ing human waste thrown at them as 
well as food or anything the detainees 
could get their hands on. Needless to 
say, it was not a very nice place to be. 

But we need to remember also that 
Guantanamo possesses not only first- 
class medical facilities but also first- 
class judicial facilities for the trial of 
these individuals. There is a state-of- 
the-art courtroom down there, which is 
being virtually unused today, that 
ought to be used to try these individ-
uals before a military tribunal. 

Section 1032 seems to be a solution in 
search of a problem. Guantanamo Bay 
has the facilities from a medical stand-
point and the doctors within the mili-
tary to treat these prisoners. And I am 
not aware of any instance in which a 
detainee has died or suffered further in-
jury because of our inability to treat 
them at Guantanamo. 

Aside from being unnecessary, this 
provision does not make good policy. 
Over the past several years detainees 
at Guantanamo have waged repeated 
hunger strikes in an effort to gain sym-
pathy so the United States will release 
them from prison. When inmates in our 
prisons here engage in such tactics, we 
do not reward them, but that is exactly 
what section 1032 would do. If we give 
detainees the ability to be brought to 
the United States even for what is sup-
posed to be temporary treatment, that 
is a powerful incentive for a detainee 
to injure himself or go on a hunger 
strike. 

I am also concerned about how this 
provision would even be implemented. 
It is unclear whether we will have to 
modify military hospitals so they can 
handle high-value terrorist detainees. 
At what cost and at what risk to the 
safety of others, including the towns in 
which these facilities are located? 

I appreciate that the provision tries 
to limit the rights of detainees when 
they are brought here, but we have 
been down this road before with habeas 
corpus rights. Once a detainee is phys-
ically inside the United States, it be-
comes much more difficult to argue 
against any change in immigration or 
legal status. 

In my view, section 1032 is simply in 
this bill to further reduce the popu-
lation at Guantanamo. This is not a 
goal I can support. Our amendment 
keeps the status quo and keeps these 
terrorist detainees where they belong— 
at Guantanamo Bay. 

It is time for this administration to 
provide real leadership on detention 
and interrogation issues instead of try-
ing to keep ill-conceived campaign 
promises that run contrary to the es-
tablished facts and known threats to 
our national security. Keeping this 
country safe demands real-time intel-
ligence—the kind we have gotten in the 
past from interrogating detainees for 
long periods of time, including those 
detainees at Guantanamo. It is time 
for us to end this dangerous practice of 
treating terrorists first and foremost 
like criminals who deserve Miranda 
warnings, attorneys, and court appear-
ances. 

It is time for us to stop pretending 
that the detainees at Guantanamo are 
no different from common ordinary 
criminals. Our amendment ensures 
that the balance remains on the side of 
our national security and good intel-
ligence collection. It ensures that com-
mon sense, not politics, will determine 
the future of Guantanamo detainees 
and the effectiveness of our intel-
ligence collection. 

I am pleased to turn to the Senator 
from New Hampshire, Senator AYOTTE, 
who has been such a champion on this 
issue. She and I have worked very 
closely, as well as any number of other 
national security issues, since she 
came to the Senate. She has been a tre-
mendous asset. As a former prosecutor, 
she understands how serious these indi-
viduals are from a criminal standpoint. 

I commend her for the great work she 
has done, and I certainly look forward 
to hearing her comments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MANCHIN). The Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I wish to thank my 
colleague from Georgia, who is the Re-
publican ranking member on the Sen-
ate Intelligence Committee. Senator 
CHAMBLISS has seen so much in terms 
of the real threats that we face from 
terrorists in this country. I appreciate 
his leadership on ensuring that Amer-
ica remains safe and his leadership on 
this issue of ensuring that the Guanta-
namo detainees are not released to get 
back in the fight against us, to attack 
not only our soldiers but us and our al-
lies. 

I would start with the Defense au-
thorization, as it stands, and even the 
side-by-side offered by Chairman 
LEVIN, is a dramatic change from cur-
rent policy of where we are now with 
regard to Guantanamo and the transfer 
of Guantanamo detainees internation-
ally and to the United States of Amer-
ica between last year’s Defense author-
ization and this year’s Defense author-
ization. 

What has changed? The only thing 
that has changed is the fact that the 
reengagement rate of those who are 
suspected of having been released—who 
have been released from Guantanamo 
and are suspected or actually have re-
engaged in the fight against us—has in-
creased, not decreased. 

Yet the status quo of where we stand 
now, if our amendment just described 
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by Senator CHAMBLISS is not adopted, 
amendment No. 2255—is that we would 
weaken what is required to be certified 
from people who are released from 
Guantanamo. 

In other words, the Defense author-
ization and the proposal offered by 
Chairman LEVIN would weaken the na-
tional security requirements that are 
currently in place; the standards which 
we have to meet before someone is 
transferred from Guantanamo to an-
other country, even though the re-
engagement rate has actually in-
creased. 

What else would it do? It would now 
allow the potential for transferring 
Guantanamo detainees to the United 
States of America. This would include 
Guantanamo detainees potentially 
such as Khalid Shaikh Mohammed 
whom Senator CHAMBLISS has ref-
erenced. He is the mastermind of Sep-
tember 11. He is the key player behind 
the attacks on our country on Sep-
tember 11, and so we are going to allow 
the potential that he could be trans-
ferred to the United States of America. 

In addition, there is allowance for a 
potential transfer to the country of 
Yemen. As Senator CHAMBLISS has 
talked about, the country of Yemen is 
the place where the head of Al Qaeda in 
the Arabian Peninsula is centered. Not 
only that, in Yemen, there have actu-
ally been instances where we have seen 
prison breaks in Yemen. In fact, it is a 
very destabilized place. 

In June I asked the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff about Yemen, and 
he assessed it to be the most dan-
gerous. Al Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula, which is located in Yemen, is the 
most dangerous Al Qaeda affiliate. 
Again, when we look at Yemen, there 
have been breaks from detention facili-
ties there. 

Senator CHAMBLISS has described the 
2009 Christmas Day Bomber who re-
ceived his training in Yemen. 

We have Guantanamo detainees who 
have actually been captured—whom we 
have let out previously—captured, 
killed or spotted in Yemen. These in-
cluded Al Qaeda in the Arabian Penin-
sula’s former second in command, Said 
al-Shihri and Ibrahim Suleiman al 
Rubaish, alleged to be one of Al Qaeda 
in the Arabian Peninsula’s main reli-
gious leaders. We have instances where 
in Yemen there actually been have Al 
Qaeda terrorists, some who have re-
turned to the leadership of Al Qaeda 
after we released them from Guanta-
namo and have gone back in. 

I ask, why are we lifting the prohibi-
tion of transfers to Yemen when there 
still is not a certification that can be 
made that they will not reengage and 
that Yemen even can detain these indi-
viduals or account for them in a place 
which is the head of Al Qaeda in the 
Arabian Peninsula? 

Where we are now is very important 
in terms of the protection of our coun-
try. As Senator CHAMBLISS mentioned, 
the administration has been so caught 
up in not wanting to transfer anyone 

into Guantanamo that we are left with 
a situation where we are potentially 
losing valuable intelligence to protect 
our country. 

I wish to speak about that. If we cap-
tured tomorrow the current head of Al 
Qaeda, Zawahiri, what would we do 
with him? Are we going to bring him to 
the United States or should we bring 
him to a secure detention facility at 
Guantanamo? 

The legal questions that are raised 
by this in terms of if we bring him to 
the United States, are we going to tell 
him you have the right to remain si-
lent, even though he is the current 
head of Al Qaeda? Shouldn’t the first 
priority be to collect information to 
protect our country, to know what 
they are planning, to know what they 
are doing, to know what could happen 
next? 

We now have the example that was 
given of Warsame, who was a terrorist 
captured overseas. Instead of being 
brought to Guantanamo, he was put on 
a ship for approximately 60 days and 
then brought to the United States, 
where he was told you have the right to 
remain silent. 

Worse, recently, there was the cap-
ture of a man named al-Libi, and al- 
Libi actually had been involved in the 
beginning—in fact, the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation re-
cently said before the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee that he was a founder 
of Al Qaeda with Osama bin Laden— 
and recaptured in Libya. Rather than 
bring him to Guantanamo Bay, he was 
put on a ship for only 1 week, 1 week. 

Then he was transferred to New York 
City and read his Miranda rights. This 
is someone who was alleged to have 
committed the bombing against the 
embassies in Africa in 1998 and some-
one who has decades of involvement in 
Al Qaeda and who was only interro-
gated on a ship for 1 week, rather than 
being brought to Guantanamo and 
fully interrogated to make sure we 
maximize the gathering of intelligence 
to protect our country. 

Now the administration wants to 
close Guantanamo. The alternative of-
fered by Chairman LEVIN is that they 
should come up with a plan of where we 
would put these detainees in the 
United States of America. 

The question is why have we had to 
wait this long, first, to even have some 
information of what the plan would be 
and what to do. Second, why would we 
want the most dangerous terrorists in 
the world, some of them, to come to 
the United States of America, when we 
have a secure detention facility at 
Guantanamo? Why would we risk the 
legal questions that will be raised if we 
bring them to the United States? Do 
we have to read them Miranda? If we 
capture Zawahiri and we have no Guan-
tanamo to take him to, do we have to 
read him Miranda because he is in the 
United States of America and we can’t 
gather intelligence to protect our 
country? 

How much does it cost to make sure 
people are secure in the area where 

these terrorists are being brought? We 
don’t even know where they will be 
brought because the alternative 
amendment, all it says is that they 
have to come up with a plan of where 
to put these terrorists rather than at 
Guantanamo. We don’t know—the 
amendment does not provide for us as 
Congress to approve this plan. It only 
says the Secretary of Defense has to 
come up with a plan, and then he may 
take action to transfer the detainees, 
allowing them to be transferred to the 
United States of America. 

Stay tuned if the Guantanamo de-
tainees are coming to your neighbor-
hood because we don’t know. This is 
why it is important that the prohibi-
tions stay in place in the absence of 
any plan. Why should we bring them to 
the United States of America, given 
the dangerous nature of who they are? 
Also, why wouldn’t we want to have a 
secure facility to ensure that we have a 
place to interrogate terrorists, to make 
sure we can maximize the information 
and understand what they know to pre-
vent attacks against our country. Oth-
erwise, we will continue to have a situ-
ation where terrorists such as al-Libi 
are only interrogated for 1 week and 
then they are told you have the right 
to remain silent. No terrorist should 
hear that right. 

I wish to say that what this provision 
does is it puts back in place the re-
quirements that the administration 
has to meet a strong set of criteria be-
fore they can transfer to third-party 
countries. 

What was taken out? What was taken 
out, which is important, is the way 
they have weakened the requirements 
for transferring people, the require-
ments the administration must meet 
before transferring from Guantanamo 
to third-party countries. They have 
taken out language that requires the 
Secretary of Defense currently to cer-
tify that a country is not a state spon-
sor of terrorism or foreign terrorist or-
ganization. 

Now there is no longer a requirement 
that we even have to certify that. If 
our amendment is not passed and the 
alternative is passed, if there is a coun-
try or an entity that is a state sponsor 
of terrorism or a foreign terrorist orga-
nization, then they can transfer there. 

They have also taken out the provi-
sion that would consider whether we 
have previously transferred a detainee 
to the country and yet the detainee has 
gone back into the fight, has re-
engaged. In other words, if we made a 
mistake in the past and transferred 
someone out of Guantanamo to a coun-
try such as Yemen, they weren’t able 
to secure that individual and that indi-
vidual gets back into the fight, that 
was a consideration they had to take 
into account before they could transfer 
to that country. 

That is now being removed from the 
national security criteria, making it 
much weaker and easier to transfer to 
countries that are not only potential 
sponsors of terrorism but are also 
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countries where we have already had a 
history of transferring detainees who 
have gotten back in the fight against 
us and our soldiers. We have seen some 
of these detainees show up in places 
such as Afghanistan against our sol-
diers. We have seen these detainees at-
tempt to attack us and our allies. We 
cannot risk weakening the provisions 
to say we are going to transfer them 
and take our risks that they can do 
that again. 

We should keep the current law in 
place. The administration has been 
able to meet the current law. They 
have transferred six detainees under 
the current provisions. They do not 
have an excuse to say that we can’t 
transfer anyone because they have al-
ready been able to transfer people. 

I ask unanimous consent to ask my 
colleague, the Senator from Georgia, a 
question about these provisions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I ask Senator CHAM-
BLISS, if we eliminate Guantanamo—in 
other words, under this proposal they 
would be permitted to transfer people 
to the United States of America or 
that new captures be brought to the 
United States of America instead of to 
a facility such as Guantanamo, what 
are the risks we face in terms of losing 
valuable intelligence that we need to 
protect our country? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. The very best tool 
we have been able to utilize from an in-
telligence-gathering standpoint is the 
information we gather from individuals 
who were involved in the crime or in-
volved in the planning of the crime. 
That is the case whether it is an ordi-
nary burglary, bank robbery or in the 
case that we are talking about today, 
the planning and the scheming of the 
carrying out of what happened on Sep-
tember 11, as well as terrorist activity 
prior to that, such as the USS Cole 
bombing and others, as well as ter-
rorist activity against the United 
States subsequent to September 11, as 
well as the detainees who are at Guan-
tanamo today who were captured on 
the battlefield in Afghanistan. 

We have gone through each one of 
the detainees who were involved in spe-
cific incidents or who are battlefield- 
captured detainees and we have been 
able to gather intelligence from them 
that we simply would not have been 
able to get from anyone else. Many 
times what we have when we interro-
gate the detainees, we will know the 
answer to the question we are going to 
ask them. Sometimes it is information 
that was gleaned from detainee X, who 
was with detainee Y whom we are now 
interrogating. By virtue of the fact 
that we know information that we 
have already gleaned from detainee X, 
we can ask terrorist Y about it or de-
tainee Y. And you are going to get not 
only verification of what the first in-
terrogated detainee tells you, but all of 
a sudden you are going to have an ex-
panded story because this guy says, 
well, he knows this, and that is the 

case, so I may as well go ahead and tell 
him the rest of this. 

That is kind of the way the interro-
gation process goes. What has hap-
pened at Guantanamo is that it has 
been there for a number of years now. 
September 11 is now 12 years behind us, 
but we are still gathering information 
from detainees at Guantanamo who 
have been there from the very first day 
it opened. We are gathering informa-
tion on acts of violence that have oc-
curred, but more significantly on the 
makeup of Al Qaeda, on who the mem-
bers are, where they are located, where 
their headquarters were versus where 
they think the headquarters might be. 
There is such a valuable source of in-
formation to be gleaned from individ-
uals one on one in the interrogation 
process that we simply can’t get other-
wise. 

Let me refer a question to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. She was a 
prosecutor. She was the attorney gen-
eral of New Hampshire and she pros-
ecuted any number of criminal cases 
over the years as attorney general, in-
cluding some very violent cases. She is 
familiar with the criminal process, ob-
viously. She is familiar with individ-
uals who have been convicted of 
crimes, and who, in some instances, 
were let out of jail when their time was 
up or whatever and those individuals 
reengaged in criminal activity, much 
like what we are seeing at Guantanamo 
today. The Senator and I have both 
talked about the recidivism rate being 
very high. 

What is the Senator’s opinion, as a 
long-time prosecutor, relative to these 
164 individuals who remain at Guanta-
namo Bay today with regard to what 
she thinks is the possibility or the 
probability of their reengaging in the 
fight because of their long-term deten-
tion at Guantanamo? 

Ms. AYOTTE. I would say we have to 
go from the evidence we have before us, 
where we have a 29-percent reengage-
ment rate. And let’s face it. The easier 
decisions were made first, in terms of 
who should be released. Now we have 
some very hardcore individuals who are 
there. We already have a 29-percent re-
engagement rate of them getting back 
in the fight against us as terrorists, 
and so we face a grave risk of some of 
the most hardened individuals if we 
transfer them or we lessen the stand-
ard for transfer, which is what this is 
doing. It is taking away the issues I 
talked about—the consideration of 
countries we have already transferred 
to but people have gotten back in it— 
and making it easier to transfer and 
weaker in terms of the national secu-
rity requirements that have to be met, 
and I am worried they will get back in 
and then harm us and our interests be-
cause we already have a history of 
that. 

I want to ask the Senator from Geor-
gia an additional question. Some have 
cited the cost issue as the reason we 
should close Guantanamo. But to the 
Senator’s knowledge, has anyone done 

the cost estimate of all the consider-
ations that would have to be taken 
into account in the United States and 
also the security interests of the people 
of this country of transferring these 
terrorists to the United States? 

Finally, I would also say there are 
risks we face in losing intelligence if 
they have to be Mirandized, and things 
such as that. That is a huge cost in 
terms of protecting our country, is it 
not? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Well, it certainly 
is. I think the Senator and I need to be 
very clear with our colleagues here as 
well as the American public. When it 
comes to the cost of detaining terror-
ists who carried out the horrific at-
tacks of September 11, I think the 
American people are well prepared to 
use their taxpayer dollars to house 
guys such as Khalid Shaikh Moham-
med, who has admitted to planning the 
September 11 attacks. If we house him 
in a prison here inside the United 
States and he gets Mirandized, I am 
sure the first thing he is going to do is 
to get a lawyer. The Senator and I are 
both lawyers, and we would be foolish 
not to tell our client to hush up, don’t 
talk anymore. And that is exactly 
what he would do. 

So the cost of detaining individuals 
who ripped this country apart on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, is not a consideration, 
in my mind, from the standpoint of 
whether we should house those folks 
for the rest of their lives. 

Ms. AYOTTE. If we were to lose, for 
example, valuable intelligence, if we 
were to get Zawahiri tomorrow, or if 
we had captured Osama bin Laden in-
stead of killing him, and were able to 
interrogate him, that is a value that 
cannot be placed on that in terms of 
preventing future attacks and under-
standing how Al Qaeda is planning 
things in order to prevent future harm 
to Americans; isn’t that right? 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Absolutely. No 
question about it. And if you do bring 
them to the United States, I guarantee 
that is the last bit of interrogation of 
any of those individuals that we will 
ever see. 

The Senator mentioned bin Laden. I 
remember at a hearing in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee where the 
issue of bin Laden came up during a 
presentation by the current adminis-
tration’s Secretary of Defense. I asked 
the question with regard to Guanta-
namo Bay, and said: If you captured 
bin Laden tomorrow, what would you 
do with him? And to his credit, the 
Secretary of Defense looked me 
straight in the eye and said: Gee, Sen-
ator, I guess we would have to send 
him to Guantanamo. And he was right. 
There is nowhere in America where bin 
Laden would have been welcomed in 
the county jail or some Federal insti-
tution. I don’t think there is any ques-
tion about that. The 164 who are there 
today, in my mind, fit in that same 
category. Some of these individuals 
have never said one word to an interro-
gator since they have been there. Some 
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of them—most of them, in fact—have 
been very open, and we still are gath-
ering intelligence from them. But if we 
transfer them to the United States, 
that is the last we will hear from them. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. I have been listening to 

the discussion. I agree wholeheartedly 
with everything that has been said. 
The amendment we are going to be vot-
ing on is part of three different amend-
ments. I had one of them, as do my two 
colleagues. One thing that hasn’t been 
said is the part I put in where I con-
structed a provision to prohibit trans-
ferring of detainees for emergency 
medical treatment, which is just an-
other way of getting them there. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 2 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. The other thing is, 
when you transfer someone here for in-
carceration purposes, is it not true 
these are not criminals, these are ter-
rorists, and what terrorists do for a liv-
ing is train other people to be terror-
ists? To commingle them in our prison 
system is something that would be of 
great danger to this country. That is 
something my colleagues would agree 
is one of the major reasons we want to 
keep them from the United States. 

Ms. AYOTTE. I would agree with 
Ranking Member INHOFE, and I want to 
thank him for his leadership. Abso-
lutely, these are not common crimi-
nals. These are not people who have 
robbed a bank. These are people who 
have attacked our country and who 
seek to get other people to attack our 
country. That is the reason why we 
wouldn’t want to mingle them with 
criminals or bring them to the United 
States so they can be told they have 
the right to remain silent. We have to 
protect our country by knowing what 
they know. 

Mr. INHOFE. Parliamentary inquiry: 
The Chair has said the time on our side 
has expired. Of course, I know—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. INHOFE. I know the chairman 
wants to use some time here too. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of his remarks, if all time 
has not been consumed, I be given a 
few minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I under-
stand the situation is as follows: that 
the time between now and 4 o’clock is 
under majority control, and then be-
tween 4 o’clock and 5 o’clock we have 
not resolved that issue as to who would 
control time; am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LEVIN. So there may be more 
time available between 4 o’clock and 5 
o’clock. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Would the Senator 
repeat that? 

Mr. LEVIN. Under the existing UC, 
the time between now and 4 o’clock is 
under the control of the majority, be-
cause the minority has used their time. 
At 4 o’clock, we have to enter into an-
other UC—or we can do it now—decid-
ing what the situation will be for the 
hour between 4 o’clock and the time of 
the vote. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I thank the Sen-
ator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support 
the provisions in this bill relating to 
the Guantanamo detention facility, or 
Gitmo, and oppose the amendment to 
strike those provisions and to reinstate 
existing restrictions on the transfer of 
Gitmo detainees. 

Gitmo is expensive, inefficient, dam-
aging to U.S. international standing, 
harmful to our allies’ ability to cooper-
ate with us, and serves as a recruiting 
tool for extremists. It is not needed to 
secure people who should be detained 
and should be tried. There are other 
places for detention and for trial in 
front of a military tribunal. We don’t 
need Gitmo to stay open at a huge ex-
pense in order to do that. 

The bill before us makes long over-
due fixes to our ability to transfer de-
tainees out of Gitmo, provide our mili-
tary with needed flexibility to deter-
mine how long we need to detain indi-
viduals now held at the Guantanamo 
facility, and where we should hold 
them. 

For a number of years now, Congress 
has enacted legislation eliminating 
that flexibility and requiring we con-
tinue to hold all Gitmo detainees at 
Guantanamo whether or not it is in our 
national security interests to do so. 
The current law establishes an abso-
lute ban on bringing any Gitmo de-
tainee to the United States for any 
purpose, including detention, trial, in-
carceration, or even medical treat-
ment. And it replaces the best judg-
ment of our military and intelligence 
experts on the risk posed by an addi-
tional Gitmo detainee with a cum-
bersome checklist of requirements that 
must be certified before any detainee 
may be transferred overseas. 

The current law makes it more dif-
ficult to try detainees for their crimes 
and nearly impossible to return them 
to their home countries. For example, 
even if we have a strong case that a de-
tainee has committed crimes for which 
he could be indicted, convicted in Fed-
eral Court, the current law makes it 
impossible to try him. This is true even 
in cases where similar charges are not 
available before a military commis-
sion, making it impossible to try the 
detainee at Guantanamo. And it is true 
even in cases where the security risks 
in bringing the detainee to the United 
States would be nonexistent. 

In 2010, the Guantanamo Detainee 
Review Task Force recommended 44 
Gitmo detainees for possible prosecu-

tion. As a result in significant part of 
the legislated restrictions on transfer-
ring detainees to the United States for 
trial, however, we have had only 4 of 
the 44 plea bargains and no other suc-
cessful prosecutions of those detainees. 

Similarly, even if we have deter-
mined that a detainee poses no ongoing 
security threat to the United States, 
we cannot send them back to their 
home country unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies to six conditions ad-
dressing issues such as the country’s 
control over its own territory and its 
detention facilities and so forth. And 
even if the individual is likely to die 
without advanced medical treatment, 
we cannot remove him from Gitmo for 
the purpose of receiving such treat-
ment. 

In 2010, the Guantanamo Detainee 
Review Task Force conducted a rig-
orous interagency review and deter-
mined that more than half of the 
Gitmo population, including 84 of the 
164 detainees currently at Gitmo, could 
be safely transferred overseas without 
posing a significant security threat. 
However, only two Gitmo detainees 
have actually been transferred using 
the certification provision since it was 
enacted at the end of 2010. 

Under the current law, even if a de-
tainee has been convicted or pled 
guilty and served his sentence, even if 
he has cooperated with us and provided 
us with useful intelligence, even if he 
has renounced all ties to Al Qaeda or 
the Taliban, even if he has been deter-
mined to no longer pose a threat to our 
national security, it is still extremely 
difficult to transfer or release a Gitmo 
detainee. That is why we still have de-
tainees sitting in Guantanamo who 
have been cleared for transfer or re-
lease on multiple occasions by two dif-
ferent administrations over a period of 
almost a decade. 

The current law has reinforced, as a 
result, the impression held by many 
around the world that Guantanamo is a 
legal black hole where we hold detain-
ees without recourse. This perception 
has been used by our enemies to recruit 
jihadists to attack us, and it has made 
our friends less willing to cooperate 
with us in our efforts to fight terrorism 
around the world. For this reason, 
many of our top national security lead-
ers spanning the Bush and Obama ad-
ministrations have repeatedly told us 
of the harm that Gitmo causes to our 
national security. 

First, with respect to transfers of 
Gitmo detainees overseas to their 
home countries or other countries, the 
bill would streamline the onerous cer-
tification procedures imposed by Con-
gress and restore the ability of our 
military leaders to exercise their best 
judgment in determining whether de-
tainees could be transferred abroad 
consistent with our national security. 
This provision would enable the De-
partment of Defense to handle Gitmo 
detainees in the same way that it has 
handled other detainees in the course 
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of the conflicts in Iraq and Afghani-
stan—by making case-by-case deter-
minations whether it is in our national 
security interest to continue holding 
an individual. 

Second, with respect to transfers of 
Gitmo detainees into the United 
States, the bill would reverse the one- 
size-fits-all ban that Congress has im-
posed on such transfers and permit 
case-by-case determinations of whether 
it is in our national security interest 
to transfer Gitmo detainees into cus-
tody inside the United States for de-
tention and trial. This provision would 
restore our Nation’s ability to use a 
key tool in the fight against the ter-
rorist threat. That tool is prosecution 
of Gitmo detainees in Federal courts. 

I have offered a side-by-side amend-
ment with Senator MCCAIN which re-
quires the administration to develop a 
comprehensive plan and submit it to 
Congress before it could transfer any 
detainees to the United States under 
this provision. This plan would include 
a case-by-case determination of each 
individual held at Guantanamo where 
the individual is intended to be held, 
including the specific facility or facili-
ties inside the United States that 
would be used and the estimated costs 
of any modification that may be need-
ed at those facilities. 

The side-by-side amendment would 
also clarify that Gitmo detainees 
would not gain any additional legal 
rights as a result of their transfer to 
the United States for detention and 
trial. In particular, detainees who are 
transferred to the United States would 
not gain any additional rights; would 
not be permitted to be released inside 
the United States; would not lose their 
status as unprivileged enemy belliger-
ents eligible for detention and trial 
under the law of war; and would not 
gain any additional right to challenge 
his or her detention beyond the right 
to habeas corpus—which they already 
have at Guantanamo, as the Supreme 
Court has decided. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator FEINSTEIN be added 
as a cosponsor to our side-by-side 
amendment, the Levin-McCain amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Guantanamo continues 
to be a damaging reminder of a failed 
U.S. strategy that sought to put cap-
tured terrorists beyond the reach of 
the law and the U.S. courts. A dozen 
years ago the Bush administration 
started sending detainees to Gitmo in 
large part out of a desire to avoid the 
jurisdiction of the United States courts 
and ensure that detainees would have 
no legal avenue to appeal their convic-
tions. Now, whether or not one sup-
ported that approach, that argument 
ended in 2008, when the Supreme Court 
ruled in the Boumediene case that 
Gitmo detainees would be treated as 
being inside the United States for the 
purpose of habeas corpus appeals. 

Instead of recognizing the problems 
with maintaining the Gitmo facility— 

the problems of extreme costs, and 
that it adds no additional security to 
what exists if these people are brought 
to the United States for military trial, 
as being held as prisoners under the 
laws of war, or for Federal court trial, 
even though all of that is still possible 
inside the United States—we have en-
acted legislation which makes it vir-
tually impossible to move detainees 
anywhere else, ensuring that the facil-
ity is going to remain open whether we 
need it or not. 

The result is that we are stuck with 
an expensive facility. And make no 
mistake, the costs of the Guantanamo 
detention facility are exorbitant. The 
Department of Defense has put the 
costs associated with Gitmo at over 
$400 million a year. That is more than 
$2.5 million per detainee. If we had any 
additional security as a result, it would 
be worth it. But we don’t need Gitmo 
for additional security. These detainees 
can be held in the United States. They 
can be held for trial, they can be held 
according to the rule of law, and they 
can be held under the military as mili-
tary detainees. 

Now, $2.5 million per detainee is, by 
some estimates, 35 times the annual 
cost of housing a prisoner at a 
supermax security prison inside the 
United States. That does not include 
the more than $200 million in addi-
tional military construction requests 
that the Department believes it needs 
to spend to keep Guantanamo running 
in the coming years. I repeat: If this 
added to our security, it would be 
worth it. But it doesn’t. We can bring 
these same people to the United States 
to be held as prisoners of war the way 
we did Italians and others during World 
War II. I had hundreds in my home 
State. If we added to our security by 
keeping Guantanamo open instead of 
just having a place which is used as a 
training ground and used as an argu-
ment for Jihad—but we can keep these 
people in the United States just as 
safely as Guantanamo in maximum se-
curity prisons or under the military ju-
risdiction with the same amount of se-
curity for the people of the United 
States at far less cost. 

We are all facing sequestration. It is 
undermining the readiness of our 
Armed Forces, requires risky reduc-
tions in force structure, and makes it 
likely we are going to have to cancel or 
severely curtail vital modernization 
programs. We cannot afford to spend 
$500 million a year on a program that 
doesn’t make us more safe. 

The basis for the legislative obstacles 
to moving detainees out of Guanta-
namo appears to be the fear that re-
turning Gitmo detainees to their home 
countries or transferring them to the 
United States would pose an unaccept-
able threat to our national security. 
But history has shown that we bring 
numerous terrorists to the United 
States for trial or incarceration. It has 
had no adverse effect on our national 
security. These prosecutions have re-
sulted in hundreds of convictions on 

terrorism-related charges without ap-
parent adverse effect to our national 
security. As the Attorney General 
wrote to Judiciary Committee Chair-
man LEAHY last week, terrorist pros-
ecutions in Federal courts have been 
‘‘an essential element of our counter-
terrorism efforts’’ and ‘‘a powerful tool 
of proven effectiveness.’’ 

In the last 3 years, we have brought 
three foreign terrorists into the United 
States for trial. We brought Abu 
Ghaith, Osama bin Laden’s son-in-law, 
who has been convicted in Federal 
court and remains in Federal custody 
without incident. The second is Ahmed 
Warsame, who pled guilty in Federal 
court and remains in Federal custody 
without incident. The third is Ahmed 
Ghailani, who was convicted in Federal 
court, received a life sentence, and re-
mains in Federal custody without inci-
dent. Again, there have been hundreds 
of convictions in this country of per-
sons connected to terrorism in Federal 
courts. 

Our military has routinely detained 
individuals on the battlefield in Af-
ghanistan and then exercised their dis-
cretion to transfer them to local juris-
diction or to release them. If we can 
trust our military to make these deter-
minations on a day-to-day basis for de-
tainees in Afghanistan, we should be 
able to trust our military to make the 
same determination for detainees at 
Gitmo. 

The rigorous review process which is 
codified by our bill’s provisions re-
quires the Secretary of Defense to de-
termine, prior to transferring a Gitmo 
detainee, that the transfer is in our na-
tional security interest and that ac-
tions have been taken to mitigate any 
risk that the detainee could again en-
gage in any activity that threatens 
United States persons or interests. 

The provisions in this bill will get us 
past our fear that we cannot securely 
handle Gitmo detainees in this coun-
try. It would allow the Secretary of De-
fense to authorize Gitmo transfers to 
the United States for detention and 
trial if doing so is in the United States’ 
security interests. This bill will restore 
the President’s ability to choose the 
most effective tool—whether that is 
military commissions or Federal 
courts—to bring these Gitmo detainees 
to justice. 

In conclusion, I urge our colleagues 
to support the Guantanamo provisions 
in the bill, vote for the Levin-McCain- 
Feinstein side-by-side amendment, and 
oppose the effort to reinstate the coun-
terproductive and costly restrictions in 
current law. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that at 4:00 there might 
be a unanimous consent which will lead 
us to a vote at 5:00. Is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair has no knowledge about a vote at 
5:00. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield the 

time between now and 4:00 to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it seems 
we are going to have an opportunity a 
little later on to discuss this tonight. 
In the capacity of the ranking member 
of the Armed Services Committee, I 
have to say that I can’t imagine having 
a chairman with whom I cooperate and 
agree with on almost every issue like 
Chairman LEVIN. I really appreciate 
the work we have done together. We 
both recognize this is the most impor-
tant piece of legislation each year, and 
we both recognize that, for 51 consecu-
tive years, we have had this legisla-
tion. Nothing has come up to obstruct 
it. We also realize Republicans would 
prefer to have more opportunities to 
have amendments, and Chairman 
LEVIN has been very helpful in helping 
us to get that. 

The area on which I don’t agree is in 
the area of Gitmo and how it should be 
used. Every time I go to Gitmo, I shake 
my head and I say: Why in the world 
would we not use this resource? We 
don’t have another resource like it. We 
heard the Senator from Georgia make 
the statement that he asked the chair-
man: If we don’t have Gitmo to send 
these people, where are we going to 
send them? I believe it was Secretary 
of Defense Panetta who said: We don’t 
know. There is not another place. We 
have used it successfully since 1904. 

I often have said, and said yesterday, 
that we don’t have many good deals in 
government. This is one that is. Since 
1904, our rent on that territory has 
been $4,000 a year. I don’t think anyone 
can come up with a better deal, and be-
sides Castro doesn’t collect it about 
half the time. 

It is argued that we can use it for in-
terrogation. The information we re-
ceived which led to Osama bin Laden’s 
demise was received from interrogation 
which took place at Gitmo. 

When we talk about the treatment of 
people, the one thing that I discover 
every time I go down there is one of 
the chief problems they have in Gitmo 
is obesity because they are eating bet-
ter than they have ever eaten at any 
other time in their lives. A primary 
care provider is there for every 450 de-
tainees. They have never had that kind 
of treatment at any other time in their 
lives. The detainees receive age-appro-
priate colon cancer screening, TB 
screening, annual dental procedures, 
physical therapy, and all these things. 

The idea that we would not be able to 
bring them to the United States for 
some more serious personal care I can’t 
buy because we have the U.S. Naval 
Hospital at Guantanamo Bay. I have 
been there. They have approximately 
250 personnel there who support the 
base’s population of over 6,000. 

When I look at this and I think of the 
options they have and this obsession 
the President seems to have to bring 
these terrorists into the United States, 

I have to share this one story. I know 
there is going to be a request here in 
just a moment. I can remember back 
41⁄2 years ago when this President first 
came in office—I am going from mem-
ory now—he had 17 places in the United 
States where he could put these terror-
ists. One happened to be in my State of 
Oklahoma, Fort Sill. He went down to 
look at the facility. The major who was 
in charge of it told me she had several 
tours of duty at Guantanamo. She said: 
Go back and tell those people in Wash-
ington we do not need to be spreading 
these terrorists throughout the conti-
nental United States when we have 
that great facility. She said she had 
been there twice and it is state-of-the- 
art. 

I have a great fear, and that is that 
once we get a different administration 
here that realizes the value of Guanta-
namo Bay, it will be too late to go 
back and get it again. That is the rea-
son we have been holding on to it with 
white knuckles. 

The amendment we are going to be 
voting on in another hour or so, when-
ever it is set in, is going to be an 
amendment that will allow us to con-
tinue to use what I consider to be one 
of the most valuable assets we have in 
the system. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am 

going to make a unanimous consent 
proposal which I understand has been 
cleared. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending motion to recommit be with-
drawn; that the pending Levin amend-
ment, No. 2123, be set aside for Senator 
AYOTTE or designee to offer amend-
ment No. 2255 relative to Guantanamo; 
that the amendment be subject to a 
relevant side-by-side amendment, 
which is No. 2175, from Senators LEVIN, 
MCCAIN, and FEINSTEIN; that no second- 
degree amendments be in order to ei-
ther of these Guantanamo amend-
ments; that each of these amendments 
be subject to a 60-affirmative-vote 
threshold; that the time until 5 p.m. be 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees; that at 5 p.m. 
the Senate proceed to vote in relation 
to the Ayotte amendment No. 2255; 
that upon disposition of the Ayotte 
amendment, the Senate proceed to vote 
in relation to the Levin-McCain-Fein-
stein amendment No. 2175; and that 
there be 2 minutes equally divided in 
between the votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. I was going to say the 
time between now and 5 o’clock is 
equally divided, as I understand it, be-
tween the Senator from Oklahoma and 
myself. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2255 

Mr. INHOFE. On behalf of Senator 
AYOTTE, myself, and others, I call up 

amendment No. 2255 and ask the clerk 
to report by number. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE], 

for Ms. AYOTTE, for herself, Mr. CHAMBLISS, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. ENZI, and Mr. 
RUBIO, proposes an amendment numbered 
2255. 

The text of the amendment is printed 
in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of 
amendments.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2175 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I call up 

amendment No. 2175. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], 

for himself and Mr. MCCAIN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2175. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To propose an alternative to sec-

tion 1033, relating to a limitation on the 
transfer or release of individuals detained 
at United States Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba) 
Strike section 1033 and insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 1033. LIMITATION ON THE TRANSFER OR RE-

LEASE OF INDIVIDUALS DETAINED 
AT UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION, 
GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), none of the funds authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for fiscal year 
2014 may be used to transfer, release, or as-
sist in the transfer or release to or within 
the United States, its territories, or posses-
sions of Khalid Sheikh Mohammed or any 
other detainee who— 

(1) is not a United States citizen or a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(2) is or was held on or after January 20, 
2009, at United States Naval Station, Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, by the Department of De-
fense. 

(b) TRANSFER FOR DETENTION AND TRIAL.— 
The Secretary of Defense may transfer a de-
tainee described in subsection (a) to the 
United States for detention pursuant to the 
Authorization for Use of Military Force 
(Public Law 107–40; 50 U.S.C. 1541 note), trial, 
and incarceration if the Secretary— 

(1) determines that the transfer is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States; 

(2) determines that appropriate actions 
have been taken, or will be taken, to address 
any risk to public safety that could arise in 
connection with detention and trial in the 
United States; and 

(3) notifies the appropriate committees of 
Congress not later than 30 days before the 
date of the proposed transfer. 

(c) NOTIFICATION ELEMENTS.—A notifica-
tion on a transfer under subsection (b)(3) 
shall include the following: 

(1) A statement of the basis for the deter-
mination that the transfer is in the national 
security interest of the United States. 

(2) A description of the action the Sec-
retary determines have been taken, or will 
be taken, to address any risk to the public 
safety that could arise in connection with 
the detention and trial in the United States. 

(d) STATUS WHILE IN THE UNITED STATES.— 
A detainee who is transferred to the United 
States under this section— 

(1) shall not be permitted to apply for asy-
lum under section 208 of the Immigration 
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and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158) or be eli-
gible to apply for admission into the United 
States; 

(2) shall be considered to be paroled into 
the United States temporarily pursuant to 
section 212(d)(5)(A) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(d)(5)(A)); and 

(3) shall not, as a result of such transfer, 
have a change in designation as an 
unprivileged enemy belligerent eligible for 
detention pursuant to the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force, as determined in ac-
cordance with applicable law and regula-
tions. 

(e) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OR RELEASE OF 
DETAINEES TRANSFERRED TO THE UNITED 
STATES.—An individual who is transferred to 
the United States under this section may not 
be released within the United States and 
may only be transferred or released in ac-
cordance with the procedures under section 
1031. 

(f) LIMITATIONS ON JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
(1) LIMITATIONS.—Except as provided for in 

paragraph (2), no court, justice, or judge 
shall have jurisdiction to hear or consider 
any action against the United States or its 
agents relating to any aspect of the deten-
tion, transfer, treatment, or conditions of 
confinement of a detainee described in sub-
section (a) who is held by the Armed Forces 
of the United States. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—A detainee who is trans-
ferred to the United States under this sec-
tion shall not be deprived of the right to 
challenge his designation as an unprivileged 
enemy belligerent by filing a writ of habeas 
corpus as provided by the Supreme Court in 
Hamdan v. Rumsfeld (548 U.S. 557 (2006)) and 
Boumediene v. Bush (553 U.S. 723 (2008)). 

(3) NO CAUSE OF ACTION IN DECISION NOT TO 
TRANSFER.—A decision not to transfer a de-
tainee to the United States under this sec-
tion shall not give rise to a judicial cause of 
action. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (b), (c), (d), 

(e), and (f) shall take effect on the date that 
is 60 days after the date on which the Sec-
retary of Defense submits to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a detailed plan to 
close the detention facility at United States 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall contain the following: 

(A) A case-by-case determination made for 
each individual detained at Guantanamo of 
whether such individual is intended to be 
transferred to a foreign country, transferred 
to the United States for the purpose of civil-
ian or military trial, or transferred to the 
United States or another country for contin-
ued detention under the law of armed con-
flict. 

(B) The specific facility or facilities that 
are intended to be used, or modified to be 
used, to hold individuals inside the United 
States for the purpose of trial, for detention 
in the aftermath of conviction, or for contin-
ued detention under the law of armed con-
flict. 

(C) The estimated costs associated with 
the detention inside the United States of in-
dividuals detained at Guantanamo. 

(D) A description of any additional actions 
that should be taken consistent with sub-
sections (d), (e), and (f) to hold detainees in-
side the United States. 

(E) A detailed description and assessment, 
made in consultation with the Secretary of 
State and the Director of National Intel-
ligence, of the actions that would be taken 
prior to the transfer to a foreign country of 
an individual detained at Guantanamo that 
would substantially mitigate the risk of such 
individual engaging or reengaging in any ter-
rorist or other hostile activity that threat-

ens the United States or United States per-
son or interests. 

(F) What additional authorities, if any, 
may be necessary to detain an individual de-
tained at Guantanamo inside the United 
States as an unprivileged enemy belligerent 
pursuant to the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force (Public Law 107–40), pending 
the end of hostilities or a future determina-
tion by the Secretary of Defense that such 
individual no longer poses a threat to the 
United States or United States persons or in-
terests. 

(3) FORM.—The report required by para-
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 

(h) INTERIM PROHIBITION.—The prohibition 
in section 1022 of the Fiscal Year 2013 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act (Public 
Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 1911) shall apply to 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for fiscal year 2014 for the Department 
of Defense from the date of the enactment of 
this Act until the effective date specified in 
subsection (g). 

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 

Congress’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 

Committee on Appropriations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘individual detained at Guan-
tanamo’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 1031(e)(2). 

Mr. LEVIN. I understand we have a 
Senator on the way. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum unless someone else 
wishes to be recognized. I ask that the 
time on the quorum call be equally di-
vided unless someone else seeks to be 
recognized at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. 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. INHOFE. Mr. President, during 
this pause, if someone comes down to 
talk about the two amendments that 
will be voted on at 5 o’clock, I will be 
happy to defer to them. But I think it 
is important that we understand we are 
finally making some headway in get-
ting into this Defense authorization 
bill. It seems as if every year for 51 
years now we have been able to get it 
through. While other bills become con-
troversial, get to a point where they 
cannot go any further, that does not 
happen with the Defense authorization 
bill. It is one that has to take place. 

As the Republican ranking member 
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, let me say, as I have said be-
fore, I thank my friend and colleague 
the chairman CARL LEVIN for his lead-
ership in marking up this bill. It has 
always been difficult. In most cases we 
agree with each other. We happen to be 
looking at an amendment now where 
we disagree. But I always consider the 
NDAA bill as the most important piece 

of legislation in Congress every year. It 
contains authorizations that support 
our men and women serving in harm’s 
way, all the way in Afghanistan and 
around the world. It supports the train-
ing of our servicemembers and mainte-
nance and modernization of their 
equipment. It authorizes research and 
development; that is, R&D efforts that 
will ensure that we maintain techno-
logical superiority over our enemies 
and can defeat the threats of tomor-
row. Most important, it provides for 
the pay and benefits for the brave men 
and women who have made their sac-
rifices and are putting their lives at 
risk for our benefit. However, it is im-
portant to note this year—and this has 
not happened before, in my memory— 
the bill provides all of these vitally im-
portant efforts only as the reduced 
spending levels would allow. 

In an era increasingly defined by bi-
partisan gridlock, the NDAA is one of 
the rare occasions where Members of 
both parties can come together. This 
enduring commitment was exemplified 
again this year by the overwhelming 
bipartisan support we had for the bill 
that came out of our committee—bi-
partisan support. We want, of course, 
to have that same bipartisan support 
here on the floor. Hopefully we will be 
able to get this done by the end of this 
week. 

Consideration of this year’s NDAA 
comes at a time in our national secu-
rity when we face more volatile and 
dangerous times than we ever have in 
the history of this country. Chaos and 
violence are on the rise in the Middle 
East and north Africa. Al Qaeda is 
growing and establishing new safe ha-
vens from which to plan and launch at-
tacks against the United States. We 
have rogue nations, such as Iran and 
North Korea. It is not the way it was in 
the old days—I have often said the 
good old days—of the Cold War where 
we had an enemy and that enemy was 
predictable. We knew that enemy. 

Remember, we used to have this 
thing called mutual assured destruc-
tion. That meant something then, but 
it doesn’t mean anything now because 
our potential enemies out there want 
to be destroyed. They have a different 
mentality than they used to. 

Iran and North Korea are developing 
their nuclear capability and delivery 
systems. Our intelligence has told us 
that Iran will have a weapon and a de-
livery system. All the way back in 2007 
they said they would have it by 2015. 
That is a year and a half from right 
now. I tell the Chair that they are 
going to have that capability. The 
threats are much more serious to us 
now. 

When I say this is the first time we 
have faced the crisis we are facing now, 
it is not just because the enemy is out 
there. I am talking about an enemy 
who will have the capability of sending 
a weapon over and delivering it to the 
United States, but at the same time 
over the last 5 years of this administra-
tion the military has already endured a 
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$487 billion cut. That is $487 billion out 
of the defense budget. That is before se-
questration. 

Now we have sequestration—an out-
come once thought to be so egregious, 
I can remember that as recently as less 
than a year ago, we thought: We are 
not going to have this. After $487 bil-
lion being pulled out of the military, 
we cannot also have sequestration, 
which will be the $1⁄2 trillion that will 
come out in the next period of time. So 
we didn’t think it would happen, but it 
did happen. 

We are now into what, our seventh or 
eighth month of sequestration. In 
total, our military men and women 
stand to endure over a $1 trillion slash 
from their budget. These cuts are forc-
ing a dramatic decline in military 
readiness and capabilities. 

I talked to General Odierno yester-
day. He is Chief of Staff of the Army. 
He recently said that his forces are at 
the—I am going to quote now—‘‘lowest 
readiness levels I have seen within our 
Army since I’ve been serving for the 
last 37 years’’ and that only two bri-
gades are ready for combat. That is our 
U.S. Army. We have never had that 
confession made. It is a level of des-
peration where they are willing to 
come out and talk of it. We cannot sus-
tain another $1⁄2 trillion in cuts. 

Admiral Greenert, Chief of Naval Op-
erations, said that ‘‘because of fiscal 
limitations and the situation we’re in, 
we don’t have another strike group 
trained and ready to respond on short 
notice in case of emergencies. We’re 
tapped out.’’ That is the CNO of the 
Navy. 

Our top military leaders now warn of 
being unable to protect America’s in-
terests around the world. Keep in mind, 
Admiral Winnefeld is the No. 2 person 
in line. He is the Vice Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Admiral 
Winnefeld, who has been there nearly 
40 years, stated earlier this year that 
‘‘there could be, for the first time in 
my career, instances where we may be 
asked to respond to a crisis and we will 
have to say we cannot.’’ 

General Dempsey, the No. 1 guy, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
has warned that continued national se-
curity cuts will ‘‘severely limit our 
ability to implement our defense strat-
egy. It will put the nation at greater 
risk of coercion, and it will break faith 
with men and women in uniform.’’ 

This is why I am so troubled by the 
disastrous path we are on. In the face 
of mounting threats to America, we are 
crippling the very people who are vital 
to our security—the men and women in 
uniform. 

To be clear, our military was facing 
readiness shortfalls even before seques-
tration took effect. Nearly 12 years of 
sustained combat operations have real-
ly worn down our forces and their 
equipment. In order to meet the spend-
ing caps mandated by sequestration, 
the military services are being forced 
to starve the accounts necessary to re-
pair and reset their forces. 

Rather than rebuilding the ability of 
our military to defend the country, we 
are digging ourselves deeper into a 
hole. The longer we allow military 
readiness and capabilities to decline, 
the more money and time it will take 
to rebuild. 

We already know this is the case 
based on what happened in fiscal year 
2013. For example, General Welsh, Chief 
of Staff of the Air Force, said that be-
cause of the first round of sequestra-
tion cuts he was ‘‘forced to ground 33 
squadrons’’—he’s talking about fighter 
squadrons—‘‘including 13 combat-coded 
squadrons and an additional seven 
squadrons were reduced to basic ‘take-
off and land’ training. It will now cost 
a minimum of 10 percent more flying 
hours to fully retrain the grounded 
squadrons . . . ’’ What he is saying is 
that when it was mandated that he 
take down 33 squadrons—which hap-
pened around April—then in July, 3 
months later, they said, you can start 
working the squadrons again—he is 
saying that it costs more to retrain 
and bring these people back up in these 
proficiencies than it saved during that 
3-month period of time. 

He specifically said that it will now 
cost a minimum of 10 percent more fly-
ing hours to fully retrain the grounded 
squadrons than it would have to simply 
keep them trained all along. We heard 
that from several other top people as 
well. 

I talked to General Amos yesterday. 
He is with the Marine Corps. He said he 
has approximately $800 million in crit-
ical military construction funding that 
they will be unable to execute under 
sequestration—assuming they go 
through with sequestration. By the 
way, I have not given up on stopping 
the military sequestration that is dam-
aging our ability to defend ourselves. 

General Amos said that the military 
construction funding will be unable to 
execute under sequestration and will 
need to be deferred. Further, it will 
cost over $6.5 billion to buy back orders 
of the V–22s, joint strike fighters, 
Hughes, and Cobras. Those are four 
platforms we would have to bring back 
at the additional cost of $6.5 billion 
that we otherwise would not have 
spent. 

On Monday Admiral Greenert told 
me that under the current budget envi-
ronment he will be forced to defer 
much-needed ship maintenance, cost-
ing a 15- to 20-percent increase in total 
costs. 

In other words, the things they are 
doing now to meet these line-by-line 
mandates of reductions are not saving 
money but costing money. Under se-
questration, we will lose one Virginia- 
class submarine, one littoral combat 
ship, one afloat forward staging base, 
development of an Ohio-class replace-
ment submarine program. They will all 
be delayed, which again will result in 
an increased price. 

So not only is sequestration gutting 
our military capabilities, it ends up 
costing American taxpayers more than 

it will save. We are falling victim to 
the misguided belief that as the wars of 
today wind down, we can afford to gut 
investments in our Nation’s defenses. 
It is irresponsible and makes America 
less safe. 

I remember going through the same 
thing back in the 1990s when the chant 
at that time was the cold war is over, 
so we no longer need that strong of a 
defense. We heard it from both sides, 
and now we are going through the same 
thing. History reminds us we cannot 
dictate when and where the next con-
flict is going to arise. Instead, if we 
allow the continued dismantling of our 
military, we will be less safe and less 
prepared to defend our country. If our 
military men and women are called 
upon, their ability to accomplish the 
mission will be undermined, and trag-
ically, more will lose their lives unnec-
essarily. 

We had the top military people in our 
Armed Services Committee, and I 
asked them about this issue. They 
talked about the loss of readiness—risk 
equals lives. When you take on more 
risks, you lose more American lives. 

General Amos, Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, testified that if he is 
tasked to respond to a contingency in 
the current budget environment: 

We would have fewer forces, arriving less 
trained, arriving later to the fight. This 
would delay the build-up of combat power, 
allow the enemy more time to build up their 
defenses, and likely prolong combat oper-
ations altogether. This is a formula for more 
U.S. casualties. 

Such an outcome would be immoral 
and a dereliction of duty. If we expect 
the men and women in our military to 
go in harm’s way to protect America, 
we have an obligation to provide them 
with the training, technology, and ca-
pabilities that is required to decisively 
overwhelm any adversary at any time 
and return safely to home and their 
loved ones. 

I can remember when they used to 
use a different term than they use 
today. Today they call it nature of 
military operations. It used to be de-
fending America on how many fronts. 
Since World War II, there were always 
two fronts, and now we are down to 
where it would be hard to do it on one 
front, and that is why this bill is so im-
portant and why protecting the readi-
ness of our military men and women 
remains my top priority. However, 
something has to be done to mitigate 
any devastating impact of readiness, so 
we must find long-term solutions. 
Every day that goes by without action 
will only increase the damage. 

I do have an amendment that would 
phase sequester in a way that would 
allow our senior military leaders to 
enact reforms without disproportion-
ately degrading our military so we can 
continue to train and prepare our mili-
tary women and men. 

My good friend the Senator from Ala-
bama and I are joining forces. We have 
an amendment that is going to allow 
some degree of latitude and flexibility. 
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So while we are living under the same 
budget constraints we are under today, 
they can make some decisions where it 
is not just an online reduction. I have 
just finished talking about how much 
more that will end up costing us. 

I see now we have someone else who 
has come to the floor to be heard. I 
want to repeat how much I appreciate 
the chairman of the committee CARL 
LEVIN for his cooperation with our side. 
He is trying to get this to become a re-
ality and get this bill passed hopefully 
this week. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 15 

minutes to the senior Senator from 
California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the Levin-McCain 
amendment, and I have added my name 
as a cosponsor. I would also like to 
speak in support of provisions authored 
by Chairman LEVIN that are in this 
year’s National Defense Authorization 
Act, which provides more flexibility 
that the President and Secretary of De-
fense need in order to move detainees 
from Guantanamo. 

I strongly support the Levin-McCain- 
Feinstein amendment. Here is what it 
would do: It would clarify that Guanta-
namo detainees transferred to the 
United States for law of war detention 
do not have any additional rights or 
benefits such as the right to claim asy-
lum. So it limits it. 

It would clarify that Gitmo detainees 
transferred to the United States may 
not be released from law of war deten-
tion into the United States. 

Finally, it would require a detailed 
plan to be submitted to Congress on 
how to close Guantanamo, including 
the specific facilities intended to be 
used to hold detainees inside the 
United States. 

I have heard Senator MCCAIN talk 
about this, request it, and I believe it 
is a very valid need. 

It has been 12 years since the attacks 
of 9/11 and the United States invasion 
of Afghanistan. In the ensuing years 
779 people were brought to Guanta-
namo without charge, and for many of 
them, simply for being at the wrong 
place at the wrong time. Most of the 
164 left have been held for more than 10 
years. Those transferred to Guanta-
namo from CIA custody in black sites 
have been there now for 7 years. Unfor-
tunately, we still have not figured out 
a way to close Guantanamo. 

President George W. Bush called for 
it to be closed. So did former Secre-
taries of State Condoleezza Rice and 
Collin Powell, as well as former Secre-
taries of Defense Bob Gates and Leon 
Panetta, among others. 

In fact, here is what President Bush 
wrote on pages 179 and 180 of his mem-
oir Decision Points: 

. . . there are things I wish had come out 
differently. I am frustrated that the military 

tribunals moved so slowly. Even after the 
Military Commissions Act was passed, an-
other lawsuit delayed the process again. By 
the time I left office, we held only two trials. 
The difficulty of conducting trials made it 
harder to meet a goal I had set in my second 
term: closing the prison at Guantanamo in a 
responsible way. While I believe opening 
Guantanamo after 9/11 was necessary, the de-
tention facility had become a propaganda 
tool for our enemies and a distraction for our 
allies. 

While I would like to go much fur-
ther and close the facility imme-
diately, the provisions in this bill will 
ease the transfer restrictions so that 
detainees can be held in other coun-
tries or tried, convicted, and put in a 
proper maximum security facility in 
the United States. 

There are three categories of detain-
ees left at Guantanamo: 

First, 46 detainees will continue to be 
held on preventive detention, meaning 
they are being held under international 
law until the end of hostilities—when-
ever that may be. It could be years; it 
could be decades. 

Second, 34 detainees have been slated 
for prosecution, and of those three de-
tainees have already been convicted in 
a military commission and are still 
serving their time at Guantanamo. But 
most of these 34 detainees have not 
even been charged, and there is no indi-
cation when they will be. 

The final category is the largest—84 
of the 164 detainees currently at Guan-
tanamo were cleared for transfer by a 
2010—that’s 3 years ago—interagency 
process carried out by our national se-
curity and intelligence agencies. But 
current law needlessly complicates ef-
forts to transfer those 84 men. 

President Bush transferred over 530 
detainees from Guantanamo during his 
time in office and, unfortunately, 
many went on to commit terrorist acts 
because there were no individual as-
sessments done on each detainee. But 
these individual assessments have been 
carried out by the Obama administra-
tion. 

Despite his commitment to close 
Guantanamo, President Obama has 
been able to transfer only 67 detainees 
during his first term, and only two rec-
ommended for transfer have been suc-
cessfully sent home under the burden-
some procedures now in place. More are 
on the way, but this is an unacceptable 
delay because the government cleared 
these detainees for transfer years ago. 

Sections 1031, 1032, and 1033 of this 
bill will give the President more flexi-
bility to transfer these detainees out of 
Guantanamo. It is long overdue. I 
thank the chairman, who is sitting in 
front of me, and the ranking member 
for these provisions. But even under 
these provisions, the Secretary of De-
fense would still have to certify that 
the transfer is in our Nation’s security 
interests and that appropriate steps 
have been taken to address the risk of 
recidivism. Congress would have to 
continue to be notified of such trans-
fers. 

In March of this year, Lt. Gen. John 
F. Kelly, the head of the U.S. Southern 

Command which has military responsi-
bility for Guantanamo, testified to 
Congress about the massive hunger 
strikes that were going on at the time 
and said the detainees were devastated 
at the lack of transfers and the govern-
ment’s failure to execute plans to close 
it as the President has promised. 

In June of this year, I traveled to 
Guantanamo with Senator MCCAIN and 
the President’s Chief of Staff to see 
this devastation for myself. On our 
trip, we saw the process that is used to 
retain the detainees as they are forced 
from their cells and brought in to be 
force fed. We did not see a detainee 
being force fed, but we saw the tube 
that is forced up their nose and down 
their throat into their stomach. It is 
coated with olive oil or Lanacane, if 
necessary, and it is done daily. We saw 
the restraints—at the legs, the arms, 
and the head where detainees are 
held—not too different from the image 
of a death row convict in an electric 
chair. 

I said at the time and I will say it 
again today, the military and civilian 
personnel at work on Guantanamo are 
carrying out their duties with dedica-
tion, skill, and honor. My opposition to 
continued detention at Guantanamo is 
not an indictment against them; it is 
with a failed and bankrupt policy, in-
cluding here in Congress, and now is 
the time to change it. 

Another thing that struck me is the 
enormous costs we are sinking into 
this isolated facility each year. Deten-
tion operations at Guantanamo now 
total approximately $5 billion since the 
facility opened in January of 2002. Ac-
cording to the most recent estimates 
provided by the Department of Defense, 
the total cost for fiscal year 2013 is es-
timated to be $454.1 million, which 
equals approximately $2.8 million per 
detainee. That works out to be more 
than 35 times the cost to hold the pris-
oner in a supermax facility in Flor-
ence, CO. This supermax facility cur-
rently houses a number of Al Qaeda 
terrorists, including Zacarias 
Moussaoui, Shoe Bomber Richard Reid, 
and the would-be Christmas Day Bomb-
er Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab. 

In this era of sequestration and fur-
loughs, how can we justify spending ap-
proximately $2.8 million per Guanta-
namo detainee? 

Now, even with near unanimous sup-
port across the current and past ad-
ministration to close the structure, 
some appear to question whether there 
still is a national security need to 
shutter the facility. I believe it is clear 
that Guantanamo is still a symbol that 
motivates our enemies and draws more 
and more young Muslims to fight 
against the United States. 

This is not just my determination 
but also the finding of our intelligence 
community. Last week, Director of Na-
tional Intelligence James Clapper 
wrote to the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee noting his support for the clo-
sure of Guantanamo in which he of-
fered the following examples of how Al 
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Qaeda and its affiliates continue to ref-
erence Guantanamo in furtherance of 
their global jihadist goals. 

Al Qaeda leader Ayman Zawahiri, in 
an audio statement in July of this 
year, cited the detention without trial 
of Gitmo prisoners as one indication of 
American hypocrisy and indiscrimi-
nate persecution of innocent Muslims. 
An article about the Boston Marathon 
bombings, in the most recent edition of 
Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula’s 
‘‘Inspire’’ magazine—this is kind of a 
diabolical magazine that Al Qaeda puts 
out and this is one published in June— 
highlighted the ongoing detention of 
prisoners at Gitmo as one of the pur-
ported justifications of terrorist at-
tacks such as 9/11 and the Boston Mara-
thon bombings. 

Here is what the article said: 
If we note down all that has been and is 

still being carried out by America against 
Muslim nations, we will run out of pages. 
. . . There is also the secret prisons and 
black sites file, we could not miss out Guan-
tanamo Bay detention camp. The American 
Nation should have a good grasp of all of 
these and other historic facts so that they 
can comprehend the background and the con-
text of the Boston Marathon operation, De-
troit, September 11 and other operations 
which are barely a wave of anger; vengeance. 

Furthermore, Guantanamo is ref-
erenced 20 times in the previous 10 
issues of ‘‘Inspire’’ magazine. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letter from 
the DNI dated November 12, 2013. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. SAXBY CHAMBLISS, 
Vice Chairman, Select Committee on Intel-

ligence, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIR-

MAN CHAMBLISS: As the Senate considers pro-
visions of the FY14 National Defense Author-
ization bill that would lift Guantanamo de-
tainee transfer restrictions. I would like to 
provide the Intelligence Community’s views 
of the national security implications in 
maintaining the Guantanamo Bay detention 
facility (GTMO). 

Al-Qa’ida, its affiliates, and its allies this 
year continued to reference the detention 
and purported mistreatment of the detainees 
at GTMO in furtherance of their global 
jihadist narratives. The references to GTMO 
by al-Qa’ida and affiliated organizations in-
clude: 

Al-Qa’ida leader Ayman al-Zawahiri in an 
audio statement in July 2013 citing the de-
tention without trial of GTMO prisoners as 
one indication of American hypocrisy and in-
discriminate persecution of innocent Mus-
lims and calling for all al-Qa’ida prisoners at 
GTMO to be released. 

An article about the Boston marathon 
bombings in the most recent edition of 
AQAP’s Inspire magazine in June high-
lighting the ongoing detention of prisoners 
at GTMO as one of the purported justifica-
tions to engage in jihad. 

As these examples illustrate, closing the 
Guantanamo Bay detention facility would 
deprive al-Qa’ida leaders of the ability to use 
alleged ongoing mistreatment of detainees 

to further their global jihadist narrative. In 
an effort to disrupt the narrative used by 
terrorists, I support the President’s priority 
of closing the detention facility. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. CLAPPER. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
just visited the 9/11 memorial this past 
Saturday and was extraordinarily 
moved by that memorial. It is an amaz-
ing place. It really brings to one’s 
heart the gravity of what that situa-
tion was. We then went down to the 
museum and I saw exactly where the 
plane went through the steel super-
structure and the staircase where hun-
dreds of our people fled with smoke fol-
lowing them down those stairs. We 
must prevent another 9/11. 

I note there is a letter from certain 
members of the September 11th Fami-
lies for Peaceful Tomorrows that has 
been sent to us in favor of this bill and 
the detainee transfer provisions in the 
bill. I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letter from 
the September 11th Families for Peace-
ful Tomorrows. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

PEACEFUL TOMORROWS, 
New York, NY, November 18, 2013. 

DEAR SENATOR: We are writing to ask you 
to support the Guantanamo detainee trans-
fer provisions included in the National De-
fense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal 
Year 2014, as reported out of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee (SASC). We are 
all family members of those killed in the 
9/11/2001 terrorist attacks. Since that tragic 
event, we have worked together as members 
of September 11th Families for Peaceful To-
morrows [http://www.peacefultomorrows.orgl 
for long-lasting solutions to the violence 
that claimed our loved ones’ lives. 

In recent years, Guantanamo prison and 
the on-going Military Commission hearings 
for the 9/11 suspects at Guantanamo have 
been a particular focus of our concern and 
action. We believe closing Guantanamo is 
good human rights policy and good national 
security policy. The Guantanamo provisions 
in the Senate NDAA provide the necessary 
flexibility to execute that policy respon-
sibly. We urge your support of the Guanta-
namo provisions in the Senate NDAA and 
urge you to vote ‘‘no’’ on any amendments 
that would further restrict transfers. 

When Peaceful Tomorrows first organized, 
we committed to working together to pro-
mote U.S. foreign policy that places a pri-
ority on internationally-recognized prin-
ciples of human rights and to calling atten-
tion to threats to human rights that might 
result from U.S. responses to 9/11. Guanta-
namo has become a stain on our national 
reputation. Today, it is simply no longer sus-
tainable—ethically, strategically, or finan-
cially. 

We are keenly aware of the continuing in-
justice of holding the 164 prisoners now at 
Guantanamo prison without trial for these 
many years. These prisoners have been de-
nied the justice which Americans take pride 
in as a source of national strength. At the 
same time, our 9/11 family members continue 
to be denied justice by the seemingly imper-
ceptible progress of trying those prisoners 
under the current military commissions. We 
advocate the immediate release of those who 
have been cleared for release, and the trans-
fer of the remaining prisoners to be tried in 
US federal courts, which have successfully 

tried and convicted scores of terrorists in the 
past decade. 

More than half of the Guantanamo detain-
ees have long been cleared for transfer by 
our own national security and intelligence 
agencies. Current law has needlessly com-
plicated moving these cleared detainees. 
This law must be revised. The SASC foreign 
transfer provisions will do that while ensur-
ing that any risks are far outweighed by the 
dangers of continuing the status quo. Major 
General Paul Eaton (Ret.) has cautioned 
that unless we institute change, Guanta-
namo will serve as ‘‘a recruiting tool of the 
first order’’ for those who wish us harm, 
while damaging cooperation with our allies 
on counterterrorism that will result in lost 
intelligence opportunities. Worse yet is the 
effect it has had on Americans, corrupting 
their faith in American values that has 
taken centuries to build. 

To continue to spend nearly $2.7 million 
per detainee, per year makes no sense at a 
time when Congress is wrestling with deep 
budget cuts. We can institute an intelligent, 
factor-based system that will allow the Sec-
retary of Defense to explain to Congress 
whether a transfer is in America’s national 
security interests, and the steps that will be 
taken to mitigate any risk of a detainee en-
gaging in terrorist activities after release. 

In his May speech at the National Defense 
University, President Obama recommitted 
his administration to closing Guantanamo. 
Since that time, the administration has ap-
pointed envoys at the Departments of De-
fense and State to oversee the closure of 
Guantanamo. This is absolutely the right 
thing to do now, but Congress must also do 
its part. 

The Guantanamo provisions in the Senate 
NDAA clarify and modify the President’s au-
thority to transfer detainees to foreign coun-
tries and provide important additional flexi-
bility to close Guantanamo responsibly. 
They replace a cumbersome certification and 
waiver regime with sensible, factor-based 
standards designed to minimize risks. They 
lift the ban on transfers to the United States 
for criminal prosecution, which is critical 
now that we see how federal criminal courts 
offer a more experienced and less costly way 
to try terrorism suspects than the flawed, 
costly, inefficient, and perhaps unconstitu-
tional, military commissions system at 
Guantanamo Bay. The experiment of the 
military commissions of the 21st century has 
proven inadequate to its promises of justice, 
transparency, fairness and speed. 

It is more than twelve years after the hei-
nous attacks in which our loved ones died. 
During that time some of our fellow 9/11 fam-
ily members have died waiting to see justice 
done. Enough is enough! It is time for the 
U.S. to demonstrate its commitment to the 
rule of law by moving detainees cleared for 
release out of Guantanamo, by making fed-
eral trials for those who are accused of ter-
rorist crimes possible, and by taking steps to 
close the Guantanamo facilities that have 
earned the U.S. the enmity of the world. We 
exhort you to pass the NDAA without trans-
fer restrictions on Guantanamo prisoners, 
and help to bring this horrible chapter to a 
close in our lifetimes. 

Our relatives died on 9/11; they would never 
have wanted the U.S. to compromise its prin-
ciples in their names, nor do we. 

Sincerely, 
THE MEMBERS OF SEPTEMBER 11TH 
FAMILIES FOR PEACEFUL TOMORROWS. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, by 
the end of President Obama’s term in 
office, some detainees will have been 
held at Guantanamo without charge or 
trial for 15 years—15 years. We need to 
change this outcome, and we can do so 
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with no threat to our Nation’s secu-
rity. 

For one detainee, Ibrahim Idris, his 
physical and mental problems at Guan-
tanamo have gone on for so long that 
the government decided to finally drop 
its opposition to his legal argument 
that he is far too sick to stay locked 
up. There are others at Guantanamo 
who are desperate and in need of med-
ical treatment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, if I 
may finish this paragraph. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield an 
additional 2 minutes to the time of the 
Senator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the chair-
man. 

That is why section 32 of this Defense 
bill will allow the Department of De-
fense to temporarily transfer Guanta-
namo detainees to the United States 
for emergency or critical medical 
treatment. No one is talking about re-
leasing these detainees into the United 
States. The section is about providing 
medical care to people in our custody. 

The other Guantanamo provisions in 
this year’s defense bill clarify and im-
prove the existing authority to trans-
fer detainees out of Guantanamo, to 
other nations, responsibly. Specifi-
cally, Section 1031 replaces a cum-
bersome six-part certification require-
ment and partial waiver regime in cur-
rent law with a more sensible, factor- 
based standard designed to mitigate 
any risks, but allow transfers to for-
eign countries and into the U.S. for 
criminal prosecution. 

Let me be clear about this last point: 
Al Qaeda terrorists should be trans-
ferred to the U.S. for prosecution in 
Federal criminal courts because for 
some of them, Federal criminal court 
is the only option left besides indefi-
nite detention or release. 

I regret to say this, but the military 
commission system at Guantanamo 
has failed. Although the issue is being 
appealed, under current law, the mili-
tary commission system cannot be 
used to prosecute the terrorists at 
Gitmo for the crimes of material sup-
port and conspiracy, which are two 
crimes commonly charged in federal 
criminal court. That restriction has 
complicated the efforts of the military 
prosecutors to convict terrorists. 

Don’t we want the chance to bring 
these terrorists to justice instead of re-
leasing them or holding them forever 
without charge? Wasn’t the reason we 
passed these criminal penalties into 
law so that they could be used against 
terrorists such as those Al Qaeda mem-
bers who conspired against the United 
States, or aided the terrorists involved 
in the attacks of September 11? 

Now that we have been able to ob-
serve the different iterations of the 
military commission system over the 
years, it is clear that it does not pro-
vide swift justice for either the detain-
ees or the victims who want to see 
these accused terrorists brought to jus-

tice. Consider the following informa-
tion about the military commission 
system. 

Military commission prosecutions 
have led to short sentences and zero 
death penalty convictions. 

Three of seven individuals convicted 
in military commissions are already 
out of prison living freely in their 
home countries of Yemen, Australia, 
and Sudan. A fourth detainee who was 
convicted could be released from Guan-
tanamo later this year, a fifth is serv-
ing his sentence in Canada, and a sixth 
now has his case on appeal. 

Military Commissions at Guanta-
namo have cost the U.S. $600 million 
since 2007. That’s $600 million to pros-
ecute seven people. 

By comparison, Federal criminal 
courts offer a more experienced and 
less constitutionally risky venue. 
There have been 533 terrorism-related 
convictions in Federal criminal courts 
since 9/11. 

The President should have the option 
to add some of the detainees currently 
at Guantanamo to that conviction list. 
Section 1033 of this year’s defense au-
thorization bill will allow the Sec-
retary of Defense to transfer Gitmo de-
tainees to the U.S. for detention and 
trial if the Secretary of Defense deter-
mines that, No. 1, doing so is in the 
U.S. national security interest, and No. 
2, that public safety issues have been 
addressed. 

Allowing detainees to be brought to 
the U.S. and charged in Federal court 
will work to put an end to the delay of 
justice and the extreme cost of the ex-
perimental justice system at Guanta-
namo Bay. It is the quickest and best 
way to ensure detainees will answer for 
their terrorist crimes and serve out 
long prison sentences. 

For those relatively few detainees 
who can’t be tried but instead have 
been slated for continued detention 
until the end of hostilities, bringing 
them to the United States presents a 
more cost-effective and less controver-
sial option. Facilities in the United 
States are up to the task. I don’t be-
lieve there is any more risk of a Guan-
tanamo detainee escaping from a max-
imum security facility than there is 
from a prisoner getting out of 
Supermax. It has never been done. 

I know transferring Guantanamo de-
tainees out of the facility where they 
have been for 10 or more years is not 
politically popular. These are not easy 
decisions, but we have to consider the 
alternatives. 

Do we want 84 detainees who have 
been cleared for transfer to other coun-
tries to languish in our prison any 
longer? Again, ‘‘cleared for transfer,’’ 
doesn’t mean these detainees will auto-
matically go free. ‘‘Cleared for trans-
fer’’ means they could still be detained 
by foreign governments after they are 
transferred. 

Do we want detainees who could be 
prosecuted quickly and serve long pris-
on sentences to avoid being brought to 
justice any longer? 

Isn’t it time to close Guantanamo 
once and for all? I believe Guantanamo 
is, has been, and always will be a dark 
spot on our history, so the sooner we 
get rid of it, the better. 

I support the Guantanamo language 
included in this bill by Chairman LEVIN 
and ask my colleagues to support the 
Levin-McCain Amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Colorado. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I thank the 

chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. 

Mr. President, I rise, as the Senator 
from California did, in support of a 
tough, adaptable, and smart national 
security policy. What do I mean by 
that? In this case, that means we ought 
to support provisions that provide the 
Department of Defense and the Presi-
dent with the flexibility necessary to 
transfer certain detainees from the de-
tention facility at Guantanamo to face 
justice in other venues. In that con-
text, I am proud to join Chairman 
LEVIN and Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
FEINSTEIN in sponsoring this important 
bipartisan amendment. For a number 
of reasons, I strongly believe its pas-
sage would strengthen our national se-
curity and is in the best interests of 
our country. 

I am joined in that assessment by the 
Director of National Intelligence, the 
Secretary of Defense, and many other 
senior national security leaders, in-
cluding at least 38 retired generals and 
admirals who helped to prosecute the 
war against Islamic extremists. 

This amendment does not close 
Guantanamo. It doesn’t require the re-
lease of detainees into the United 
States or force the transfer of sus-
pected terrorists to foreign countries. 
This amendment simply provides the 
administration with the flexibility to 
bring justice to Gitmo detainees in the 
most effective, efficient means pos-
sible. 

The fact is that civilian courts have 
convicted over 400 suspected terrorists 
since 2001. The conviction rate for ter-
rorist suspects in article III courts; 
that is, civilian courts, is nearly 90 per-
cent. During the same period, a grand 
total of seven detainees at Guanta-
namo have been convicted by military 
commissions, and of those seven, two 
convictions were overturned. 

There are circumstances in which 
military commissions are appropriate. 
I would agree with some of my col-
leagues that there are detainees held at 
Guantanamo who should face trial in a 
military commission. But the fact is 
that in many cases the civilian court 
system is faster, it is more efficient 
and more effective at bringing terror-
ists to justice than military commis-
sions. So why would we handcuff our-
selves and limit our options to bring 
accused terrorists to justice? 
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Our enemy already knows we are 

tough. We have pursued them all over 
the globe. We have eliminated their 
leaders and we have killed or captured 
many of their followers. But we can be 
tough and we can be smart at the same 
time. Handcuffing our military and 
Justice Department in their efforts to 
bring our enemies to justice is simply 
shortsighted and counterproductive. 
Doing so only impedes justice, erodes 
the image of the United States, and 
serves as a recruiting tool for a new 
generation of terrorists. 

According to the Defense Depart-
ment, we are spending about $450 mil-
lion a year to keep Gitmo open. And 
the DOD is going to need hundreds of 
millions more for upgrades and repairs 
if the facility stays open. That situa-
tion is unsustainable, especially at a 
time of sequestration and rising budget 
deficits. Without action by Congress, 
those costs will continue to climb as 
detainees get older and sicker, and our 
moral standing will suffer the longer 
we hold people without trial. 

Based on evidence, I have faith in our 
justice system to secure convictions in 
terrorist cases. We have a system of 
justice second to none and prisons that 
already hold some of the most dan-
gerous criminals in the world. There is 
no question that these individuals who 
have been convicted and sentenced will 
be detained for the rest of their lives 
with no risk to our citizens. 

We have proven it time and time 
again. As a member of the Armed Serv-
ices and Intelligence Committees, I re-
ceive frequent briefings and reports on 
our counterterrorism efforts around 
the world. I know this: I know this 
amendment will let us continue to 
prove it again and again in the future. 

In sum, the Levin-McCain-Feinstein- 
Udall amendment benefits our national 
security and should be passed by the 
Senate without delay. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, how much 

time remains on our side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

4 minutes 15 seconds. 
Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 

that I be able to yield an additional 5 
minutes above the 41⁄2 minutes to Sen-
ator DURBIN. I understand if that 
means there is less time left than allot-
ted to the other side, I would ask unan-
imous consent that additional time be 
used at 5 o’clock and the vote would 
then occur a few minutes after 5. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do not 
object, but specifically we have a re-
quest by the prime author of this 
amendment to be under consideration 
at 5 o’clock to have 5 minutes. So I as-
sume the thrust of the Senator’s UC re-
quest is to give her 5 minutes, even if 
it happens to fall starting at 5 o’clock. 

Mr. LEVIN. Is the Senator from New 
Hampshire available at 5 minutes to 5? 
If that is true, I ask unanimous con-

sent that I be allowed to modify that 
previous UC request to provide 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Illinois and 
the last 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first, let 

me thank my colleague and friend from 
the State of Oklahoma for yielding 
time and the Senator from Michigan 
for manufacturing this close so both 
sides will be heard as we come to this 
important vote. 

For 11 years now—for 11 years—I 
have been coming to the Senate floor 
giving speeches about closing Guanta-
namo. This is my 66th speech calling 
for the closure of Guantanamo. This 
year I held a hearing in the Senate Ju-
diciary Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion, Civil Rights and Human Rights. I 
brought in military experts, and I 
asked them: Do we need Guantanamo? 
Here is what they said. In fact, here is 
what we heard from Retired MG Paul 
Eaton, who served for 30 years in the 
Army and was the commanding general 
of the Coalition Military Assistance 
Training Team in Iraq. He said: 

Guantanamo is a terrorist creating institu-
tion and is a direct facilitator in filling out 
the ranks of Al Qaeda and other terror orga-
nizations that would attack the U.S. or our 
interests. 

General Eaton said: 
Guantanamo, in military terms, is a re-

cruitment tool of the first order. 

Then I went down to the Southern 
Command in Miami, FL, and I met 
with the generals there who have the 
responsibility of running Guantanamo. 
When I asked them about Guantanamo, 
there was a sadness that came over the 
conversation, and they talked about 
how difficult it was—with about 160 or 
165 detainees remaining down there— 
how difficult and how expensive it was 
for them to maintain that facility. 
They accepted it. It was part of their 
responsibility being in our military. 
But they basically said to me: When is 
Congress going to accept its responsi-
bility? 

The Levin-McCain amendment before 
us accepts our responsibility. 

Let’s get down to the bottom line. 
Whether you think these terrorists 
should be at Guantanamo or not in 
Guantanamo, let’s talk about some-
thing very basic and very simple. How 
much does it cost for us to keep in pris-
on one person in Guantanamo for 1 
year? It is $2.7 million—$2.7 million per 
prisoner per year. 

How much does it cost the Federal 
taxpayers to take the most dangerous, 
blood-thirsty, deadly individual we 
convict in our criminal courts and put 
them in the Florence supermax facility 
in Colorado, where no prisoner has ever 
escaped? Mr. President, $70,000 a year. 

What are we trying to prove? Are we 
trying to prove in Guantanamo how 
much money we can spend—let me add 
waste—on a facility that is totally un-
necessary? 

I asked the Director of the U.S. Bu-
reau of Prisons a very basic question: If 
we sent the most dangerous terrorist 
at Guantanamo to Florence, CO, what 
is the likelihood that person would es-
cape? He said: Zero. They do not escape 
from our supermax facilities. 

So we are not keeping America safe 
by wasting—wasting—$450 million a 
year in Guantanamo. We know that 
roughly half of those who are being 
held at Guantanamo should be re-
leased. They are not going to be tried 
for a crime at this point. They should 
be released. What the Levin-McCain 
amendment does is to set up an or-
derly, thoughtful, sensible way for the 
transfer of these prisoners. 

Why do we keep this Guantanamo 
open? What is the point? It is as if 
some lobbyist has us enthralled that 
we have to keep Guantanamo open. It 
is not about national security any-
more. It is not about the cost of incar-
ceration anymore. It is about some-
thing else that I cannot even define. 

So what we need to do is to take 
those remaining in Guantanamo who 
can be charged, charge them, try them, 
incarcerate them. Those who are going 
to be a danger to the United States 
should never see the light of day. But 
why would we continue to waste $2.7 
million per year per prisoner to keep 
Guantanamo open? 

Throughout its history, Guantanamo 
has had a checkered past. It is part of 
Cuba. We send the Cuban Government 
each year a rental check for the Guan-
tanamo facility. They never cash it. 
They may tear them up. They do main-
tain the minefield between Guanta-
namo and the rest of the Island of Cuba 
to make sure there is no travel be-
tween the two, not that anyone would 
try. That is it. We maintain this facil-
ity because in the earliest days of our 
fight against terrorism after 9/11, there 
were legal counsels in the White House, 
such as John Yoo, who said that Guan-
tanamo Bay was the ‘‘legal equivalent 
of outer space.’’ We could put people 
there. They will have no rights and no 
one will ever know. How wrong he was. 

Guantanamo has become such a sad 
symbol that it is time for it to be 
closed, and it is time for us to do it in 
a thoughtful, sensible, honorable way, 
as every great nation should. To main-
tain Guantanamo for some bragging 
right that I cannot even describe on 
the floor is simply unacceptable. 

I am going to be opposing the amend-
ment that is offered by the Senator 
from New Hampshire and supporting 
the Levin-McCain bipartisan amend-
ment, which I think deals with this 
issue in a thoughtful and reasonable 
way. 

Do you want to keep America safe? 
Take those prisoners, those convicted 
terrorists, and put them in a supermax 
facility. If you say to yourself, oh, we 
don’t put known terrorists and con-
victed terrorists in our Federal prison 
system, how wrong you are. They are 
all over our Federal prison system. We 
have convicted terrorists who are in-
carcerated in Marion, IL. Drive down 
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to southern Illinois and no one even 
knows it because they will never see 
the light of day—never. 

So in terms of safety in America, we 
know how to keep America safe. We 
also know when we are wasting money. 
At this point in time, we are wasting 
money with this Guantanamo facility. 

Let’s transfer those for detention and 
trial into the appropriate places and 
have them tried successfully. I think 
we have had perhaps six or seven tried 
by military commissions—only six or 
seven—since 9/11, and two of those were 
reversed. Most of them go into our 
court system. Even when they read 
them Miranda rights, it does not stop 
the convictions. The convictions come 
through regularly because our people 
know how to convict those who would 
threaten the United States and make it 
dangerous. 

It is worth taking a moment to recall 
the history of Guantanamo Bay. 

After 9/11, the Bush administration 
decided to set aside the Geneva Con-
ventions, which have served us well in 
past conflicts, and set up an offshore 
prison in Guantanamo in order to 
evade the requirements of our Con-
stitution. 

General Colin Powell, who was then 
the Secretary of State, objected. He 
said disregarding our treaty obliga-
tions, ‘‘will undermine the protections 
of the law of war for our own troops 
. . . It will undermine public support 
among critical allies, making military 
cooperation more difficult to sustain.’’ 

At the hearing that I held in the Con-
stitution Subcommittee, we received 
testimony from Retired MG Michael 
Lehnert, who served in the Marine 
Corps for 37 years. General Lehnert led 
the first Joint Task Force Guanta-
namo, which established the detention 
facility in 2002. General Lehnert testi-
fied that he tried to comply with the 
Geneva Conventions, but he was re-
buked by civilian political appointees 
in the Bush administration. General 
Lehnert testified: 

‘‘We squandered the good will of the world 
after we were attacked by our actions in 
Guantanamo. . . . Our decision to keep 
Guantanamo open has actually helped our 
enemies because it validated every negative 
perception of the United States. . . . To 
argue that we cannot transfer detainees to a 
secure facility in the United States because 
it would be a threat to public security is lu-
dicrous. 

Instead of taking the advice of Gen-
eral Powell and General Lehnert, De-
fense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld ap-
proved the use of abusive interrogation 
techniques at Guantanamo. 

Guantanamo became an inter-
national embarrassment, and the Su-
preme Court repeatedly struck down 
the Bush administration’s detention 
policies. 

Let’s be clear, conditions at Guanta-
namo Bay have improved dramatically 
since the detainee abuses of the pre-
vious administration. 

But we cannot continue the indefi-
nite detention of dozens of detainees in 
an offshore island prison. Gen. Paul 

Eaton said it well when he testified to 
my subcommittee: 

Guantanamo cannot be buffed enough to 
shine again after the sins of the past. . . . 
Guantanamo’s reputation for torture and 
lack of due process of law cannot be rec-
tified. 

Every day, the soldiers and sailors 
serving at Guantanamo Bay are doing 
a magnificent job under difficult cir-
cumstances. 

But these fine young men and women 
are being asked to carry out an 
unsustainable policy of indefinite de-
tention because we—their political 
leaders—have failed to close Guanta-
namo prison. 

The President’s authority has been 
limited by Congress. We have enacted 
restrictions on detainee transfers that 
make it nearly impossible to close the 
facility. 

During his two terms in office, Con-
gress never once restricted President 
Bush’s authority to transfer Guanta-
namo detainees. 

Congress did not start microman-
aging the Commander in Chief’s au-
thority to transfer detainees until 2009, 
after President Obama took office. 

The Obama administration believes 
that Congress should completely lift 
the restrictions on the President’s au-
thority to close Guantanamo detention 
facility. I agree. 

But I will support the Levin-McCain 
amendment, which is a constructive 
step in the right direction. The Levin- 
McCain amendment would give the 
President more flexibility to move for-
ward with closing Guantanamo, while 
still imposing significant restrictions 
on the administration’s authority to 
transfer detainees. 

Under the Levin-McCain amendment, 
the Secretary of Defense may transfer 
a Guantanamo detainee to the United 
States, but only for the purpose of de-
tention, trial, and incarceration. The 
Secretary of Defense must ‘‘determine 
that the transfer is in the national se-
curity interest of the United States.’’ 
And he must ensure that appropriate 
steps have been taken to eliminate any 
risk to public safety while the detainee 
is in the United States. The McCain- 
Levin amendment also specifically pro-
hibits any detainee who is transferred 
to the U.S. for detention or trial from 
applying for asylum or from being re-
leased into the United States. 

Before the administration would be 
permitted to transfer any detainees to 
the U.S., they would have to produce a 
detailed report on the plans for each 
and every detainee who is currently 
held at Guantanamo Bay. 

The Defense Authorization Act also 
would allow the Secretary of Defense 
to temporarily transfer a detainee to a 
military medical facility in the United 
States, if the detainee needs critical, 
emergency care in order to prevent 
death or an imminent significant in-
jury. 

The Secretary of Defense would only 
be authorized to make such transfers if 
the required medical care cannot be 

provided at Guantanamo Bay ‘‘without 
incurring excessive and unreasonable 
costs.’’ 

Moreover, the Defense Department 
would have complete responsibility for 
the custody and control of any de-
tainee during their transfer and tem-
porary hospitalization at a military 
medical facility. 

Detainees receiving temporary emer-
gency medical care would not remain 
in the United States. The bill specifi-
cally requires that they be returned to 
Guantanamo as soon as they are medi-
cally cleared to travel. 

Under the Defense authorization bill, 
the administration could only transfer 
detainees to foreign countries in lim-
ited circumstances. Specifically, first, 
the Secretary of Defense must deter-
mine that it is in the national security 
interest of the United States to trans-
fer a particular detainee to a given 
country. Second, the Secretary of De-
fense must determine that sufficient 
steps have been taken that will sub-
stantially mitigate the risk of recidi-
vism. 

But that is not all. The bill requires 
the Secretary to consider six factors 
when determining whether a transfer is 
in the national security interest of the 
United States, including: No. 1, actions 
taken by the United States or the host 
country to reduce the risk of recidi-
vism; No. 2, the host country’s control 
over any facility where the detainee 
may be held; No. 3, an assessment of 
the capacity and willingness of the 
host country to meet its assurances to 
help mitigate recidivism; and No. 4, the 
detainee’s cooperation with U.S. intel-
ligence and law enforcement forces. 

These provisions would ensure that— 
before any detainee is transferred to a 
foreign country—the administration 
would conduct a thorough review of all 
relevant factors, with a primary focus 
on preserving our national security. 

In contrast to the McCain-Levin 
amendment, the Ayotte amendment 
would continue and expand the existing 
detainee transfer restrictions, which 
would micromanage the Commander in 
Chief’s national security decisions and 
make it impossible to close Guanta-
namo. 

It is time to move forward with shut-
ting down Guantanamo prison. We can 
transfer most of the detainees to for-
eign countries. And we can bring the 
others to the United States for deten-
tion and trial. 

Look at the track record. Since 9/11, 
nearly 500 terrorists have been tried 
and convicted in Federal courts and are 
now being safely held in Federal pris-
ons. And no one has ever escaped from 
a Federal supermax prison or a mili-
tary prison. 

In contrast, only six individuals have 
been convicted by military commis-
sions, and two of these convictions 
have been overturned by the courts. 
And today, nearly 12 years after the 9/ 
11 attacks, the architects of the 9/11 at-
tacks are still awaiting trial at Guan-
tanamo. 
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During his confirmation hearing, I 

discussed this with FBI Director Jim 
Comey, who was Deputy Attorney Gen-
eral in the Bush administration. Mr. 
Comey told me: 

We have about a 20–year track record in 
handling particularly Al Qaeda cases in fed-
eral courts. . . the federal courts and federal 
prosecutors are effective at accomplishing 
two goals in every one of these situations: 
getting information and incapacitating the 
terrorists. 

I have heard some of my Republican 
colleagues argue that we cannot close 
Guantanamo because of the risk that 
some detainees may engage in terrorist 
activities. 

The irony is that due to steps taken 
by President Obama, recidivism rates 
for the detainees transferred during the 
Obama administration are far lower 
than they were during the Bush admin-
istration. 

Only 4.2 percent of former detainees 
transferred since January 22, 2009, 
when President Obama took office, are 
confirmed recidivists. In contrast, 18.2 
percent of the detainees released dur-
ing the Bush administration are con-
firmed recidivists. 

That is because the Obama adminis-
tration put in place a strict process for 
detainee transfers. According to the 
Director of National Intelligence, of 
the 174 former detainees who are con-
firmed or suspected recidivists, only 7 
have been transferred during the 
Obama administration. 

No one is suggesting that closing 
Guantanamo is risk free or that no de-
tainees will ever engage in terrorist ac-
tivities if they are transferred. 

But our national security and mili-
tary leaders have concluded that the 
risk of keeping Guantanamo open far 
outweighs the risk of closing it because 
the facility continues to harm our alli-
ances and serve as a recruitment tool 
for terrorists. 

And before any detainees are trans-
ferred, they are extensively screened, 
steps are taken to mitigate any risks, 
and then detainees are monitored after 
they are transferred. Detainees who 
pose a risk that cannot be mitigated 
will not be transferred. 

Detainees who pose a risk that can-
not be mitigated will not be trans-
ferred. And if a former detainee does 
return to terrorism, he will likely meet 
the fate of Said al-Shihri, No. 2 official 
in Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, 
who was recently killed in a drone 
strike. 

I stand with Gen. Colin Powell, Gen. 
Paul Eaton, Gen. Michael Lehnert and 
countless other national security and 
military leaders. 

It is time to end this sad chapter of 
our history. Eleven years is far too 
long. We need to close Guantanamo. 

I thank Senator LEVIN and Senator 
MCCAIN for bringing this issue before 
us. We can no longer ignore it. We can-
not afford to ignore it. As General 
Eaton says, we cannot afford to keep 
this recruiting tool open for Al Qaeda. 
We cannot afford to continue to tell 

American taxpayers they need to pay 
$2.7 million a year for every prisoner in 
Guantanamo. Transfer them to a 
supermax prison for $70,000. America 
will be just as safe. It will have money 
in the bank to use to fight terrorism in 
more effective ways. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Levin-McCain amendment and oppose 
the Ayotte amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of amendment No. 2255. Let me 
just say what we cannot afford. What 
we cannot afford is to read terrorists 
Miranda rights and tell them they have 
the right to remain silent. 

Why can’t we afford that? Because if 
we lose the opportunity to gather valu-
able information to protect our Nation, 
then we cannot prevent future attacks 
against the country. 

Here is the problem we face. Here, 
shown in this picture I have in the 
Chamber, is the current head of Al 
Qaeda, Ayman al-Zawahiri. If we cap-
ture him tomorrow, I ask my col-
leagues this: Do you want to send him 
to a secure detention facility where he 
can be fully interrogated under the 
laws of war and held there in detention 
under law of war authority or do you 
want to send him to a prison in the 
United States where we cannot know— 
the legal questions are many—where 
there is a real risk that he will not be 
able to be held in law of war detention 
and will be told you have the right to 
remain silent, and we will lose opportu-
nities to gather intelligence to protect 
our country. 

My colleague from Illinois talked 
about the worst criminals whom we 
put in prison. I am a former murder 
prosecutor, and I put some of the worst 
murderers in prison. There is a dif-
ference. We are not dealing with crimi-
nals; we are dealing with terrorists. 
The priority has to be to gather infor-
mation and protect our country. If we 
catch Zawahiri tomorrow, bring him to 
a prison near you, give him a lawyer, 
tell him he has the right to remain si-
lent, those legal questions are not 
dealt with if we adopt the alternative 
amendment that allows the adminis-
tration to transfer people such as 
Khalid Shaikh Mohammed, the master-
mind of 9/11, to the United States. 

What do we do with future captures, 
such as Zawahiri? How do we ensure we 
can gather information? By the way, 
that is priceless. If we can stop a ter-
rorist attack by interrogating some-
one—the price we can save for Amer-
ica, we cannot put a number on that. 

If you believe, with a rising reengage-
ment rate of 29 percent—which is high-
er than last year in terms of people we 
have had at Guantanamo, we have let 
go but have gotten back in the fight 
against us—that we should weaken the 
standards this administration has to 
meet to transfer people from Guanta-
namo to third-party countries, then 
that is essentially what is done in the 
Defense authorization. 

My amendment will restore existing 
law to ensure that there are strong na-
tional security waivers the administra-
tion must meet before they transfer 
prisoners to countries where they are 
getting back in the fight against us, 
where they are getting out and getting 
back in the fight, including against our 
troops. 

So this is a fundamental question. 
We cannot afford right now, with what 
is happening around the world, to close 
the one secure detention facility we 
have, and it is clear we can conduct 
law of war detentions there. We still 
remain in a fight against terrorists. We 
cannot treat them like common crimi-
nals. That is what is at stake. 

If you believe this man shown in this 
picture should come to a prison near 
you, that is not what I have heard from 
my constituents or the American peo-
ple. That is why my amendment will 
prohibit the transfer of the master-
mind of 9/11 to U.S. soil and keep him 
in Guantanamo, a top-rate detention 
facility that keeps terrorists, as op-
posed to common criminals, secure. 

Finally, I would say, as we look at 
the prohibition on Yemen, my amend-
ment, which is also cosponsored by the 
ranking member of the Intelligence 
Committee and many other Members 
in this Chamber, would prevent trans-
fers to the country of Yemen. Without 
my amendment, the administration 
could transfer terrorists to Yemen. 
What does that mean? Yemen is where 
Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula is 
centered. We have actually had terror-
ists who have been released from Guan-
tanamo and gone back into Al Qaeda 
leadership and been found in Yemen 
and there have been prison breaks in 
Yemen. Yet if my amendment is not 
adopted to prohibit transfers to 
Yemen, the administration can trans-
fer detainees from Guantanamo to 
countries such as Yemen, and the secu-
rity requirements are weakened. 

The world is not a safer place from 
last year to this year, unfortunately. 
The reengagement rate of Guantanamo 
prisoners has increased from last year 
to this year. 

Why are we weakening the national 
security provisions? Let’s keep existing 
law in place. Why do we want to send 
Khalid Shaikh Mohammed to the 
United States of America when we 
have a secure facility at Guantanamo? 
Why do we want to take any risk that 
if we are blessed enough to have our 
men and women in uniform—who do a 
fantastic job—capture Zawahiri tomor-
row, that he may have to be told ‘‘you 
have the right to remain silent’’ be-
cause there are legal ambiguities when 
he is brought to this country, as op-
posed to law-of-war detention and in-
terrogation in Guantanamo? This is 
what is at stake. 

We cannot afford to think we are no 
longer fighting a war against terror-
ists. We cannot afford to treat people 
like him as common criminals. As 
much as I believe in our criminal jus-
tice system, it was not created to gath-
er intelligence, which is what we need 
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to do to make sure America remains 
safe. 

I ask my colleagues to support 
amendment No. 2255, which is cospon-
sored also by Senator CHAMBLISS, the 
ranking Republican on the Intelligence 
Committee; Senator INHOFE, the rank-
ing Republican on the Armed Services 
Committee; as well as Senator FISCH-
ER, Senator RUBIO, and Senator BAR-
RASSO. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 

to have printed in the RECORD letters 
from Secretary Hagel, Secretary Kerry, 
Attorney General Holder, and the Di-
rector of National Intelligence, James 
R. Clapper. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
Washington, DC, Nov 19, 2013. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write regarding the 

President’s goal of closing the Guantanamo 
Bay Detention Facility and to note the im-
portance of lifting the restrictions on de-
tainee transfers that prevent us from achiev-
ing that goal. These restrictions make it dif-
ficult to transfer detainees and to close 
Guantanamo. They are also unnecessary. Be-
fore transferring a detainee, this Adminis-
tration will always ensure the receiving 
country commits to taking necessary meas-
ures to ensure that the detainee’s threat is 
mitigated and the detainee will not be mis-
treated. 

As you know, I recently appointed Mr. 
Paul Lewis as the Department’s Special 
Envoy for Guantanamo transfers. Special 
Envoy Lewis will work closely with the 
State Department’s Special Envoy, Mr. Cliff 
Sloan, to meet with foreign governments and 
negotiate these assurances. Eliminating or 
easing the congressionally mandated trans-
fer restrictions would help facilitate our on-
going efforts to transfer detainees once those 
assurances have been obtained. 

The President’s proposal to transfer some 
individuals to the United States for deten-
tion or trial, where appropriate, would also 
help facilitate our efforts to close the facil-
ity at Guantanamo, potentially saving U.S. 
taxpayers millions of dollars each year. 

As always, the Department is prepared to 
provide additional briefings on the closing of 
the Guantanamo Bay Detention Facility. A 
similar letter has been sent to the other con-
gressional defense committees. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

CHUCK HAGEL. 

THE SECRETARY OF STATE, 
Washington, DC, November 13, 2013. 

Hon. ROBERT MENENDEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The continued oper-
ation of the Guantanamo Bay detention fa-
cility undermines U.S. national security and 
foreign policy interests. I seek your support 
for the provisions in the Senate Fiscal Year 
2014 National, Defense Authorization Act 
that would provide flexibility for detainee 
transfers and strike unmanageable provi-
sions that currently hinder our efforts to 
close the facility. 

The continued operation of the Guanta-
namo facility damages U.S. diplomatic rela-

tions and our standing in the world. It under-
mines America’s indispensable leadership on 
human rights and other critical foreign pol-
icy and national security matters. In par-
ticular, the Guantanamo detention facility 
consistently impedes joint counterterrorism 
efforts with friends and allies. Provisions in 
the Senate bill would provide an effective, 
yet judicious, transfer authority which 
would provide critical support and flexibility 
in ongoing negotiations with foreign govern-
ments on repatriation and resettlement 
issues. 

With increasing fiscal challenges, we must 
bear in mind that, aside from its incalcu-
lable diplomatic costs, detention operations 
at Guantanamo cost U.S. taxpayers more 
than $2.7 million per detainee each year—far 
more than our super maximum security pris-
ons that safely and securely hold the most 
dangerous inmates in the world, including 
convicted terrorists. As both detainees and 
facilities age, these costs will sharply in-
crease. 

I hope I can count on your support for the 
Guantanamo provisions in the Senate De-
fense Authorization bill to provide us the 
flexibility we need to close the Guantanamo 
Bay detention facility. Until this flexibility 
is restored, our efforts to close the facility 
are hampered and our national security and 
foreign policy interests continue to be im-
peded. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN F. KERRY. 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
Washington, DC, November 14 2013. 

Hon. PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES E. GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN LEAHY AND RANKING MEM-
BER GRASSLEY: As the Senate prepares to 
consider the National Defense Authorization 
Act for FY2014, I write to reiterate the long-
standing objections of the Department of 
Justice to any provisions that would con-
tinue to restrict the transfer of detainees 
from Guantanamo, limit the ability of the 
Executive Branch to determine when and 
where to prosecute terrorist suspects, and 
otherwise prevent the President from taking 
steps to bring about the orderly closure of 
the facility. Such restrictions encroach on 
the ability of the Executive Branch to make 
foreign policy and national security deci-
sions and would, in certain circumstances, 
violate separation of powers principles. 

The unwarranted restrictions on the Exec-
utive branch’s authority to transfer detain-
ees to a foreign country should be elimi-
nated. Detainees were designated for transfer 
based on an interagency consensus after a 
thorough review of all available information. 
Restricting the ability of the Executive 
Branch to implement appropriate transfers 
weakens our national security by wasting re-
sources, damaging our relationships with 
key allies, and strengthening our enemies. 

I also continue to object strongly to the re-
strictions on transferring Guantanamo de-
tainees to the United States for any purpose. 
The prosecution of terrorists in Federal 
court has long been an essential element of 
our counterterrorism efforts and has been a 
powerful tool of proven effectiveness. Since 
9/11, hundreds of convictions have been ob-
tained on terrorism or terrorism-related 
charges in our Federal courts, including the 
convictions of over 165 defendants since 2009. 
The effectiveness of this system was under-
scored again on October 24, 2013 when the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit 
affirmed the conviction and life sentence of 
Ahmed Ghailani, who was transferred from 

Guantanamo and then convicted in federal 
district court of conspiracy in connection 
with his role in the 1998 East Africa embassy 
bombings. There is no justification for pro-
hibiting the Federal prosecution of Guanta-
namo detainees in appropriate cases. As you 
are aware, the viability of conspiracy and 
material support prosecutions in military 
commissions is unresolved in light of adverse 
D.C. Circuit decisions that currently are 
under review by the full court. Particularly 
in view of these rulings, Congress should re-
store the option to prosecute detainees in 
Federal court in circumstances where the 
Executive Branch determines that a Federal 
prosecution is the surest way to protect our 
national security. Our federal prisons are 
fully capable of housing Guantanamo detain-
ees safely, securely, and humanely, just as 
they have done for the hundreds of defend-
ants serving sentences for terrorism-related 
offenses since September 11, 2001. 

If we are to safeguard the American people, 
we must be in a position to employ every 
lawful instrument of national power—includ-
ing both courts and military commissions— 
to ensure that terrorists are brought to jus-
tice and can no longer threaten American 
lives. Moreover, if we are to protect our na-
tional security and advance our foreign pol-
icy objectives, the President must have the 
ability to transfer detainees when doing so 
serves our national interests. I urge you to 
reject any legislative proposals that would 
compromise our ability to carry out that sol-
emn responsibility. 

Sincerely yours, 
ERIC H. HOLDER, Jr. 

Attorney General. 

DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL 
INTELLIGENCE 

Washington, DC. 
Hon. DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. SAXBY CHAMBLISS, 
Vice Chairman, Select Committee on Intelligence 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIR-
MAN CHAMBLISS: As the Senate considers pro-
visions of the FY14 National Defense Author-
ization bill that would lift Guantanamo de-
tainee transfer restrictions, I would like to 
provide the Intelligence Community’s views 
of the national security implications in 
maintaining the Guantanamo Bay detention 
facility (GTMO). 

Al-Qa’ida, its affiliates, and its allies this 
year continued to reference the detention 
and purported mistreatment of the detainees 
at GTMO in furtherance of their global 
jihadist narratives. The references to GTMO 
by al-Qa’ida and affiliated organizations in-
clude: 

Al-Qaida leader Ayman al-Zawahiri in an 
audio statement in July 2013 citing the de-
tention without trial of GTMO prisoners as 
one indication of American hypocrisy and in-
discriminate persecution of innocent Mus-
lims and calling for all al-Qa’ida prisoners at 
GTMO to be released. 

An article about the Boston marathon 
bombings in the most recent edition of 
AQAP’s Inspire magazine in June high-
lighting the ongoing detention of prisoners 
at GTMO as one of the purported justifica-
tions to engage in jihad. 

As these examples illustrate, closing the 
Guantanamo Bay detention facility would 
deprive al-Qa’ida leaders of the ability to use 
alleged ongoing mistreatment of detainees 
to further their global jihadist narrative. In 
an effort to disrupt the narrative used by 
terrorists, I support the President’s priority 
of closing the detention facility. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. CLAPPER. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-

REN). Under the previous order, the 
question occurs on Ayotte amendment 
No. 2255. 

Mr. LEVIN. 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. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON). 

The result was announced—yeas 43, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 237 Leg.] 
YEAS—43 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Donnelly 

Enzi 
Fischer 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Johanns 
Johnson (WI) 
Kirk 
Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 

Murkowski 
Portman 
Pryor 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thune 
Toomey 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NAYS—55 

Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Coons 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Flake 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Harkin 

Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Johnson (SD) 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Nelson 
Paul 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Blunt Isakson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2175 

Under the previous order, there will 
be 2 minutes equally divided prior to a 
vote on the Levin-McCain amendment 
No. 2175. 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, this 

amendment is a Levin-McCain-Fein-
stein-Udall amendment. It clarifies 
that Gitmo detainees would not gain 
any additional legal rights as a result 
of their transfer to the United States 
for detention. Any Gitmo detainee who 
is transferred to the United States 
gains no additional legal rights. They 
also are not permitted to be released 
inside the United States. They do not 
lose their status as unprivileged enemy 
belligerents eligible for detention and 
trial under the law of war. If they are 

transferred to the United States, they 
gain no additional right to challenge 
their detention beyond the habeas cor-
pus that has been affirmed by the Su-
preme Court. 

I would hope this could be broadly 
supported. 

Senator MCCAIN. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I 

have a letter from 38 retired flag and 
general officers of the U.S. military, 
and I quote from their letter: 

As retired flag and general officers, we be-
lieve it is imperative for Congress to address 
Guantanamo now. We have always believed 
that our detention policies should adhere to 
the rule of law, and that we as a Nation are 
more secure when we do. Guantanamo is a 
betrayal of American values. The prison is a 
symbol of torture and justice delayed. More 
than a decade after it opened, Guantanamo 
remains a recruiting poster for terrorists 
which makes us all less safe. 

I would also point out for my col-
leagues that Guantanamo has cost 
more than $400 million in the last two 
fiscal years, and the Department of De-
fense estimates that is $2.7 million per 
detainee per year. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the letter from 
which I just quoted. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NOVEMBER 13, 2013. 
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN, 
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: As retired flag and 

general officers, we believe it is imperative 
for Congress to address Guantanamo now. 
We have always believed that our detention 
policies should adhere to the rule of law, and 
that we as a nation are more secure when we 
do. Guantanamo is a betrayal of American 
values. The prison is a symbol of torture and 
justice delayed. More than a decade after it 
opened, Guantanamo remains a recruiting 
poster for terrorists which makes us all less 
safe. As the United States ends the war in 
Afghanistan in 2014, the government must 
find a lawful disposition for all detainees 
captured as part of that war. Spending $2.7 
million per detainee annually at Guanta-
namo, when a comparable facility in the 
United States costs taxpayers only $34,000– 
$78,000, is fiscally irresponsible, especially as 
our military must make significant budget 
cuts under sequestration. 

The Senate National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act (NDAA) as reported out of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee would pro-
vide a meaningful step towards responsibly 
closing Guantanamo. It authorizes the trans-
fer of detainees cleared for transfer by the 
U.S. intelligence and defense agencies for 
purposes of resettlement or repatriation, and 
it permits transfers to the U.S. for purposes 
of prosecution, incarceration and medical 
treatment. We support these provisions, and 
oppose any efforts to impose more stringent 
restrictions on the transfer of detainees out 
of Guantanamo. 

Sincerely, 
General Joseph P. Hoar, USMC (Ret.); 

General Charles C. Krulak, USMC 
(Ret.); General Ronald H. Griffith, USA 
(Ret.); General David M. Maddox, USA 
(Ret.); General William G. T. Tuttle, 
Jr., USA (Ret.); Vice Admiral Richard 
Carmona, USPHSCC (Ret.); Lieutenant 

General John Castellaw, USMC (Ret.); 
Lieutenant General Robert G. Gard, 
Jr., USA (Ret.); Lieutenant General 
Arlen D. Jameson, USAF (Ret.); Lieu-
tenant General Claudia J. Kennedy, 
USA (Ret.); Lieutenant General 
Charles Otstott, USA (Ret.); Lieuten-
ant General Norman R. Seip, USAF 
(Ret.); Lieutenant General Harry E. 
Soyster, USA (Ret.); Lieutenant Gen-
eral Keith J. Stalder, USMC (Ret.); 
Major General Paul D. Eaton, USA 
(Ret.); Major General Mari K. Eder, 
USA (Ret.); Major General Eugene Fox, 
USA (Ret.). 

Rear Admiral Donald Guter, JAGC, USN 
(Ret.); Rear Admiral John D. Hutson, 
JAGC, USN (Ret.); Major General Mi-
chael R. Lehnert, USMC (Ret.); Major 
General William L. Nash, USA (Ret.); 
Major General Walter L. Stewart, Jr., 
USA (Ret.); Major General Antonio M. 
Taguba, USA (Ret.); Brigadier General 
John Adams, USA (Ret.); Brigadier 
General David M. Brahms, USMC 
(Ret.); Brigadier General Stephen A. 
Cheney, USMC (Ret.); Brigadier Gen-
eral James P. Cullen, USA (Ret.); Brig-
adier General Evelyn P. Foote, USA 
(Ret.); Brigadier General Gerald E. Gal-
loway, USA (Ret); Brigadier General 
Dennis P. Geoghan, USA (Ret.); Rear 
Admiral Norman R. Hayes, USN (Ret.); 
Brigadier General Leif H. Hendrickson, 
USMC (Ret.); Brigadier General David 
R. Irvine, USA (Ret.); Brigadier Gen-
eral John H. Johns, USA (Ret.); Briga-
dier General Richard O’Meara, USA 
(Ret.); Brigadier General Murray G. 
Sagsveen, USA (Ret.); Brigadier Gen-
eral Anthony Verrengia, USAF (Ret.); 
Brigadier General Stephen N. Xenakis, 
USA (Ret.). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Madam President, I 
urge my colleagues to vote against 
amendment No. 2175. If you want to 
bring the 164 Gitmo detainees to the 
United States, that is what this 
amendment will allow the administra-
tion to do. The plan they are going to 
submit requires no congressional over-
sight, no approval, and though the 
chairman said they will not get any ad-
ditional legal rights, he does not an-
swer the question what about constitu-
tional rights if they are brought to our 
soil. Will they have to be told they 
have the right to remain silent? 

If we catch Zawahiri, the current 
head of Al Qaeda, tomorrow, will he 
have to be read Miranda rights? Be-
cause that is what is happening when 
we bring them to U.S. soil now. That is 
the real question. 

That is not required to be answered 
by their plan the administration wants 
sent, and we have no oversight over 
that plan. I urge my colleagues to vote 
no on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 15 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. There are no additional 
rights for people brought to military 
detention in the United States than 
they have in Guantanamo. Nothing 
changes. There are no more Miranda 
rights here than in Guantanamo. If 
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they are in military detention, they 
are in military detention wherever it 
is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion occurs on the Levin-McCain 
amendment No. 2175. 

Mr. LEVIN. 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 assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 

are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators wishing to vote or 
to change their vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 238 Leg.] 
YEAS—52 

Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Johnson (SD) 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Levin 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 

Mikulski 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Whitehouse 

NAYS—46 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Enzi 
Fischer 
Flake 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Johanns 
Johnson (WI) 
Kirk 
Leahy 
Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 
Murkowski 
Paul 
Portman 

Pryor 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Sanders 
Scott 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thune 
Toomey 
Vitter 
Warren 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Blunt Isakson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order requiring 60 votes 
for the adoption of this amendment, 
the amendment is rejected. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I am 

going to announce a consent agree-
ment, and I will read through it in just 
a minute. It seems to me this debate 
we had today was extremely impor-
tant. As I said last night, one of the 
issues in this bill is Guantanamo. I felt 
it was appropriate—even though I 
agree with the language in the bill— 
that the Republicans have an oppor-
tunity to see if they could change it. 
That is what this was all about this 
afternoon. 

On the sexual assault issue, there is 
language in the bill that Senator GILLI-
BRAND and others want to change. Sen-
ator LEVIN and especially Senator 
MCCASKILL have come up with a side- 
by-side, just like we had today, and 
that deserves a full debate. That is an 
issue which has been in all the papers 
over the last several months. 

The Senate deserves and the Amer-
ican public deserves this debate. I hope 
we can get this done. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
Levin amendment No. 2123 be set aside 
for Senator GILLIBRAND or designee to 
offer amendment No. 2099 relative to 
sexual assault; that the amendment be 
subject to a relevant side-by-side 
amendment from Senators MCCASKILL 
and AYOTTE, amendment No. 2170; that 
no second-degree amendments be in 
order to either of the sexual assault 
amendments; that each of these 
amendments be subject to a 60-affirma-
tive-vote threshold; that when the Sen-
ate resumes consideration of the bill on 
Wednesday, November 20, the time 
until 5 p.m. be equally divided between 
the proponents and opponents of the 
Gillibrand amendments; that at 5 p.m. 
the Senate proceed to a vote in rela-
tion to the Gillibrand amendment No. 
2099; that upon disposition of the Gilli-
brand amendment, the Senate proceed 
to vote in relation to the McCaskill- 
Ayotte amendment No. 2170; that there 
be 2 minutes equally divided in be-
tween the votes; and that no motions 
to recommit be in order during the 
consideration of the sexual assault 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, will the 
Senator amend his request and add the 
following language: following the dis-
position of the McCaskill-Ayotte 
amendment, all pending amendments 
be withdrawn and the Republican man-
ager or his designee be recognized to 
offer the next amendment in order, fol-
lowed by an amendment offered by the 
majority side, and that the two sides 
continue offering amendments in alter-
nating fashion until all amendments 
are disposed of. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
leader so modify his request? 

Mr. REID. Madam President, with 
the deepest respect to my friend the 
senior Senator from Oklahoma, we are 
not in a position to have a bunch of 
amendments on this bill. It took us 
weeks to get the drug compounding bill 
done—weeks, plural. What we should 
do is get this very contentious amend-
ment out of the way and move on to 
other amendments. There is no reason 
why we can’t agree on going from one 
amendment to another amendment. 
Everyone has to understand that this is 
not going to be an open amendment 
process. It is not going to happen. We 
have tried that. Remember? People 
said, we haven’t done anything on en-
ergy for 5 years. That pretty well says 

it all. But we said, OK, what we are 
going to do is work on something that 
is bipartisan in nature led by Senator 
SHAHEEN. Senator PORTMAN was heav-
ily involved. We never got off first 
base. We never even got headed toward 
first base. So we can’t do that. 

There is going to have to be a change 
of atmosphere around here where we 
agree to do legislation. We talk about 
remembering the good old days when 
we had unlimited amendments. I re-
member those too. I also remember the 
good old days where the majority 
would have a few amendments, the mi-
nority would have a number of amend-
ments, and we would move forward and 
pass legislation. But no one is willing 
to do that anymore. We are, but they 
are not. 

So I know how well-intentioned my 
friend is, but that was then and this is 
now. I object. I don’t accept his modi-
fication to my request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the original request? 

Mr. INHOFE. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. REID. Thank you very much. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 2305 
Mr. REID. I have a motion to recom-

mit S. 1197 with instructions at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves 
to recommit the bill to the Committee on 
Armed Services with instructions to report 
back forthwith with the following amend-
ment No. 2305. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end, add the following: 
This Act shall become effective 3 days 

after enactment. 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on that motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2306 

Mr. REID. I have an amendment to 
the instructions at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2306 to the 
instructions on the motion to recommit. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment, strike ‘‘3 days’’ and in-

sert ‘‘2 days.’’ 

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays 
on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2307 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2306 
Mr. REID. I am so sorry. I have a sec-

ond-degree amendment at the desk 
that I totally forgot about. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2307 to 
amendment No. 2306. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In the amendment, strike ‘‘2 days’’ and in-

sert ‘‘1 day.’’ 

Mr. REID. Madam President, what I 
hope we can do tomorrow, as we did 
today—I know people feel strongly 
about this sexual assault issue—is peo-
ple will come and talk about that. It is 
so important. We were able to do that 
today on this amendment we had, and 
by the time 5 o’clock came, there had 
been a full discussion of the amend-
ment. No one was crying for more 
time. So I hope in the morning people 
who feel strongly about this issue will 
come and talk about it. We did have 
some people who came and talked 
about this issue and that was impor-
tant. So there are very strong feelings 
about this amendment. It is a difficult 
issue. It is sexual assault in the mili-
tary. It wasn’t long ago we wouldn’t 
even be discussing such a thing on the 
Senate floor. We have to now, because 
it is an issue the military has, and we 
are trying to work through this. People 
have different views on how to proceed, 
but everyone agrees it needs to change. 
It is a question of how we change it, 
and that is what this debate is all 
about. 

So I hope Senators will come in the 
morning and start talking about this 
issue; tee it up for a vote sometime to-
morrow afternoon. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we now pro-
ceed to a period of morning business 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each, and we can do 
that until 7:30 tonight; and during that 
period of time, it will be for debate 
only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Iowa. 

f 

ATTACKING BIOFUELS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
wish to address another round of at-
tacks that have been spearheaded by 
Big Oil against America’s biofuels pro-
ducers. 

As its market share for Big Oil dips, 
Big Oil is doubling down to swat down 
its perennial pinata. This time around, 
petroleum producers and food conglom-
erates are using environmental groups 
as political cover to gain traction on 
efforts to pull the plug on the renew-
able fuel standard that we often refer 
to as RFS. 

This is a ridiculously transparent 
and very much self-serving assault by 
these special-interest groups. Their re-

lentless campaign to discredit ethanol 
undermines America’s longstanding ef-
forts to diversify its energy landscape, 
fuel the economy, and, most impor-
tantly, strengthen our national secu-
rity. 

The predictable efforts to smear 
ethanol’s reputation ignore the renew-
able fuel’s valuable contribution to 
clean energy, rural development, job 
creation, and U.S. energy independ-
ence. The latest round of misguided 
untruths disregards the plain truth. 
The plain truth is ethanol is renewable, 
it is sustainable, it is a clean-burning 
fuel, and all this helps run the Nation’s 
transportation fleet with less pollution 
and less imported oil. 

Let me remind my colleagues, most 
of that imported oil comes from coun-
tries that hate us and use our money to 
potentially kill Americans. Yet critics 
continue to hide behind distortions 
that claim ethanol is bad for the envi-
ronment, and those distortions I wish 
to discuss. 

I wish to separate fact from fiction 
regarding ethanol’s impact on the envi-
ronment. Critics say farmers are put-
ting fragile land into production to 
cash in on higher corn prices at the ex-
pense of soil erosion and clean water. 

That argument is not good under any 
respects. It may have been better last 
year and the year before when corn was 
$7, but corn is about $4 a bushel now— 
hardly making ends meet. They point 
out that 5 million Conservation Re-
serve Program acres are no longer en-
rolled in the conservation program 
since 2008. They want to pin the blame 
on ethanol. But the facts are, first of 
all, fewer acres enrolled in CRP has 
more to do with Federal belt-tight-
ening, meaning spending less money 
here in Congress, than land steward-
ship decisions made by corn farmers. 

The 2008 farm bill had a lot to do 
with it. That farm bill built upon other 
stewardship incentives for American 
farmers and ranchers administered by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, in-
cluding the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, wetland restoration, 
and wildlife habitat programs. So land 
put into these programs under the 2008 
farm bill takes land out of crop produc-
tion, but it is not the ethanol industry 
that has done it. It is Federal policy. 

For instance, a Wetlands Reserve 
Program in 2012 had a record-breaking 
enrollment of 2.65 million acres. The 
Wetlands Reserve Program lands can-
not be farmed for 30 years, so they 
aren’t going to be raising corn on that 
land to produce ethanol. 

According to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, no new grassland has 
been converted to cropland since 2005. 
Farmers must make marketing, plant-
ing, and stewardship decisions that 
keep their operations financially sound 
and productive from crop year to crop 
year. 

Even more importantly, these deci-
sions must be environmentally sustain-
able for the long haul, both from the 
standpoint of the farmer’s economic 

well-being as well as meeting certain 
laws that require that. 

So let me be clear: Farmers simply 
can’t afford to not take scrupulous 
care of the land that sustains their 
livelihoods. 

Fertilizer use is on the decline. Com-
pare application per bushel in 1980 
versus 2010: Nitrogen is down 43 per-
cent, phosphate is down 58 percent, and 
potash is down 64 percent. 

Ethanol burns cleaner than gasoline. 
According to the Oregon National Lab-
oratory, corn ethanol reduces green-
house gas emissions by 34 percent com-
pared to gasoline. If the oil industry 
wants to talk about the environment, 
we should not forget—and I will remind 
them and the people behind this 
move—about the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil-
spill or the 2010 Deepwater Horizon oil-
spills in the Mexican gulf. Critics also 
say that the renewable fuel standard is 
driving more acres into corn produc-
tion. Well, the fact is, if facts mean 
anything, the RFS is driving signifi-
cant investment in higher yielding, 
drought-resistant seed technology that 
very much enhances production per 
acre. This is a win-win scenario, to cul-
tivate good-paying jobs, mostly in 
rural America, and to harvest better 
yields on less land. 

The total cropland planted to corn in 
the United States is decreasing. Let’s 
compare this year’s crop year when 
U.S. farmers planted 97 million acres of 
corn—97 million corn acres. In the 
1930s, farmers planted 103 million acres 
of corn. Farmers have increased corn 
harvests through higher yields, not 
more acres. 

Critics contend the Nation’s corn 
crop is diverted for fuel use at the ex-
pense of feed for livestock and higher 
prices at the grocery store. But what 
are the facts? In reality, one-third of 
the corn processed to make ethanol re-
enters the marketplace as high-value 
animal feed called dried distillers 
grain. Livestock feed remains the larg-
est end user of corn. 

I get so darn tired of hearing people 
from Big Oil or these environmental 
groups or these big supermarket con-
glomerates say that 40 percent of the 
corn produced goes into ethanol when 
they don’t give credit for the 18 pounds 
of every 56-pound bushel of corn, 18 
pounds, or one-third of it, is used for 
animal feed. So when coproducts such 
as the dried distillers grain are 
factored in, then ethanol consumes 
only about 27 percent of the whole corn 
grain by volume. Livestock feed uses 50 
percent. 

Critics have also pursued the false 
accusation that the increased produc-
tion of biofuels increases grocery 
prices. Again, nothing could be further 
from the truth. The facts are that the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture Sec-
retary has said farmers receive about 
14 cents of every food dollar spent in 
the grocery stores, and the farmers 
share of a $4 box of corn flakes is only 
10 cents. 

So what is at stake when a coalition 
of special interests tag-teams to pull 
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the rug out from underneath the Na-
tion’s ethanol policy? Well, there is a 
lot at stake. Unfortunately, these 
flawed attacks on ethanol and next- 
generation biofuels undermine Amer-
ica’s effort to move forward with an ag-
gressive, diversified energy policy that 
takes into account global demand, geo-
politics, and U.S. economic growth. 

It has resulted in an EPA that has 
wholeheartedly adopted this false nar-
rative promoted by Big Oil and Big Oil 
allies. On Friday, then, the EPA re-
leased its proposed rule for the re-
quired volumes under the renewable 
fuel standard for next year. The EPA in 
this proposal chose to reduce the over-
all biofuels mandate. Rather than in-
crease the amount of biofuel to be 
blended as the law requires, the EPA 
has chosen to waive the mandate and 
suggest that we use less homegrown re-
newable biofuel in our fuel supply; 
hence, more dependence upon foreign 
sources of energy. 

It is terribly disappointing that the 
U.S. biofuels industry is now under at-
tack from President Obama’s EPA. 
This action, which was vigorously pur-
sued by Big Oil, is a slap in the face of 
our domestic energy producers. Who 
would have believed that Big Oil found 
an ally in President Obama’s EPA 
since he has been such a defender of 
biofuels and all green energy. 

Who would have expected the Obama 
EPA to be more harmful to our domes-
tic biofuels effort than President Bush 
ever was? President Bush was 
demagoged as an oil man from Texas. 
But he never undermined biofuels to 
the extent that this proposal from this 
EPA would. 

In making this announcement, the 
EPA said the challenges to supplying 
more ethanol to the market are too 
great because of the so-called blend 
wall. The fact is the blend wall is a cre-
ation of Big Oil. The primary reason 
ethanol is not blended at levels higher 
than 10 percent today is because Big 
Oil has stood in the way. 

Congress knew in 2007 that the RFS, 
renewable fuel standard, would require 
biofuels to be blended at levels higher 
than 10 percent. But the petroleum 
companies fought that every step of 
the way, going back 4 or 5 years, and fi-
nally last Friday they were successful. 

Friday’s announcement, by the way, 
by EPA rewarded them for their tem-
per tantrums. The EPA’s proposal puts 
Big Oil in charge of how we implement 
the renewable fuel standard. It has re-
warded Big Oil for its intransigence. 

While EPA says its intention is to 
put the RFS Program on a manageable 
trajectory that will support continued 
growth, I want to tell you the exact op-
posite is true. This proposal is a step 
back, not a step forward. It undercuts 
all segments of biofuel—including bio-
diesel, ethanol, and the advanced 
biofuels that go by the name of cellu-
losic ethanol. 

While this administration claims to 
have an energy strategy of ‘‘all of the 
above,’’ this decision by EPA proves it 

is in favor of ‘‘none of the above.’’ Iron-
ically, biofuel producers now know 
what it is like for traditional energy 
producers with a bureaucracy that im-
pedes domestic energy production at 
every turn. 

I find this decision baffling. I hope 
President Obama will see the harmful 
impacts of the EPA proposal and fix 
this mistake during the 60-day period 
EPA must take to consider opinions on 
this issue. 

So there are 60 days to turn this 
around. I hope we can do that. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

PATENT TRANSPARENCY AND 
IMPROVEMENTS ACT 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the 
American patent system has long been 
the envy of the world. Two years ago, 
Congress took important action to up-
date and modernize this system for the 
21st century by passing the Leahy- 
Smith America Invents Act. The 
Leahy-Smith act has made key im-
provements to the patent system, 
strengthening it for the long term. Un-
fortunately, there are bad actors who 
are misusing the system by unfairly 
targeting small businesses and others 
with lawsuits that are often based on 
low-quality patents. That is why I 
joined on Monday with Senator LEE, 
Senator WHITEHOUSE, and Senator KLO-
BUCHAR to introduce legislation that 
will build upon the success of the 
Leahy-Smith act and curb abuses by 
so-called patent trolls. 

The Patent Transparency and Im-
provements Act will take important 
steps to rein in the most egregious 
abuses of the patent system. It will im-
prove transparency of patent owner-
ship so that trolls cannot hide behind 
shell corporations and obscure the true 
owner of the patents that are being as-
serted. It will help customers who are 
sued simply for using a product that 
they purchased by allowing the case 
against them to be stayed while the 
product’s manufacturer litigates the 
suit. The Patent Transparency and Im-
provements Act will also take steps to 
crack down on abuses of demand let-
ters that are all too often sent to small 
businesses simply to extort monetary 
settlements. 

When small businesses in Vermont 
are threatened with lawsuits simply for 
using document scanners in their of-
fices or offering wi-fi service to their 
customers, we can all agree that the 
patent system is not being used as in-
tended. I thank Senator LEE and our 
cosponsors for joining me in this im-
portant effort and applaud Chairman 
GOODLATTE for the work he is doing in 
the House to address this problem. I 
look forward to working with all mem-
bers of the Judiciary Committee, as 
well as with the House, to pass bipar-
tisan and bicameral legislation that 
will crack down on these abuses while 
at the same time preserving the parts 
of the patent system that have made it 
the greatest in the world and an engine 
for job creation. 

ATTACK ON PRO-BÚSQUEDA 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, on 
November 15, according to information 
I have received, three armed men at-
tacked the offices of the Asociación 
Pro-Búsqueda de Niñas y Niños 
Desaparecidos in El Salvador, dousing 
computers, archives, and confidential 
documents with gasoline and then 
lighting them on fire. 

For Senators who may not be aware, 
Pro-Búsqueda is a small organization 
devoted to locating Salvadorans who, 
as children during the civil war, were 
forcibly taken from their parents, some 
of whom were killed by Salvadoran 
military officers, and either ‘‘adopted’’ 
by those officers or sold to other fami-
lies including foreigners. Pro-Búsqueda 
works to support the Salvadoran birth 
parents who lost their children to these 
forced adoptions, and uses DNA tech-
nology to help family members find 
each other. Years ago, a member of my 
staff visited Pro-Búsqueda’s office in 
San Salvador, met the courageous staff 
and observed the research they were 
doing. 

This deplorable attack on Pro- 
Búsqueda followed the abrupt decision 
by San Salvador’s Archdiocese to close 
Tutela Legal, the highly respected 
human rights office of the Roman 
Catholic Church which played an indis-
pensable role in investigating and doc-
umenting violations of human rights 
during the war, including the assas-
sination of Archbishop Romero. The of-
fice collected key testimony and other 
documentary evidence, and there is 
more of that work to be done. 

The attack on Pro-Búsqueda also fol-
lowed the welcome but controversial 
decision by the Salvadoran Supreme 
Court to accept a case challenging the 
Amnesty Law, which has provided im-
munity from prosecution to former 
Salvadoran military officers impli-
cated in atrocities during the war. 

I join those who have expressed con-
dolences to the staff of Pro-Búsqueda, 
and urge the Salvadoran Government 
to conduct a thorough investigation 
and to punish those responsible. It is 
tragic that two decades after the sign-
ing of the peace accords that ended the 
war, attempts to determine the fate of 
kidnapped children elicits this kind of 
hateful, violent response. It illustrates 
how much remains to be done to fulfill 
the promise of the accords and over-
come the painful and divisive legacy of 
that war. 

f 

80TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
UKRAINIAN FAMINE 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, this 
year we commemorate the 80th anni-
versary of the Holodomor, the geno-
cidal Ukrainian Famine of 1932–1933. 
Eighty years ago, an engineered famine 
in Soviet-dominated Ukraine and bor-
dering ethnically-Ukrainian territory 
resulted in the horrific deaths of mil-
lions of innocent men, women, and 
children. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:30 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19NO6.072 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8183 November 19, 2013 
I visited the Holodomor monument in 

central Kyiv, a poignant reminder of 
the suffering perpetrated by Soviet dic-
tator Stalin’s deliberate and inhumane 
policy to suppress the Ukrainian people 
and destroy their human, cultural, and 
political rights. Requisition brigades, 
acting on Stalin’s orders to fulfill im-
possibly high grain quotas, took away 
the last scraps of food from starving 
families and children. Eyewitness ac-
counts describing the despair of the 
starving are almost unfathomable. Mil-
lions of rural Ukrainians slowly 
starved—an excruciatingly painful 
form of death—amid some of the 
world’s most fertile farmland, while 
stockpiles of expropriated grain rotted 
by the ton, often nearby. Meanwhile, 
Ukraine’s borders were sealed to pre-
vent the starving from leaving to less- 
affected areas. International offers of 
help were rejected, with Stalin’s hench-
men denying a famine was taking 
place. At the same time, Soviet grain 
was being exported to the West. 

The final report of the congression-
ally created Commission on the 
Ukraine Famine concluded in 1988 that 
‘‘Joseph Stalin and those around him 
committed genocide against Ukrain-
ians in 1932–33.’’ No less than Rafael 
Lemkin, the Polish-Jewish-American 
lawyer who coined the term ‘‘genocide’’ 
and was instrumental in the adoption 
of the 1948 U.N. Genocide Convention, 
described the ‘‘destruction of the 
Ukrainian nation’’ as the ‘‘classic ex-
ample of Soviet genocide.’’ 

We must never forget the victims of 
the Holodomor or those of other repub-
lics in the Soviet Union, notably 
Kazakhstan, that witnessed cruel, mass 
starvation as a result of Stalin’s barba-
rism, and we must redouble our efforts 
to protect human rights and democ-
racy, ensuring that 20th-century geno-
cides such as the Holocaust, Armenians 
in the Ottoman Empire, Ukraine, Bos-
nia, Cambodia, and Rwanda become im-
possible to imagine in the future. 

f 

SESQUICENTENNIAL OF THE 
GETTYSBURG ADDRESS 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, 150 
years ago today, President Abraham 
Lincoln gave one of the greatest 
speeches not just in U.S. history but in 
human history. In under 3 minutes and 
using just 10 sentences, President Lin-
coln spanned the past, present, and fu-
ture of the American experiment and 
spoke to the aspirations, rights, and re-
sponsibilities not just of Americans but 
of humankind. 

It is astounding for us to realize that 
President Lincoln was invited to the 
dedication of the Nation’s first na-
tional military cemetery almost as an 
afterthought. The event was organized 
around the schedule of former Harvard 
president Edward Everett, who was 
thought to be one of the Nation’s 
greatest orators of the time. 

Everett was the featured speaker 
and, in the custom of that era, ad-
dressed the crowd for over 2 hours. 

President Lincoln, who had been in-
vited to say ‘‘a few appropriate words,’’ 
followed Everett. 

President Lincoln wrote for the ear; 
he recited words and phrases as he 
committed them to paper. When he 
gave speeches, he spoke deliberately. 
His great speeches, including the Get-
tysburg Address, were as much theo-
logical in nature as they were political 
arguments. 

Four score and seven years ago our fathers 
brought forth on this continent a new na-
tion, conceived in liberty, and dedicated to 
the proposition that all men are created 
equal. 

President Lincoln borrowed a method 
of referring to time from the Psalms of 
the King James Bible, Psalm 90:10. It 
seems idiosyncratic to our ears today, 
but his listeners would have imme-
diately grasped that he was going back 
not to 1789, when the first Congress 
convened in New York City and George 
Washington was inaugurated as our 
Nation’s first President. He was not 
going back to 1788 when the Constitu-
tion was ratified or back to 1787 when 
the Constitutional Convention met. He 
was going back 87 years, to 1776 and the 
Declaration of Independence, citing the 
proclamation of our Founding Fathers 
who were from the North and South 
alike—of the universal truth ‘‘that all 
men are created equal.’’ 

In the very next sentence, President 
Lincoln pivoted to the present and pro-
ceeded to explain the purpose of the 
Civil War: to determine whether the 
United States of America or any other 
nation ‘‘conceived in liberty, and dedi-
cated to the proposition that all men 
are created equal’’ could succeed and 
last: 

Now we are engaged in a great civil war, 
testing whether that nation, or any nation 
so conceived and so dedicated, can long en-
dure. We are met on a great battlefield of 
that war. We have come to dedicate a por-
tion of that field, as a final resting place for 
those who here gave their lives that that na-
tion might live. It is altogether fitting and 
proper that we should do this. 

And then President Lincoln, with 
characteristic humility, paid homage 
to those who had fought and died at 
Gettysburg before pivoting again, to 
the future and to laying out the re-
sponsibilities of his and future genera-
tions of Americans: 

But, in a larger sense, we cannot dedicate, 
we cannot consecrate, we cannot hallow this 
ground. The brave men, living and dead, who 
struggled here, have consecrated it, far 
above our poor power to add or detract. The 
world will little note, nor long remember 
what we say here, but it can never forget 
what they did here. It is for us the living, 
rather, to be dedicated here to the unfinished 
work which they who fought here have thus 
far so nobly advanced. It is rather for us to 
be here dedicated to the great task remain-
ing before us—that from these honored dead 
we take increased devotion to that cause for 
which they gave the last full measure of de-
votion—that we here highly resolve that 
these dead shall not have died in vain—that 
this nation, under God, shall have a new 
birth of freedom—and that government of 
the people, by the people, for the people, 
shall not perish from the earth. 

As historian Ronald C. White, Jr., 
has written, ‘‘Lincoln was finished. He 
had not spoken the word ‘I’ even once. 
It was as if Lincoln disappeared so 
Americans could focus unhindered 
upon his transcendent truths.’’ Those 
‘‘transcendent truths’’ are apparent to 
us today but things weren’t so clear 150 
years ago, in the midst of the horrific 
brutality and death of the Civil War. 
On November 20, 1863, the New York 
Times reported that President Lin-
coln’s address was interrupted by ap-
plause five times and followed by sus-
tained applause, but historian Shelby 
Foote said that the reaction to the 
speech was delayed and ‘‘barely po-
lite.’’ On November 23, 1863, the Chi-
cago Times—an anti-Lincoln paper— 
editorialized that President Lincoln’s 
address ‘‘was an offensive exhibition of 
boorishness and vulgarity’’ and ‘‘a per-
version of history so flagrant that the 
most extended charity cannot regard it 
as otherwise than willful.’’ 

Initially, President Lincoln believed 
that the Civil War was being fought 
simply to preserve the Union. But his 
thinking evolved to the point where 
the war was about the abolition of 
slavery. It became the testing ground 
of whether the United States of Amer-
ica—or any other nation dedicated to 
human liberty and equality—could en-
dure. 

There is a popular legend that Presi-
dent Lincoln jotted down a few notes 
on his way to Gettysburg or that he 
spoke extemporaneously. That isn’t 
true. He prepared the speech before-
hand and there was one improvisation 
only: He added the words ‘‘under God.’’ 
As White noted, ‘‘ ‘Under God’ pointed 
backward and forward: back to ‘this 
nation,’ which drew its breath from 
both political and religious sources, 
but also forward to a ‘new birth.’ Lin-
coln had come to see the Civil War as 
a ritual of purification. The old Union 
had to die . . . Death became a transi-
tion to a new Union and a new human-
ity.’’ 

And so President Lincoln—in theo-
logical as well as constitutional lan-
guage—laid out for his listeners, for us, 
and for our grandchildren ‘‘the unfin-
ished work’’ and ‘‘the great task re-
maining’’: namely, to promote ‘‘a new 
birth of freedom.’’ As the American 
poet Archibald MacLeish wrote, ‘‘There 
are those who will say that the libera-
tion of humanity, the freedom of man 
and mind, is nothing but a dream. They 
are right. It is the American dream.’’ 
We Americans are singularly fortunate 
and privileged to hail from the first 
Nation in history ‘‘conceived in lib-
erty, and dedicated to the proposition 
that all men are created equal.’’ It is 
our solemn responsibility not only to 
protect and expand freedom here but to 
promote and nurture it abroad so that 
‘‘government of the people, by the peo-
ple, for the people, shall not perish 
from the earth.’’ 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:30 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19NO6.043 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8184 November 19, 2013 
TRIBUTE TO REVEREND 

THEODORE JUDSON JEMISON 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, 
today I wish to ask my colleagues to 
join me in recognizing one of Louisi-
ana’s courageous civil rights leaders, 
the Reverend Theodore Judson ‘‘T.J.’’ 
Jemison, who passed on November 15, 
2013, at the age of 95 in Baton Rouge, 
LA. Reverend Jemison, the youngest of 
six children, was born in Selma, AL in 
1918. 

Reverend Jemison attended Alabama 
State College for his undergraduate de-
gree and received a master’s of divinity 
degree from Virginia Union University. 
He became a heroic leader in the civil 
rights movement, served as pastor of 
Mount Zion First Baptist Church for 
nearly a half century, and was presi-
dent of the National Baptist Conven-
tion for 12 years. 

Reverend Jemison orchestrated the 
Baton Rouge bus boycott of 1953—a 
model that would later be adopted by 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., in Mont-
gomery, AL. Reverend Jemison ac-
tively pressured the Baton Rouge City 
Council to ensure equal treatment for 
African-American passengers who were 
barred from seating in areas designated 
White-only. Through this work Rev-
erend Jemison helped expand the civil 
rights to many of the citizens of Lou-
isiana. 

Reverend Jemison served as presi-
dent of the National Baptist Conven-
tion, the largest Black Baptist organi-
zation in the United States, from 1982– 
1994. As the organization’s president, 
Reverend Jemison worked to promote 
the principles of the social gospel. He 
also oversaw the construction of the 
Baptist World Center in Nashville, TN. 
Reverend Jemison worked tirelessly to 
fight for equality, education, and op-
portunity not only for African Ameri-
cans in Louisiana but across the coun-
try as well. 

Reverend Jemison was a true inspira-
tion to all that had the great privilege 
to know him. I am grateful and hon-
ored to have known him. My deepest 
condolences go out to his family and 
all of those whose lives he touched. My 
deepest condolences go out to his fam-
ily and all of those whose lives he 
touched. He will be greatly missed. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

ABRAMSON CANCER CENTER 

∑ Mr. CASEY. Madam President, today 
I wish to recognize the 40th anniver-
sary of the Abramson Cancer Center of 
the University of Pennsylvania. 

Since its founding, the University of 
Pennsylvania has been at the forefront 
of education. It is one of the oldest uni-
versities in the United States, founded 
in 1740 by Benjamin Franklin who later 
went out on to found the Nation’s first 
hospital, Pennsylvania Hospital. From 
its inception the university was a lead-
er in medical care and research which 
culminated in the creation of the Na-

tion’s first school of medicine in 1765 
and then the first teaching hospital, 
the Hospital of the University of Penn-
sylvania in 1874. Today, the Perelman 
School of Medicine at the University of 
Pennsylvania is ranked in the top 5 
best medical schools in the country 
and the hospital is ranked in the top 15 
best hospitals. 

With the growing diagnoses of cancer 
throughout the world, in 1973 a dedi-
cated team of specialists established a 
center that would bring together all 
cancer research at the university, 
which one year later was designated a 
comprehensive cancer center by Na-
tional Cancer Institute, NCI, one of 
only 41 in the country. In 2002, the cen-
ter changed its name to the Abramson 
Cancer Center after the generous dona-
tion from Leonard and Madlyn 
Abramson. This gift allowed the center 
to conduct innovative cancer research 
and improve the quality of care for pa-
tients. 

The Abramson Cancer Center is com-
posed of 318 faculty members from 37 
departments and 8 schools within the 
University of Pennsylvania. In 2010, the 
NCI described the quality of care at the 
center as ‘‘exceptional.’’ One of the 
reasons the Abramson Cancer Center is 
ranked among the top 15 cancer centers 
in the country is because of its out-
standing faculty collaboration. 
Healthcare professionals including 
medical and radiation oncologists, 
counselors, dieticians, and rehabilita-
tion specialists work together to en-
sure that patients receive the most 
comprehensive care possible. 

Having the Madlyn and Leonard 
Abramson Family Cancer Research In-
stitute as a part of the university re-
search facilities ensures that the tran-
sition between the laboratory and the 
clinical care setting is expedited. This 
guarantees that patients are able to re-
ceive the cutting-edge treatment and 
prevention options they need. 

Since its establishment, the 
Abramson Cancer Center has been es-
sential in the fight to cure cancer. The 
center works to achieve this through 
extensive research, innovative clinical 
trials and exceptional cancer care. 

I am proud that the Abramson Can-
cer Center is located in the great Com-
monwealth of Pennsylvania and wish 
to congratulate and recognize them on 
their 40th anniversary.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 2:16 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House has 
agreed to the following concurrent res-
olution, without amendment: 

S. Con. Res. 25. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of Emancipation Hall in 
the Capitol Visitor Center for activities asso-
ciated with the ceremony to award the Con-
gressional Gold Medal to Native American 
code talkers. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 272. An act to designate the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and Department of 
Defense joint outpatient clinic to be con-
structed in Marina, California, as the ‘‘Major 
General William H. Gourley VA–DOD Out-
patient Clinic’’. 

H.R. 2061. An act to expand the Federal 
Funding Accountability and Transparency 
Act of 2006 to increase accountability and 
transparency in Federal spending, and for 
other purposes. 

H.R. 3343. An act to amend the District of 
Columbia Home Rule Act to clarify the rules 
regarding the determination of the com-
pensation of the Chief Financial Officer of 
the District of Columbia. 

H.R. 3487. An act to amend the Federal 
Election Campaign Act to extend through 
2018 the authority of the Federal Election 
Commission to impose civil money penalties 
on the basis of a schedule of penalties estab-
lished and published by the Commission, to 
expand such authority to certain other viola-
tions, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2061. An act to expand the Federal 
Funding Accountability and Transparency 
Act of 2006 to increase accountability and 
transparency in Federal spending, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time: 

S. 1737. A bill to provide for an increase in 
the Federal minimum wage and to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
increased expensing limitations and the 
treatment of certain real property as section 
179 property. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–3601. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
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a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2012–1003)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3602. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Rolls-Royce plc Turbofan Engines’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0143)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3603. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. FAA–2013–0094)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3604. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter Deutschland GmbH Helicopters’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0239)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3605. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0240)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 28, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3606. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0364)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 28, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3607. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Piper Aircraft, Inc. Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–20132–0983)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 28, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3608. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Various Aircraft Equipped with Rotax Air-
craft Engines 912 A Series Engine’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0738)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3609. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Inc. Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2013–0349)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on October 28, 2013; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3610. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Rolls-Royce plc (RR) Turbofan Engines’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2007– 
28059)) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3611. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Agusta S.p.A. Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2011–1454)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3612. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class D 
Airspace; Bryant AAF, Anchorage, AK’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2012–0433)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3613. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Everett, WA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Dock-
et No. FAA–2013–0434)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3614. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Battle Mountain, NV’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0530)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on October 28, 2013; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3615. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Stockton, KS’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0274)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3616. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Oakland, CA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0457)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3617. A communication from the Regu-
latory Ombudsman, Federal Motor Carrier 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Incorpora-
tion by Reference; North American Standard 
Out-of-Service Criteria; Hazardous Materials 
Safety Permits’’ (RIN2126–AB62) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
October 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3618. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Wasatch, UT’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 

(Docket No. FAA–2013–0528)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3619. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Umatilla, FL’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0002)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3620. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace Designations; In-
corporation By Reference’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0709)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3621. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Fort Polk, LA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0267)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3622. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Dayton, TN, Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Cleveland, TN, and Revocation of 
Class E Airspace; Bradley Memorial Hos-
pital, Cleveland, TN’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Dock-
et No. FAA–2013–0073)) received in the Office 
of the President of the Senate on October 28, 
2013; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3623. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Harlingen, TX’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2012–1140)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3624. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Plattsburgh, NY’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0276)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3625. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class D and E 
Airspace; Wrightstown, NJ’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2013–0565)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3626. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class D Air-
space; Santa Monica, CA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) 
(Docket No. FAA–2011–0611)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on Oc-
tober 28, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3627. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:41 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19NO6.025 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8186 November 19, 2013 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment, Modification 
and Cancellation of Air Traffic Service 
(ATS) Routes; Northeast United States’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0504)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3628. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Area Navi-
gation (RNAV) Routes; Washington, DC’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2013–0339)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on October 28, 2013; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3629. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Media Bureau, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Creation 
of Low Power Radio Service, Amendment of 
Service and Eligibility Rules for FM Broad-
cast Translator Stations’’ (FCC 13–134) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on November 6, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3630. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Wireline Competition Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Promoting Interoperability in the 700 
MHz Commercial Spectrum; Requests for 
Waiver and Extension of Lower 700 MHz 
Band Interim Construction Benchmark 
Deadlines’’ (FCC 13–136) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on No-
vember 6, 2013; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. CARPER, from the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs, without amendment: 

S. 1398. A bill to require the Federal Gov-
ernment to expedite the sale of underutilized 
Federal real property (Rept. No. 113–122). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. 
FRANKEN): 

S. 1722. A bill to improve the training of 
child protection professionals; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 1723. A bill to clarify that the anti-kick-

back laws apply to qualified health plans, 
the federally-facilitated marketplaces, and 
other plans and programs under title I of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. HATCH, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. ENZI, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Wisconsin, Mr. BARRASSO, Mr. SCOTT, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, and Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 1724. A bill to provide that the reinsur-
ance fee for the transitional reinsurance pro-
gram under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act be applied equally to all 
health insurance issuers and group health 

plans; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, and Ms. LANDRIEU): 

S. 1725. A bill to amend the Securities In-
vestor Protection Act of 1970 to confirm that 
a customer’s net equity claim is based on the 
customer’s last statement and that certain 
recoveries are prohibited, to change how 
trustees are appointed, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. CHAM-
BLISS, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LEE, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. PAUL, Mr. VITTER, 
Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. HOEVEN): 

S. 1726. A bill to prevent a taxpayer bailout 
of health insurance issuers; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr. 
CASEY): 

S. 1727. A bill to require a Comptroller 
General of the United States report assessing 
a study of the Army on the combat vehicle 
industrial base; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. WICKER, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 1728. A bill to amend the Uniformed and 
Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act to 
improve ballot accessibility to uniformed 
services voters and overseas voters, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. 

By Mr. BEGICH: 
S. 1729. A bill to amend the Patient Protec-

tion and Affordable Care Act to provide fur-
ther options with respect to levels of cov-
erage under qualified health plans; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S. 1730. A bill to reform the regulatory 

process to ensure that small businesses are 
free to compete and to create jobs, to clear 
unnecessary regulatory burdens, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. HELLER, 
and Mr. LEE): 

S. 1731. A bill to amend the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 to permit Governors of 
States to regulate intrastate endangered spe-
cies and intrastate threatened species and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. LEE (for himself and Mr. 
HATCH): 

S. 1732. A bill to require the conveyance of 
certain public land within the boundaries of 
Camp Williams, Utah, to support the train-
ing and readiness of the Utah National 
Guard; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
CORNYN, Ms. HEITKAMP, and Mr. 
KIRK): 

S. 1733. A bill to stop exploitation through 
trafficking; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. MANCHIN: 
S. 1734. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-

cans Act of 1965 to provide for a Seniors’ Fi-
nancial Bill of Rights, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. 
MCCONNELL): 

S. 1735. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act, the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, and the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from the def-
inition of health insurance coverage certain 

medical stop-loss insurance obtained by cer-
tain plan sponsors of group health plans; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr. 
KIRK): 

S. 1736. A bill to amend titles 5 and 38, 
United States Code, to clarify the veteran 
status of an individual based on the attend-
ance of the individual at a preparatory 
school of a service academy, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 1737. A bill to provide for an increase in 
the Federal minimum wage and to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
increased expensing limitations and the 
treatment of certain real property as section 
179 property; read the first time. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. KIRK, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, 
and Mr. RUBIO): 

S. 1738. A bill to provide justice for the vic-
tims of trafficking; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. Res. 299. A resolution congratulating the 
American Jewish Joint Distribution Com-
mittee on the celebration of its 100th anni-
versary and commending its significant con-
tribution to empower and revitalize devel-
oping communities around the world; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 
MCCONNELL): 

S. Res. 300. A resolution to authorize the 
production of records by the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. MAR-
KEY): 

S. Res. 301. A resolution recognizing and 
supporting the goals and implementation of 
the National Alzheimer’s Project Act and 
the National Plan to Address Alzheimer’s 
Disease; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 160 

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 160, a bill to exclude from 
consumer credit reports medical debt 
that has been in collection and has 
been fully paid or settled, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 288 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 288, a bill to increase the 
participation of historically underrep-
resented demographic groups in 
science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics education and industry. 
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S. 381 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) and the Senator from 
Texas (Mr. CRUZ) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 381, a bill to award a Congres-
sional Gold Medal to the World War II 
members of the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raid-
ers’’, for outstanding heroism, valor, 
skill, and service to the United States 
in conducting the bombings of Tokyo. 

S. 395 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Ms. 
HIRONO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
395, a bill to amend the Animal Welfare 
Act to provide further protection for 
puppies. 

S. 405 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 405, a bill to provide for 
media coverage of Federal court pro-
ceedings. 

S. 583 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 

of the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 583, a bill to implement equal pro-
tection under the 14th article of 
amendment to the Constitution for the 
right to life of each born and preborn 
human person. 

S. 635 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
635, a bill to amend the Gramm-Leach- 
Bliley Act to provide an exception to 
the annual written privacy notice re-
quirement. 

S. 669 
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 669, a bill to make permanent 
the Internal Revenue Service Free File 
program. 

S. 699 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 699, a bill to reallocate 
Federal judgeships for the courts of ap-
peals, and for other purposes. 

S. 759 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. PRYOR) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 759, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit 
against income tax for amounts paid 
by a spouse of a member of the Armed 
Forces for a new State license or cer-
tification required by reason of a per-
manent change in the duty station of 
such member to another State. 

S. 1011 
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1011, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the centennial of 
Boys Town, and for other purposes. 

S. 1053 

At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1053, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
strengthen and protect Medicare hos-
pice programs. 

S. 1307 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1307, a bill to provide for evidence- 
based and promising practices related 
to juvenile delinquency and criminal 
street gang activity prevention and 
intervention to help build individual, 
family, and community strength and 
resiliency to ensure that youth lead 
productive, safe, healthy, gang-free, 
and law-abiding lives. 

S. 1332 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1332, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to ensure more 
timely access to home health services 
for Medicare beneficiaries under the 
Medicare program. 

S. 1349 

At the request of Mr. MORAN, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. JOHANNS), the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER), the Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) and 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1349, a 
bill to enhance the ability of commu-
nity financial institutions to foster 
economic growth and serve their com-
munities, boost small businesses, in-
crease individual savings, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1424 

At the request of Mr. MURPHY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1424, a bill to require the 
Supreme Court of the United States to 
promulgate a code of ethics. 

S. 1476 

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1476, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the de-
nial of deduction for certain excessive 
employee remuneration, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1555 

At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1555, a bill to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide for a delay in the implementation 
schedule of the reductions in dispropor-
tionate share hospital payments, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1610 

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1610, a bill to delay the implementation 

of certain provisions of the Biggert- 
Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
2012, and for other purposes. 

S. 1622 

At the request of Ms. HEITKAMP, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1622, a bill to establish 
the Alyce Spotted Bear and Walter 
Soboleff Commission on Native Chil-
dren, and for other purposes. 

S. 1642 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1642, a bill to permit the continu-
ation of certain health plans. 

S. 1654 

At the request of Mr. REED, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. MCCAIN) and the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Ms. WARREN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1654, a bill to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to deny tax deductions for cor-
porate regulatory violations. 

S. 1702 

At the request of Mr. LEE, the name 
of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. ROB-
ERTS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1702, a bill to empower States with au-
thority for most taxing and spending 
for highway programs and mass transit 
programs, and for other purposes. 

S. RES. 294 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. HOEVEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 294, a resolution ex-
pressing support for the goals of Na-
tional Adoption Day and National 
Adoption Month by promoting national 
awareness of adoption and the children 
awaiting families, celebrating children 
and families involved in adoption, and 
encouraging the people of the United 
States to secure safety, permanency, 
and well-being for all children. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2038 

At the request of Mr. CHAMBLISS, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. KAINE), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. MORAN) and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 2038 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1197, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2041 

At the request of Mr. TESTER, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2041 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
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military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2046 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 2046 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1197, an original bill to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2056 
At the request of Mr. MORAN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2056 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2057 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2057 intended to be proposed to S. 1197, 
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2063 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 

names of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mrs. MCCASKILL) and the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
2063 intended to be proposed to S. 1197, 
an original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2081 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

names of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS), the Senator from Hawaii (Ms. 
HIRONO), the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. DONNELLY), the Senator from 
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) 
and the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. THUNE) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 2081 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1197, an original bill to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2087 
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2087 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1197, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2099 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the names of the Senator from North 
Dakota (Ms. HEITKAMP) and the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 2099 intended to be proposed 
to S. 1197, an original bill to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2100 
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2100 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1197, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2109 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 2109 intended to 
be proposed to S. 1197, an original bill 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2116 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2116 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2117 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) and the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. MORAN) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 2117 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1197, an original bill to 

authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2118 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO), the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN), the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) and the Senator 
from Texas (Mr. CORNYN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2118 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1197, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. INHOFE, his 
name and the names of the Senator 
from Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) 
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 2118 intended to be proposed 
to S. 1197, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2119 
At the request of Mr. RISCH, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2119 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2121 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2121 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2132 
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2132 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1197, an original bill to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2145 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2145 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1197, an 
original bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
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activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. VITTER, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. COBURN, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, and Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 1724. A bill to provide that the re-
insurance fee for the transitional rein-
surance program under the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act be 
applied equally to all health insurance 
issuers and group health plans; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor to discuss again how 
ObamaCare is negatively impacting 
American families. 

NBC News is reporting that 5 million 
Americans have received cancellation 
notices from health insurers. In my 
home State of South Dakota, the Sioux 
Falls Argus Leader is reporting that 
nearly 3,000 people have lost the plan 
they had. Yet this administration is 
merely pursuing political bandaids for 
the problem created by the President’s 
health care law. The President is try-
ing to fix this problem of canceled 
plans, but his solution is a politically 
motivated bandaid in response to pres-
sure from Members of his own party 
who are nervous about the next elec-
tion. The unfortunate reality of his 
bandaid is that it won’t work. 

Instead of taking responsibility for 
his failed policies and broken promises, 
he is changing his mind about how he 
wants his law to work at the eleventh 
hour. He is kicking the can to State in-
surance regulators to determine wheth-
er, in 48 days—which is from the date 
of his announcement on Thursday— 
they can reverse a train wreck that has 
been barreling down the tracks for 
nearly 4 years. 

The President’s health care law told 
the entire country that compliance 
with the President’s law must occur on 
January 1, 2014. In response, industry 
and State regulators complied. Now, 
after relentlessly pushing a law that is 
fundamentally flawed, the President is 
changing his mind. He is expecting the 
State insurance commissioners to bail 
him out, to allow Americans to keep 
the plans they were promised they 
could keep. 

Since passage of his health care law, 
the President has continued to tout his 
law and has continued to make prom-
ises to the American people that he 
knowingly cannot keep. While I agree 
that Americans should be able to keep 
the plans they have and like, this elev-
enth-hour attempt at a fix is an indica-
tion that the underpinnings of this law 
are irreversibly flawed. 

The administration is now trying to 
live up to a promise it made despite the 
fact that they knew the promise wasn’t 
true. In fact, the President repeated 
and reiterated that promise as recently 
as September 26 despite the fact that 
the administration knew it wasn’t 
true. In 2010 the administration knew 
that up to 93 million Americans in the 
private market were in danger of losing 
their current health care plan. But the 
deeper problem with the President’s fix 
is that it is merely a bandaid. By this 
time next year Americans will be in 
this exact same situation all over 
again. 

The President is not focused on find-
ing a good permanent solution but a 
good political solution. Putting this 
bandaid on the problem now may get 
him and his party past next year’s elec-
tions. He seems more interested in pre-
serving that power than creating real 
solutions to the underlying issues. In 
fact, the President is so concerned 
about the politics of his actions that he 
is considering yet again a way to bail 
out his union friends. As part of the 
health care law, unions agree to pay a 
tax to help pay for the cost of expand-
ing coverage. This tax, known as the 
reinsurance tax, is scheduled to be paid 
by self-insured plans, including plans 
administered by unions and many of 
the largest businesses in America. But 
the unions are unhappy that they have 
to pay money into a fund to help fund 
a benefit for someone other than their 
dues-paying members. They took their 
complaints to the administration, and, 
buried in a regulation issued last 
month, the administration announced 
they intend to exempt unions from 
paying this tax. 

Yesterday the Wall Street Journal 
editorial page articulated exactly why 
the unions should not be exempt from 
this tax. The editorial, called 
‘‘ObamaCare’s Union Favor,’’ argues 
that ‘‘the unions ought to consider this 
tax a civic obligation in solidarity with 
the (uninsured) working folk they 
claim to support.’’ It further states 
that ‘‘there’s no conceivable ration-
ale—other than politics—for releasing 
union-only plans from a tax.’’ As the 
editorial pointed out, exempting 
unions from this tax will only mean in-
creased taxes on nonunionized Ameri-
cans in self-insured plans since the tax 
is structured in a way that it must 
raise a total of $25 billion and isn’t 
structured as a straight percentage 
like most taxes. 

Granting this political deal to unions 
is why I am introducing the Union Tax 
Fairness Act. This bill would ensure 
that unions live up to the commit-
ments they made when they put their 
political weight behind the health care 
law. It is political deals such as this 
that highlight how this law is failing 
the average American. 

This reinsurance fee exemption isn’t 
the only backroom deal the adminis-
tration is trying to grant unions. Ear-
lier this fall the administration tried 
to find a way to provide ObamaCare 

subsidies to ineligible union employ-
ees. I introduced a bill called the Union 
Bailout Prevention Act which was 
aimed at ensuring the administration 
could not make that special deal ei-
ther. 

It is clear that this President—Presi-
dent Obama—is trying to fix problems 
in his health care law by making deci-
sions and exemptions based on favors 
to his political allies. 

Democrats are on the run from the 
law they once championed. They recog-
nize this law is sagging under its own 
weight. Last week there were 39 House 
Democrats who voted against the 
Obama administration by supporting 
the Upton bill that provides a better 
solution to allowing Americans to keep 
plans they like than what the Presi-
dent proposed. Even former President 
Bill Clinton said President Obama 
should keep his word when it comes to 
allowing Americans to keep the plans 
they have and like. In this Chamber, 
several Senate Democrats are running 
for the exits and looking for a legisla-
tive escape hatch of their own. 

Unfortunately, the solutions pro-
posed by this administration to fix 
problems in the health care law are 
only temporary solutions. Their solu-
tions to problems are either temporary 
delays—as they did with the employer 
mandate and the 1-year extension of 
2013 plans—or political favors to their 
friends and allies. Instead, this admin-
istration should agree to delay this en-
tire law for all Americans. 

Americans are deeply skeptical of 
the Affordable Care Act. According to 
last week’s Gallup poll, 55 percent of 
Americans now disapprove of the 
health care law. There is a more recent 
poll this morning in which ABC News 
and the Washington Post have that 
number at 57 percent disapproving. 

The time to act is now to ensure 
Americans can keep the plans they 
have and like. This ‘‘fix’’ won’t prevent 
Americans from losing their coverage, 
facing sticker shock and premium in-
creases, or losing their doctors. This 
law is fundamentally broken, and we 
need to start over and enact real re-
forms that decrease costs and improve 
access to care. 

As do so many of us in this Chamber, 
I hear on a daily basis from my con-
stituents in South Dakota about the 
very real impact this is having on mid-
dle-income Americans. This is an email 
I received last week: 

My wife just received our health care in-
surance policy renewals for 2014 and we are 
in shock! 

Our monthly premiums increased from $400 
per month to $1,000, or over $7,000 more per 
year. My wife age 59 and me age 60 now re-
ceive maternity benefits and some other 
very limited coverage. We lost our prescrip-
tion drug co-pay and doctor visits co-pay. 
These expenses will now be included in our 
$6,300 deductible. I will have no option for 
any subsidy to offset these increases in pre-
miums. 

He goes on to say: 
Please, please push for a reversal of this 

horrible health care plan. 
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My wife and I are physically ill after re-

ceiving this letter from our insurance car-
rier. Again, the government is destroying 
our lives and we need you to stop this mad-
ness. 

This is just one example of many 
that I have heard from my State of 
South Dakota and many that my col-
leagues here in the Senate are hearing 
from all across this country. It is clear 
this program, this health insurance 
law, is not ready for prime time. It is 
time for us to take a timeout and to go 
back to the drawing board and con-
struct a plan, an insurance program for 
this country, legislation that will help 
reduce the costs for working-class 
Americans, give them access to better 
quality of care, and allow them to keep 
the doctor they choose, which is very 
much in jeopardy as well as a result of 
this takeover, literally, of one-sixth of 
our economy. 

There is a better way, as I think 
countless—millions—Americans are 
finding out through canceled cov-
erages, sticker shock from sky-
rocketing premiums, and the new 
knowledge that they may not be able 
to keep not only their health insurance 
plan but also the doctors they like. 
This is a grim reality for way too many 
Americans, and it is time for us to step 
forward and do something about it. 

The President’s proposal is a band-
aid. It is a political solution. It is not 
a permanent solution; it is temporary. 
We need long-term fixes put in place 
that will address the health care con-
cerns people have. The way to do that 
isn’t to have the Federal Government 
literally assume control of one-sixth of 
the American economy and all the de-
cisionmaking that takes out of the 
hands of ordinary, middle-class fami-
lies—people across this country who 
are working hard to take care of their 
families. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. 
BROWN): 

S. 1728. A bill to amend the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act to improve ballot accessi-
bility to uniformed services voters and 
overseas voters, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration. 

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

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

S. 1728 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Safe-
guarding Elections for our Nation’s Troops 
through Reforms and Improvements 
(SENTRI) Act’’. 

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS RELATED TO THE 
UNIFORMED AND OVERSEAS CITIZENS 
ABSENTEE VOTING ACT 

SEC. 101. PRE-ELECTION REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT ON TRANSMISSION OF ABSEN-
TEE BALLOTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 
102 of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff–1(c)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Not later than 90 
days’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) PRE-ELECTION REPORT ON ABSENTEE 
BALLOTS TRANSMITTED.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 43 days 
before any election for Federal office held in 
a State, the chief State election official of 
such State shall submit a report to the At-
torney General and the Presidential Des-
ignee, and make that report publicly avail-
able that same day, confirming— 

‘‘(i) the number of absentee ballots validly 
requested by absent uniformed services vot-
ers and overseas voters whose requests were 
received by the 46th day before the election, 
and 

‘‘(ii) whether those ballots were timely 
transmitted. 

‘‘(B) MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED.—The report 
under subparagraph (A) shall include the fol-
lowing information: 

‘‘(i) Specific information about ballot 
transmission, including the total numbers of 
ballot requests received from such voters and 
ballots transmitted to such voters by the 
46th day before the election from each unit 
of local government that will administer the 
election. 

‘‘(ii) If the chief State election official has 
incomplete information on any items re-
quired to be included in the report, an expla-
nation of what information is incomplete in-
formation and efforts made to acquire such 
information. 

‘‘(C) REQUIREMENT TO SUPPLEMENT INCOM-
PLETE INFORMATION.—If the report under sub-
paragraph (A) has incomplete information on 
any items required to be included in the re-
port, the chief State election official shall 
make all reasonable efforts to expeditiously 
supplement the report with complete infor-
mation. 

‘‘(D) FORMAT.—The report under subpara-
graph (A) shall be in a format prescribed by 
the Attorney General in consultation with 
the chief State election officials of each 
State. 

‘‘(2) POST ELECTION REPORT ON NUMBER OF 
ABSENTEE BALLOTS TRANSMITTED AND RE-
CEIVED.—Not later than 90 days’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
for subsection (c) of section 102 of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1973ff–1(c)) is amended by striking 
‘‘REPORT ON NUMBER OF ABSENTEE BALLOTS 
TRANSMITTED AND RECEIVED’’ and inserting 
‘‘REPORTS ON ABSENTEE BALLOTS’’. 
SEC. 102. TRANSMISSION REQUIREMENTS; RE-

PEAL OF WAIVER PROVISION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section 

102(a) of the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens 
Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff–1(a)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(8) transmit a validly requested absentee 
ballot to an absent uniformed services voter 
or overseas voter by the date and in the 
manner determined under subsection (g);’’. 

(b) BALLOT TRANSMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
AND REPEAL OF WAIVER PROVISION.—Sub-
section (g) of section 102 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1973ff–1(g)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(g) BALLOT TRANSMISSION REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(8), in the case in which a valid re-
quest for an absentee ballot is received at 
least 46 days before an election for Federal 
office, the following rules shall apply: 

‘‘(A) TRANSMISSION DEADLINE.—The State 
shall transmit the absentee ballot not later 
than 46 days before the election. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES IN CASE OF FAILURE TO 
TRANSMIT ON TIME.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the State fails to 
transmit any absentee ballot by the 46th day 
before the election as required by subpara-
graph (A) and the absent uniformed services 
voter or overseas voter did not request elec-
tronic ballot transmission pursuant to sub-
section (f), the State shall transmit such bal-
lot by express delivery. 

‘‘(ii) EXTENDED FAILURE.—If the State fails 
to transmit any absentee ballot by the 41st 
day before the election, in addition to trans-
mitting the ballot as provided in clause (i), 
the State shall— 

‘‘(I) in the case of absentee ballots re-
quested by absent uniformed services voters 
with respect to regularly scheduled general 
elections, notify such voters of the proce-
dures established under section 103A for the 
collection and delivery of marked absentee 
ballots; and 

‘‘(II) in any other case, provide for the re-
turn of such ballot by express delivery. 

‘‘(iii) COST OF EXPRESS DELIVERY.—In any 
case in which express delivery is required 
under this subparagraph, the cost of such ex-
press delivery— 

‘‘(I) shall not be paid by the voter, and 
‘‘(II) may be required by the State to be 

paid by a local jurisdiction if the State de-
termines that election officials in such juris-
diction are responsible for the failure to 
transmit the ballot by any date required 
under this paragraph. 

‘‘(iv) ENFORCEMENT.—A State’s compliance 
with this subparagraph does not bar the At-
torney General from seeking additional rem-
edies necessary to effectuate the purposes of 
this Act. 

‘‘(2) REQUESTS RECEIVED AFTER 46TH DAY BE-
FORE ELECTION.—For purposes of subsection 
(a)(8), in the case in which a valid request for 
an absentee ballot is received less than 46 
days but not less than 30 days before an elec-
tion for Federal office, the State shall trans-
mit the absentee ballot not later than 3 busi-
ness days after such request is received.’’. 
SEC. 103. TECHNICAL CLARIFICATIONS TO CON-

FORM TO 2009 MOVE ACT AMEND-
MENTS RELATED TO THE FEDERAL 
WRITE-IN ABSENTEE BALLOT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102(a)(3) of the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act) 42 U.S.C. 1973ff-1(a)(3)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘general elections’’ and in-
serting ‘‘general, special, primary, and run-
off elections’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 103 
of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff-2) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(B), by striking 
‘‘general’’, and 

(2) in the heading thereof, by striking 
‘‘general’’. 
SEC. 104. TREATMENT OF BALLOT REQUESTS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF PROHIBITION OF RE-
FUSAL OF APPLICATIONS ON GROUNDS OF 
EARLY SUBMISSION TO OVERSEAS VOTERS.— 
Section 104 of the Uniformed and Overseas 
Citizens Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff–3) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘or overseas voter’’ after 
‘‘submitted by an absent uniformed services 
voter’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘members of the uniformed 
services’’ and inserting ‘‘absent uniformed 
services voters or overseas voters’’. 

(b) USE OF SINGLE APPLICATION FOR SUBSE-
QUENT ELECTIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff–3) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘A State’’ and inserting the 
following: 
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‘‘(a) PROHIBITION OF REFUSAL OF APPLICA-

TIONS ON GROUNDS OF EARLY SUBMISSION.—A 
State’’, and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

‘‘(b) APPLICATION TREATED AS VALID FOR 
SUBSEQUENT ELECTIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State accepts and 
processes a request for an absentee ballot by 
an absent uniformed services voter or over-
seas voter and the voter requests that the 
application be considered an application for 
an absentee ballot for each subsequent elec-
tion for Federal office held in the State 
through the next regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office (including any 
runoff elections which may occur as a result 
of the outcome of such general election) and 
any special elections for Federal office held 
in the State through the calendar year fol-
lowing such general election, the State shall 
provide an absentee ballot to the voter for 
each such subsequent election. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply with respect to either of the following: 

‘‘(A) VOTERS CHANGING REGISTRATION.—A 
voter removed from the list of official eligi-
ble voters in accordance with subparagraph 
(A), (B), or (C) of section 8(a)(3) of the Na-
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-6(a)). 

‘‘(B) UNDELIVERABLE BALLOTS.—A voter 
whose ballot is returned by mail to the State 
or local election officials as undeliverable or, 
in the case of a ballot delivered electroni-
cally, if the email sent to the voter was un-
deliverable or rejected due to an invalid 
email address.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
of section 104 of such Act is amended by 
striking ‘‘PROHIBITION OF REFUSAL OF 
APPLICATIONS ON GROUNDS OF EARLY 
SUBMISSION’’ and inserting ‘‘TREATMENT 
OF BALLOT REQUESTS’’. 

(3) REVISION TO POSTCARD FORM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Presidential designee 

shall ensure that the official postcard form 
prescribed under section 101(b)(2) of the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff(b)(2)) enables a voter 
using the form to— 

(i) request an absentee ballot for each elec-
tion for Federal office held in a State 
through the next regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office (including any 
runoff elections which may occur as a result 
of the outcome of such general election) and 
any special elections for Federal office held 
in the State through the calendar year fol-
lowing such general election; or 

(ii) request an absentee ballot for a specific 
election or elections for Federal office held 
in a State during the period described in 
paragraph (1). 

(B) PRESIDENTIAL DESIGNEE.—For purposes 
of this paragraph, the term ‘‘Presidential 
designee’’ means the individual designated 
under section 101(a) of the Uniformed and 
Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (42 
U.S.C. 1973ff(a)). 
SEC. 105. APPLICABILITY TO COMMONWEALTH 

OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA IS-
LANDS. 

Paragraph (6) and (8) of section 107 of the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff–6(6)) are each 
amended by striking ‘‘and American Samoa’’ 
and inserting ‘‘American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands’’. 
SEC. 106. BIENNIAL REPORT ON THE EFFECTIVE-

NESS OF ACTIVITIES OF THE FED-
ERAL VOTING ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM AND COMPTROLLER GEN-
ERAL REVIEW. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 105A(b) of the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff-4a(b)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘March 31 of each year’’ 

and inserting ‘‘June 30 of each odd-numbered 
year’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the following informa-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘the following informa-
tion with respect to the Federal elections 
held during the 2 preceding calendar years’’; 

(2) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘separate 
assessment’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘separate assessment and statistical 
analysis’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘section 1566a’’ in the mat-

ter preceding subparagraph (A) and inserting 
‘‘sections 1566a and 1566b’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘such section’’ each place 
it appears in subparagraphs (A) and (B) and 
inserting ‘‘such sections’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

‘‘(C) The number of completed official 
postcard forms prescribed under section 
101(b)(2) that were completed by absent uni-
formed services members and accepted and 
transmitted. 

‘‘(D) The number of absent uniformed serv-
ices members who declined to register to 
vote under such sections.’’. 

(b) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEWS.—Sec-
tion 105A of the Uniformed and Overseas 
Citizens Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff-4a) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (c) as subsection (d) and by inserting 
after subsection (b) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEWS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) REVIEW.—The Comptroller General 

shall conduct a review of any reports sub-
mitted by the Presidential designee under 
subsection (b) with respect to elections oc-
curring in calendar years 2014 through 2020. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
a report is submitted by the Presidential 
designee under subsection (b), the Comp-
troller General shall submit to the relevant 
committees of Congress a report containing 
the results of the review conducted under 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) MATTERS REVIEWED.—A review con-
ducted under paragraph (1) shall assess— 

‘‘(A) the methodology used by the Presi-
dential designee to prepare the report and to 
develop the data presented in the report, in-
cluding the approach for designing, imple-
menting, and analyzing the results of any 
surveys, 

‘‘(B) the effectiveness of any voting assist-
ance covered in the report provided under 
subsection (b) and provided by the Presi-
dential designee to absent overseas uni-
formed services voters and overseas voters 
who are not members of the uniformed serv-
ices, including an assessment of— 

‘‘(i) any steps taken toward improving the 
implementation of such voting assistance; 
and 

‘‘(ii) the extent of collaboration between 
the Presidential designee and the States in 
providing such voting assistance; and 

‘‘(C) any other information the Comp-
troller General considers relevant to the re-
view.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 101(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1973ff(b)) is amended— 
(A) by striking paragraph (6); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (7) 

through (11) as paragraphs (6) through (10), 
respectively. 

(2) Section 102(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff-1(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘101(b)(7)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘101(b)(6)’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (11), by striking 
‘‘101(b)(11)’’ and inserting ‘‘101(b)(10)’’. 

(3) Section 105A(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff-4a(b)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘ANNUAL REPORT’’ in the 
subsection heading and inserting ‘‘BIENNIAL 
REPORT’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘In the case of’’ in para-
graph (3) and all that follows through ‘‘a de-
scription’’ and inserting ‘‘A description’’. 

SEC. 107. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this title shall 
apply with respect to the regularly scheduled 
general election for Federal office held in 
November 2014 and each succeeding election 
for Federal office. 

TITLE II—PROVISION OF VOTER ASSIST-
ANCE TO MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES 

SEC. 201. PROVISION OF ANNUAL VOTER ASSIST-
ANCE. 

(a) ANNUAL VOTER ASSISTANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 80 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1566a the following new section: 

‘‘§ 1556b. Annual voter assistance 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall carry out the following activities: 

‘‘(1) In coordination with the Secretary of 
each military department— 

‘‘(A) affirmatively offer, on an annual 
basis, each member of the armed forces on 
active duty (other than active duty for train-
ing) the opportunity, through the online sys-
tem developed under paragraph (2), to— 

‘‘(i) register to vote in an election for Fed-
eral office; 

‘‘(ii) update the member’s voter registra-
tion information; or 

‘‘(iii) request an absentee ballot; 
‘‘(B) provide services to such members for 

the purpose of carrying out the activities in 
clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of subparagraph (A); 
and 

‘‘(C) require any such member who declines 
the offer for voter assistance under subpara-
graph (A) to indicate and record that deci-
sion. 

‘‘(2) Implement an online system that, to 
the extent practicable, is integrated with the 
existing systems of each of the military de-
partments and that— 

‘‘(A) provides an electronic means for car-
rying out the requirements of paragraph (1); 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual reg-
istering to vote in a State that accepts elec-
tronic voter registration and operates its 
own electronic voter registration system 
using a form that meets the requirements for 
mail voter registration forms under section 
9(b) of the National Voter Registration Act 
of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg–7(b)), directs such in-
dividual to that system; and 

‘‘(C) in the case of an individual using the 
official postcard form prescribed under sec-
tion 101(b)(2) of the Uniformed and Overseas 
Citizens Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff(b)(2)) to register to vote and request an 
absentee ballot— 

‘‘(i) pre-populates such official postcard 
form with the personal information of such 
individual, and 

‘‘(ii)(I) produces the pre-populated form 
and a pre-addressed envelope for use in 
transmitting such official postcard form; or 

‘‘(II) transmits the completed official post-
card form electronically to the appropriate 
State or local election officials. 

‘‘(3) Implement a system (either independ-
ently or in conjunction with the online sys-
tem under paragraph (2)) by which any 
change of address by a member of the armed 
forces on active duty who is undergoing a 
permanent change of station, deploying over-
seas for at least six months, or returning 
from an overseas deployment of at least six 
months automatically triggers, through the 
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Defense Enrollment and Eligibility Registra-
tion System or related systems, a notifica-
tion via electronic means to such member 
that— 

‘‘(A) indicates that such member’s voter 
registration or absentee mailing address 
should be updated with the appropriate State 
or local election officials; and 

‘‘(B) includes instructions on how to up-
date such voter registration using the online 
system developed under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(b) DATA COLLECTION.—The online system 
developed under subsection (a)(2) shall col-
lect and store all data required to meet the 
reporting requirements of section 201(b) of 
the Safeguarding Elections for our Nation’s 
Troops through Reforms and Improvements 
(SENTRI) Act and section 105A(b)(2) of the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff-4a(b)(2)) in a 
manner that complies with section 552a of 
title 5, United States Code, (commonly 
known as the Privacy Act of 1974) and im-
poses no new record management burden on 
any military unit or military installation. 

‘‘(c) TIMING OF VOTER ASSISTANCE.—To the 
extent practicable, the voter assistance 
under subsection (a)(1) shall be offered as a 
part of each service member’s annual train-
ing. 

‘‘(d) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe 
regulations implementing the requirements 
of subsection (a). Such regulations shall in-
clude procedures to inform those members of 
the armed forces on active duty (other than 
active duty for training) experiencing a 
change of address about the benefits of this 
section and the timeframe for requesting an 
absentee ballot to ensure sufficient time for 
State delivery of the ballot.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 80 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1566a the following 
new item: 
‘‘1556b. Annual voter assistance.’’. 

(b) REPORT ON STATUS OF IMPLEMENTA-
TION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
relevant committees of Congress a report on 
the status of the implementation of the re-
quirements of section 1566b of title 10, United 
States Code, as added by subsection (a)(1). 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report under paragraph 
(1) shall include— 

(A) a detailed description of any specific 
steps already taken towards the implementa-
tion of the requirements of such section 
1566b; 

(B) a detailed plan for the implementation 
of such requirements, including milestones 
and deadlines for the completion of such im-
plementation; 

(C) the costs expected to be incurred in the 
implementation of such requirements; 

(D) a description of how the annual voting 
assistance and system under subsection (a)(3) 
of such section will be integrated with the 
Defense Enrollment and Eligibility Registra-
tion System or other Department of Defense 
personnel databases that track military 
service members’ address changes; 

(E) an estimate of how long it will take an 
average member to complete the voter as-
sistance process required under subsection 
(a)(1) of such section; 

(F) an explanation of how the Secretary of 
Defense will collect reliable data on the uti-
lization of the online system under sub-
section (a)(2) of such section; and 

(G) a summary of any objections, concerns, 
or comments made by State or local election 
officials regarding the implementation of 
such section. 

(3) RELEVANT COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS DE-
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘rel-
evant committees of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and Rules and Administra-
tion of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committees on Appropriations, 
Armed Services, and House Administration 
of the House of Representatives. 
TITLE III—ELECTRONIC VOTING SYSTEMS 
SEC. 301. REPEAL OF ELECTRONIC VOTING DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECT. 
Section 1604 of the National Defense Au-

thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (42 
U.S.C. 1973ff note) is repealed. 

TITLE IV—RESIDENCY OF MILITARY 
FAMILY MEMBERS 

SEC. 401. EXTENDING GUARANTEE OF RESI-
DENCY FOR VOTING PURPOSES TO 
FAMILY MEMBERS OF ABSENT MILI-
TARY PERSONNEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 
705 of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 595) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘a person who is absent 
from a State because the person is accom-
panying the persons’s spouse who is absent 
from that same State in compliance with 
military or naval orders shall not, solely by 
reason of that absence’’ and inserting ‘‘a de-
pendent of a person who is absent from a 
State in compliance with military orders 
shall not, solely by reason of absence, wheth-
er or not accompanying that person’’; and 

(2) in the heading by striking ‘‘SPOUSES’’ 
and inserting ‘‘DEPENDENTS’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
of section 705 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App 595) 
is amended by striking ‘‘SPOUSES’’ and in-
serting ‘‘DEPENDENTS’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to absences from States described in section 
705(b) of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 595(b)), as amended by sub-
section (a), after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, regardless of the date of the mili-
tary orders concerned. 

By Ms. COLLINS: 
S. 1730. A bill to reform the regu-

latory process to ensure that small 
businesses are free to compete and to 
create jobs, to clear unnecessary regu-
latory burdens, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Clearing Unnec-
essary Regulatory Burdens Act of 2013, 
or the ‘‘CURB Act.’’ This legislation is 
designed to help relieve the onerous 
regulatory burden on our Nation’s job 
creators. 

When I ask employers in Maine what 
we need to do to help them add jobs, 
they tell me that Washington must re-
duce the cost and complexity of the 
regulations imposed on them. And this 
is not just a concern voiced by Maine 
businesses. Earlier this year, a Gallup 
poll of small business owners found 
that the vast majority are not hiring 
new workers right now, and more than 
half pointed to government regulations 
as one of the reasons why. The Na-
tional Federation of Independent Busi-
ness found the same when it polled its 
members last year. 

No business owner I know questions 
the legitimate role of regulation in 
protecting the health, safety, and well- 
being of employees and the public. But 

the public is not well-served by regula-
tions that bury small businesses under 
a mountain of paperwork, driving up 
costs unnecessarily, and impeding 
growth and job creation. Proper regula-
tion should be as efficient and simple 
as possible. At the very least, the bene-
fits of a regulation should exceed its 
costs. 

Unfortunately, the burden of Federal 
regulations continues to grow. Right 
now, Federal agencies are at work on 
nearly 2,500 new rules, at least 229 of 
which affect small businesses. One hun-
dred thirty-nine are major rules, cost-
ing more than $100 million each. These 
rules will go on top of a pile of regula-
tions now measured in the millions of 
pages. 

Year-by-year, this pile of pages gets 
ever deeper. In the 1970s, the Federal 
Register, the compilation of Federal 
regulations, added some 450,000 pages. 
In the first decade of the 21st Century, 
more than 730,000 pages were added—a 
rate of 73,000 pages per year. The pace 
continues to accelerate. On average 
since 2010, the Federal Government has 
added more than 80,000 pages to the 
Federal Register each year. This can-
not continue. 

We are not in the fifth year of an eco-
nomic ‘‘recovery’’ that has produced 
tepid economic growth and stubbornly 
high unemployment. The red-tape that 
is strangling our job creators is one of 
the chief reasons our economy has not 
fully recovered, and why millions of 
Americans still cannot find jobs. If we 
want to get our economy moving again 
and get Americans back to work, we 
must get serious about streamlining 
and reforming our regulatory system. 

The CURB Act is designed to do that 
by requiring Federal agencies to take 
into account the impacts to small busi-
nesses and job growth before imposing 
new rules and regulations. It does this 
in four ways: first, by requiring Fed-
eral agencies to analyze the indirect 
costs of regulations, such as the impact 
on job creation, the cost of energy, and 
consumer prices; second, by requiring 
agencies to follow ‘‘good guidance’’ 
practices; third, by helping small busi-
nesses avoid unnecessary penalties for 
first-time, non-harmful paperwork vio-
lations; and fourth, by implementing 
reforms to the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act proposed by our former colleague, 
Senator Olympia Snowe. Let me ex-
plain each of these provisions in fur-
ther detail. 

First, as a general rule, Federal agen-
cies are not required by statute to ana-
lyze the indirect costs regulations can 
have on the public, such as higher en-
ergy costs, higher prices, and the im-
pact on job creation. However, Execu-
tive Order 12866, issued by President 
Clinton in 1993, obligates agencies to 
provide the Office of Information and 
Regulatory Affairs, OIRA, with an as-
sessment of the indirect costs of pro-
posed regulations. The CURB Act 
would essentially codify this provision 
of President Clinton’s Executive Order. 

Second, our bill obligates Federal 
agencies to comply with public notice 
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and comment requirements and pro-
hibits them from circumventing these 
requirements by issuing unofficial 
rules as ‘‘guidance documents.’’ Let me 
explain why this is necessary: 

After President Clinton issued Execu-
tive Order 12866, Federal agencies found 
it easier to issue so-called ‘‘guidance 
documents,’’ rather than formal rules. 
Although these guidance documents 
are merely an agency’s interpretation 
of how the public can comply with a 
particular rule, and are not enforceable 
in court, as a practical matter they op-
erate as if they are legally binding. 
Thus, they have been used by agencies 
to circumvent OIRA regulatory review 
and public notice and comment re-
quirements. 

In 2007, OMB issued a Bulletin which 
contained a provision closing this loop-
hole by imposing ‘‘Good Guidance 
Practices’’ on Federal agencies. This 
requires agencies to provide public no-
tice and comment for significant guid-
ance documents. The CURB Act would 
essentially codify this OMB Bulletin. 

Third, the CURB Act helps out the 
‘‘little guy’’ trying to navigate our in-
credibly complex and burdensome regu-
latory environment. So many small 
businesses do not have a lot of capital 
on hand. When a small business inad-
vertently runs afoul of a Federal regu-
lation for the first time, that first pen-
alty could sink the business and the 
jobs it supports. The CURB Act directs 
agencies to search their files to deter-
mine whether a small business is facing 
a paperwork violation for the first 
time, and to offer to waive the penalty 
for that violation if no harm has come 
of it. It simply does not make sense to 
me to punish small businesses the first 
time they accidently fail to comply 
with paperwork requirements, so long 
as no harm comes from that failure. 

Fourth, as I mentioned, my bill also 
includes reforms to the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act, RFA. These reforms 
would build on the RFA by expanding 
its requirements to include guidance 
documents and indirect costs, in a 
manner consistent with what I have al-
ready described. In addition, the re-
forms to the RFA would allow small 
businesses to challenge burdensome 
rules when they are proposed, instead 
of when the rules have become final, 
which is often too late. 

Finally, these proposed reforms 
would put teeth into the RFA’s re-
quirement that agencies review their 
rules for possible savings at least once 
a decade. The bill directs each agency’s 
Inspector General to notify the head of 
the agency if a rule has not been re-
viewed in the time required. Once this 
notification is received, the agency has 
6 months to conduct the required re-
view. If it fails to do so, the bill directs 
the IG to notify Congress, triggering 
the recission of one percent of the of-
fending agency’s personnel budget un-
less Congress intervenes. 

Before I close, I want to note that 
many Members of this body, on both 
sides of the aisle, have offered serious 

regulatory reform proposals for our 
consideration in recent years. Indeed, 
even the President’s own ‘‘Jobs Coun-
cil’’—before it was disbanded—stressed 
the need for regulatory reform, and put 
forward ideas consistent with many of 
the proposals I and other Members of 
this body have submitted as legisla-
tion. Last session, the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, under the leadership of then- 
Chairman Lieberman and myself, held 
a series of hearings on regulatory re-
form. But the Senate as a whole did 
not act on these proposals last session, 
or dedicate any time whatsoever to 
their consideration. I am hopeful this 
session will be different, and room will 
be made on the Senate’s agenda to con-
sider regulatory reform. As we do so, I 
would ask my colleagues to consider 
the approach I have proposed in the 
CURB Act. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BURR, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HAR-
KIN, and Mr. KIRK): 

S. 1736. A bill to amend titles 5 and 
38, United States Code, to clarify the 
veteran status of an individual based 
on the attendance of the individual at 
a preparatory school of a service acad-
emy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

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

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

S. 1736 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Support 
Earned Recognition for Veterans Act’’ or the 
‘‘SERVe Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF VETERAN STATUS. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF MILI-
TARY SERVICE.—Section 101 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (21)(D), by inserting after 
‘‘Naval Academy’’ the following: ‘‘(but, ex-
cept for purposes of chapter 17 of this title in 
accordance with section 107(e)(2), does not 
include any service performed by a student 
at a preparatory school of a service academy 
who is not otherwise a member of the Armed 
Forces)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (22), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘ or, ex-
cept for purposes of chapter 17 of this title in 
accordance with section 107(e)(2), duty per-
formed by a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy who is not otherwise a 
member of the Armed Forces’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (23), by adding after the 
period at the end the following: ‘‘Except for 
purposes of chapter 17 of this title in accord-
ance with section 107(e)(2), such term does 
not include duty performed by a student at a 
preparatory school of a service academy who 
is not otherwise a member of the Armed 
Forces.’’. 

(b) SERVICE DEEMED NOT TO BE ACTIVE 
SERVICE.—Section 107 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e)(1) Except as provided by paragraph (2), 
duty performed by a student at a pre-
paratory school of a service academy who is 

not otherwise a member of the Armed Forces 
shall not be deemed to have been active mili-
tary, naval, or air service for the purposes of 
any of the laws administered by the Sec-
retary, regardless of whether the student was 
injured or disabled as a result of such duty. 

‘‘(2) Chapter 17 of this title shall apply to 
an individual described in paragraph (1) with 
respect to furnishing hospital care and med-
ical services solely for an injury or disability 
incurred by the individual as a result of mili-
tary training related to future active duty 
service performed as a student during the 
course of required training at a preparatory 
school of a service academy. An individual 
who receives such care and services under 
this paragraph may not be treated as a vet-
eran for the purposes of any other provision 
of law solely by reason of receiving such care 
and services under this paragraph.’’. 

(c) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—Section 
8127(l) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) The term ‘veteran’, in accordance with 
sections 101 and 107 of this title, does not in-
clude an individual whose veteran status is 
based solely on the attendance of the indi-
vidual as a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy, regardless of whether 
the individual was injured or disabled as a 
result of duty performed as such a student.’’. 

(d) PREFERENCE ELIGIBLE.—Section 2108 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(6) an individual whose veteran status is 
based solely on the attendance of the indi-
vidual as a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy, regardless of whether 
the individual was injured or disabled as a 
result of duty performed as such a student, 
may not be treated as a ‘veteran’, ‘disabled 
veteran’, or ‘preference eligible’.’’. 

By Mr. CORNYN (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. KIRK, Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR, and Mr. RUBIO): 

S. 1738. A bill to provide justice for 
the victims of trafficking; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

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

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

S. 1738 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Justice for 
Victims of Trafficking Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. DOMESTIC TRAFFICKING VICTIMS’ FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 201 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 3014. Additional special assessment 

‘‘(a) In addition to the assessment imposed 
under section 3013, the court shall assess an 
amount of $5,000 on any person or entity con-
victed of an offense under— 

‘‘(1) chapter 77 (relating to peonage, slav-
ery, and trafficking in persons); 

‘‘(2) chapter 109A (relating to sexual 
abuse); 

‘‘(3) chapter 110 (relating to sexual exploi-
tation and other abuse of children); 

‘‘(4) chapter 117 (relating to transportation 
for illegal sexual activity and related 
crimes); or 
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‘‘(5) section 274 of the Immigration and Na-

tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324) (relating to 
human smuggling), unless the person in-
duced, assisted, abetted, or aided only an in-
dividual who at the time of such action was 
the alien’s spouse, parent, son, or daughter 
(and no other individual) to enter the United 
States in violation of law. 

‘‘(b) An assessment under subsection (a) 
shall not be payable until the person subject 
to the assessment has satisfied all out-
standing court-ordered fines and orders of 
restitution arising from the criminal convic-
tions on which the special assessment is 
based. 

‘‘(c) There is established in the Treasury of 
the United States a fund, to be known as the 
‘Domestic Trafficking Victims’ Fund’ (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘Fund’), to be 
administered by the Attorney General, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Homeland 
Security and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding section 3302 of title 
31, United States Code, or any other law re-
garding the crediting of money received for 
the Government, there shall be deposited in 
the Fund an amount equal to the amount of 
the assessments collected under this section, 
which shall remain available until expended. 

‘‘(e)(1) From amounts in the Fund, and 
without further appropriation, the Attorney 
General, in coordination with the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall, for each 
of fiscal years 2015 through 2019, use amounts 
available in the Fund to award grants or en-
hance victims’ programming under— 

‘‘(A) sections 202, 203, and 204 of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Reauthorization 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 14044a, 14044b, and 
14044c); 

‘‘(B) subsections (b)(2) and (f) of section 107 
of the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 
2000 (22 U.S.C. 7105); and 

‘‘(C) section 214(b) of the Victims of Child 
Abuse Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13002(b)). 

‘‘(2) Of the amounts in the Fund used under 
paragraph (1), not less than $2,000,000 shall be 
used for grants to provide services for child 
pornography victims under section 214(b) of 
the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 13002(b)). 

‘‘(f)(1) Effective on the day after the date 
of enactment of the Justice for Victims of 
Trafficking Act of 2013, on September 30 of 
each fiscal year, all unobligated balances in 
the Fund shall be transferred to the Crime 
Victims Fund established under section 1402 
of the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (42 U.S.C. 
10601). 

‘‘(2) Amounts transferred under paragraph 
(1)— 

‘‘(A) shall be available for any authorized 
purpose of the Crime Victims Fund; and 

‘‘(B) shall remain available until expended. 
‘‘(g) The amount assessed under subsection 

(a) shall, subject to subsection (b), be col-
lected in the manner that fines are collected 
in criminal cases. 

‘‘(h) The obligation to pay an assessment 
imposed on or after the date of enactment of 
the Justice for Victims of Trafficking Act of 
2013 shall not cease until the assessment is 
paid in full.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 201 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to section 
3013 the following: 

‘‘3014. Additional special assessment.’’. 
SEC. 3. OFFICIAL RECOGNITION OF AMERICAN 

VICTIMS OF HUMAN TRAFFICKING. 
Section 107(f) of the Trafficking Victims 

Protection Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7105) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) OFFICIAL RECOGNITION OF AMERICAN VIC-
TIMS OF HUMAN TRAFFICKING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon receiving credible 
information that establishes by a preponder-
ance of the evidence that a covered indi-
vidual is a victim of a severe form of traf-
ficking and at the request of the covered in-
dividual, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall promptly issue a determina-
tion that the covered individual is a victim 
of a severe form of trafficking. The Sec-
retary shall have exclusive authority to 
make such a determination. 

‘‘(B) COVERED INDIVIDUAL DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘covered individual’ 
means— 

‘‘(i) a citizen of the United States; or 
‘‘(ii) an alien lawfully admitted for perma-

nent residence (as that term is defined in 
section 101(20) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(20)). 

‘‘(C) PROCEDURE.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, in determining whether a covered 
individual has provided credible information 
that the covered individual is a victim of a 
severe form of trafficking, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall consider 
all relevant and credible evidence, and if ap-
propriate, consult with the Attorney Gen-
eral, the Secretary of Homeland Security, or 
the Secretary of Labor. 

‘‘(D) PRESUMPTIVE EVIDENCE.—For purposes 
of this paragraph, the following forms of evi-
dence shall receive deference in determining 
whether a covered individual has established 
that the covered individual is a victim of a 
severe form of trafficking: 

‘‘(i) A sworn statement by the covered in-
dividual or a representative of the covered 
individual if the covered individual is 
present at the time of such statement but 
not able to competently make such sworn 
statement. 

‘‘(ii) Police, government agency, or court 
records or files. 

‘‘(iii) Documentation from a social serv-
ices, trafficking, or domestic violence pro-
gram, child welfare or runaway and homeless 
youth program, or a legal, clinical, medical, 
or other professional from whom the covered 
individual has sought assistance in dealing 
with the crime. 

‘‘(iv) A statement from any other indi-
vidual with knowledge of the circumstances 
that provided the basis for the claim. 

‘‘(v) Physical evidence. 
‘‘(E) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—Not later 

than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
the Justice for Victims of Trafficking Act of 
2013, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall adopt regulations to imple-
ment this paragraph. 

‘‘(F) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION; OFFICIAL REC-
OGNITION OPTIONAL.—Nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed to require a covered 
individual to obtain a determination under 
this paragraph in order to be defined or clas-
sified as a victim of a severe form of traf-
ficking under this section.’’. 
SEC. 4. VICTIM-CENTERED HUMAN TRAFFICKING 

DETERRENCE BLOCK GRANT PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203 of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Reauthorization 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 14044b) is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 203. VICTIM-CENTERED CHILD HUMAN 

TRAFFICKING DETERRENCE BLOCK 
GRANT PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED.—The Attorney 
General may make block grants to an eligi-
ble entity to develop, improve, or expand 
comprehensive domestic child human traf-
ficking deterrence programs that assist law 
enforcement officers, prosecutors, judicial 
officials, and qualified victims’ services or-
ganizations in collaborating to rescue and 
restore the lives of victims, while inves-
tigating and prosecuting offenses involving 
child human trafficking. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Grants 
awarded under subsection (a) may be used 
for— 

‘‘(1) the establishment or enhancement of 
specialized training programs for law en-
forcement officers, first responders, health 
care officials, child welfare officials, juvenile 
justice personnel, prosecutors, and judicial 
personnel to— 

‘‘(A) identify victims and acts of child 
human trafficking; 

‘‘(B) address the unique needs of child vic-
tims of human trafficking; 

‘‘(C) facilitate the rescue of child victims 
of human trafficking; 

‘‘(D) investigate and prosecute acts of 
human trafficking, including the soliciting, 
patronizing, or purchasing of commercial sex 
acts from children, as well as training to 
build cases against complex criminal net-
works involved in child human trafficking; 

‘‘(E) use laws that prohibit acts of child 
human trafficking, child sexual abuse, and 
child rape, and to assist in the development 
of State and local laws to prohibit, inves-
tigate, and prosecute acts of child human 
trafficking; and 

‘‘(F) implement and provide education on 
safe harbor laws enacted by States, aimed at 
preventing the criminalization and prosecu-
tion of child sex trafficking victims for pros-
titution offenses; 

‘‘(2) the establishment or enhancement of 
dedicated anti-trafficking law enforcement 
units and task forces to investigate child 
human trafficking offenses and to rescue vic-
tims, including— 

‘‘(A) funding salaries, in whole or in part, 
for law enforcement officers, including pa-
trol officers, detectives, and investigators, 
except that the percentage of the salary of 
the law enforcement officer paid for by funds 
from a grant awarded under this section 
shall not be more than the percentage of the 
officer’s time on duty that is dedicated to 
working on cases involving child human traf-
ficking; and 

‘‘(B) investigation expenses for cases in-
volving child human trafficking, including— 

‘‘(i) wire taps; 
‘‘(ii) consultants with expertise specific to 

cases involving child human trafficking; 
‘‘(iii) travel; and 
‘‘(iv) other technical assistance expendi-

tures; 
‘‘(C) dedicated anti-trafficking prosecution 

units, including the funding of salaries for 
State and local prosecutors, including assist-
ing in paying trial expenses for prosecution 
of child human trafficking offenders, except 
that the percentage of the total salary of a 
State or local prosecutor that is paid using 
an award under this section shall be not 
more than the percentage of the total num-
ber of hours worked by the prosecutor that is 
spent working on cases involving child 
human trafficking; 

‘‘(D) the establishment of child human 
trafficking victim witness safety, assistance, 
and relocation programs that encourage co-
operation with law enforcement investiga-
tions of crimes of child human trafficking by 
leveraging existing resources and delivering 
child human trafficking victims’ services 
through coordination with— 

‘‘(i) child advocacy centers; 
‘‘(ii) social service agencies; 
‘‘(iii) State governmental health service 

agencies; 
‘‘(iv) housing agencies; 
‘‘(v) legal services agencies; and 
‘‘(vi) non-governmental organizations and 

shelter service providers with substantial ex-
perience in delivering comprehensive serv-
ices to victims of child human trafficking; 
and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:44 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19NO6.035 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8195 November 19, 2013 
‘‘(3) the establishment or enhancement of 

problem solving court programs for traf-
ficking victims that include— 

‘‘(A) mandatory and regular training re-
quirements for judicial officials involved in 
the administration or operation of the court 
program described under this paragraph; 

‘‘(B) continuing judicial supervision of vic-
tims of child human trafficking who have 
been identified by a law enforcement or judi-
cial officer as a potential victim of child 
human trafficking, regardless of whether the 
victim has been charged with a crime related 
to human trafficking; 

‘‘(C) the development of a specialized and 
individualized, court-ordered treatment pro-
gram for identified victims of child human 
trafficking, including— 

‘‘(i) State-administered outpatient treat-
ment; 

‘‘(ii) life skills training; 
‘‘(iii) housing placement; 
‘‘(iv) vocational training; 
‘‘(v) education; 
‘‘(vi) family support services; and 
‘‘(vii) job placement; 
‘‘(D) centralized case management involv-

ing the consolidation of all of each child 
human trafficking victim’s cases and of-
fenses, and the coordination of all traf-
ficking victim treatment programs and so-
cial services; 

‘‘(E) regular and mandatory court appear-
ances by the victim during the duration of 
the treatment program for purposes of ensur-
ing compliance and effectiveness; 

‘‘(F) the ultimate dismissal of relevant 
non-violent criminal charges against the vic-
tim, where such victim successfully complies 
with the terms of the court-ordered treat-
ment program; and 

‘‘(G) collaborative efforts with child advo-
cacy centers, child welfare agencies, shel-
ters, and non-governmental organizations to 
provide comprehensive services to victims 
and encourage cooperation with law enforce-
ment. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity shall 

submit an application to the Attorney Gen-
eral for a grant under this section in such 
form and manner as the Attorney General 
may require. 

‘‘(2) REQUIRED INFORMATION.—An applica-
tion submitted under this subsection shall— 

‘‘(A) describe the activities for which as-
sistance under this section is sought; 

‘‘(B) include a detailed plan for the use of 
funds awarded under the grant; and 

‘‘(C) provide such additional information 
and assurances as the Attorney General de-
termines to be necessary to ensure compli-
ance with the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(3) PREFERENCE.—In reviewing applica-
tions submitted in accordance with para-
graphs (1) and (2), the Attorney General shall 
give preference to grant applications if— 

‘‘(A) the application includes a plan to use 
awarded funds to engage in all activities de-
scribed under paragraphs (1) through (3) of 
subsection (b); or 

‘‘(B) the application includes a plan by the 
State or unit of local government to con-
tinue funding of all activities funded by the 
award after the expiration of the award. 

‘‘(d) DURATION AND RENEWAL OF AWARD.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A grant under this sec-

tion shall expire 1 year after the date of 
award of the grant. 

‘‘(2) RENEWAL.—A grant under this section 
shall be renewable not more than 3 times and 
for a period of not greater than 1 year. 

‘‘(e) EVALUATION.—The Attorney General 
shall enter into a contract with an academic 
or non-profit organization that has experi-
ence in issues related to child human traf-
ficking and evaluation of grant programs to 
conduct an annual evaluation of grants made 

under this section to determine the impact 
and effectiveness of programs funded with 
grants awarded under this section. 

‘‘(f) MANDATORY EXCLUSION.—An eligible 
entity awarded funds under this section that 
is found to have used grant funds for any un-
authorized expenditure or otherwise unal-
lowable cost shall not be eligible for any 
grant funds awarded under the block grant 
for 2 fiscal years following the year in which 
the unauthorized expenditure or unallowable 
cost is reported. 

‘‘(g) COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENT.—An eligi-
ble entity shall not be eligible to receive a 
grant under this section if within the 5 fiscal 
years before submitting an application for a 
grant under this section, the grantee has 
been found to have violated the terms or 
conditions of a Government grant program 
by utilizing grant funds for unauthorized ex-
penditures or otherwise unallowable costs. 

‘‘(h) ADMINISTRATIVE CAP.—The cost of ad-
ministering the grants authorized by this 
section shall not exceed 3 percent of the 
total amount appropriated to carry out this 
section. 

‘‘(i) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of 
the cost of a program funded by a grant 
awarded under this section shall be— 

‘‘(1) 70 percent in the first year; 
‘‘(2) 60 percent in the second year; and 
‘‘(3) 50 percent in the third year. 
‘‘(j) AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDING; FULLY 

OFFSET.—For purposes of carrying out this 
section, the Attorney General, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, is authorized to award not 
more than $7,000,000 of the funds available in 
the Domestic Trafficking Victims’ Fund, es-
tablished under section 3014 of title 18, 
United States Code, for each of fiscal years 
2015 through 2019. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘child’ means a person under 

the age of 18; 
‘‘(2) the term ‘child advocacy center’ 

means a center created under subtitle A of 
the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 13001 et seq.); 

‘‘(3) the term ‘child human trafficking’ 
means 1 or more severe forms of trafficking 
in persons (as defined in section 103 of the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 
(22 U.S.C. 7102))involving a victim who is a 
child; and 

‘‘(4) the term ‘eligible entity’ means a 
State or unit of local government that— 

‘‘(A) has significant criminal activity in-
volving child human trafficking; 

‘‘(B) has demonstrated cooperation be-
tween Federal, State, local, and, where ap-
plicable, tribal law enforcement agencies, 
prosecutors, and social service providers in 
addressing child human trafficking; 

‘‘(C) has developed a workable, multi-dis-
ciplinary plan to combat child human traf-
ficking, including— 

‘‘(i) the establishment of a shelter for vic-
tims of child human trafficking, through ex-
isting or new facilities; 

‘‘(ii) the provision of trauma-informed, 
gender-responsive rehabilitative care to vic-
tims of child human trafficking; 

‘‘(iii) the provision of specialized training 
for law enforcement officers and social serv-
ice providers for all forms of human traf-
ficking, with a focus on domestic child 
human trafficking; 

‘‘(iv) prevention, deterrence, and prosecu-
tion of offenses involving child human traf-
ficking, including soliciting, patronizing, or 
purchasing human acts with children; 

‘‘(v) cooperation or referral agreements 
with organizations providing outreach or 
other related services to runaway and home-
less youth; 

‘‘(vi) law enforcement protocols or proce-
dures to screen all individuals arrested for 

prostitution, whether adult or child, for vic-
timization by sex trafficking and by other 
crimes, such as sexual assault and domestic 
violence; and 

‘‘(vii) cooperation or referral agreements 
with State child welfare agencies and child 
advocacy centers; 

‘‘(D) has a victim certification process for 
eligibility and access to State-administered 
medical care to ensure that minor victims of 
human trafficking who are not eligible for 
interim assistance under section 107(b)(1)(F) 
of the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 
2000 (22 U.S.C. 7105(b)(1)(F)) are granted eligi-
bility for, and have access to, State-adminis-
tered medical care immediately upon certifi-
cation as such a victim, or as soon as prac-
ticable thereafter but not later than the pe-
riod determined by the Assistant Attorney 
General in consultation with the Assistant 
Secretary for Children and Families of the 
Department; and 

‘‘(E) provides an assurance that, under the 
plan under subparagraph (C), a victim of 
child human trafficking shall not be required 
to collaborate with law enforcement officers 
to have access to any shelter or services pro-
vided with a grant under this section. 

‘‘(l) GRANT ACCOUNTABILITY; SPECIALIZED 
VICTIMS’ SERVICE REQUIREMENT.—No grant 
funds under this section may be awarded or 
transferred to any entity unless such entity 
has demonstrated substantial experience 
providing services to victims of human traf-
ficking or related populations (such as run-
away and homeless youth), or employs staff 
specialized in the treatment of human traf-
ficking victims.’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents in section 1(b) of the Trafficking Vic-
tims Protection Reauthorization Act of 2005 
(22 U.S.C. 7101 note) is amended by striking 
the item relating to section 203 and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘Sec. 203. Victim-centered child human traf-

ficking deterrence block grant 
program.’’. 

SEC. 5. DIRECT SERVICES FOR VICTIMS OF CHILD 
PORNOGRAPHY. 

The Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 13001 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 212(5) (42 U.S.C. 13001a(5)), by 
inserting ‘‘, including human trafficking and 
the production of child pornography’’ before 
the semicolon at the end; and 

(2) in section 214 (42 U.S.C. 13002)— 
(A) by redesignating subsections (b), (c), 

and (d) as subsections (c), (d), and (e), respec-
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (a) the 
following: 

‘‘(b) DIRECT SERVICES FOR VICTIMS OF CHILD 
PORNOGRAPHY.—The Administrator, in co-
ordination with the Director and with the 
Director of the Office of Victims of Crime, 
may make grants to develop and implement 
specialized programs to identify and provide 
direct services to victims of child pornog-
raphy.’’. 
SEC. 6. INCREASING RESTITUTION FOR TRAF-

FICKING VICTIMS. 
(a) TITLE 18 AMENDMENTS.—Section 1594 of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘that was used or’’ and in-

serting ‘‘that was involved in, used, or’’; 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘or any property traceable 

to such property’’ after ‘‘such violation’’; 
and 

(iii) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘, or any 
property traceable to such property’’ after 
‘‘such violation’’; and 

(B) in subsection (e)(1)(A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Any property, real or per-

sonal, used or’’ and inserting ‘‘Any property, 
real or personal, involved in, used, or’’; and 
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(ii) by inserting ‘‘, or any property trace-

able to such property’’ after ‘‘any violation 
of this chapter’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Attorney General shall transfer 
assets forfeited pursuant to this section, or 
the proceeds derived from the sale thereof, to 
satisfy victim restitution orders arising from 
violations of this chapter. Such transfers 
shall have priority over any other claims to 
the assets or their proceeds.’’. 

(b) TITLE 28 AMENDMENT.—Section 
524(c)(1)(B) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘chapter 77 of title 
18,’’ after ‘‘criminal drug laws of the United 
States or of’’. 

(c) TITLE 31 AMENDMENT.—Section 
9703(a)(2)(B) of title 31, United States Code, 
(relating to the Department of the Treasury 
Forfeiture Fund) is amended— 

(1) in clause (iii)(III), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in clause (iv), by striking the period at 
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by inserting after clause (iv) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(v) the United States Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement with respect to a vio-
lation of chapter 77 of title 18 (relating to 
human trafficking).’’. 
SEC. 7. STREAMLINING STATE AND LOCAL 

HUMAN TRAFFICKING INVESTIGA-
TIONS. 

Section 2516(2) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘human traf-
ficking, child sexual exploitation, child por-
nography production,’’ after ‘‘kidnapping,’’. 
SEC. 8. FIGHTING COMPLEX CRIMINAL ENTER-

PRISES ENGAGED IN HUMAN TRAF-
FICKING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 96 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 1969. AGGRAVATED HUMAN TRAFFICKING 

RACKETEERING. 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘aggravated human-traf-

ficking racketeering activity’ means any ac-
tivity that— 

‘‘(A) is a racketeering activity (as defined 
in section 1961(1)); and 

‘‘(B) includes— 
‘‘(i) any act or threat involving murder, 

kidnapping, human trafficking, sexual ex-
ploitation, coerced prostitution, or the pro-
duction of child pornography, which is 
chargeable under State law and punishable 
by imprisonment for more than 1 year (as 
amended or revised as of the date on which 
the activity occurred or, in the instance of a 
continuing offense, the date on which the 
charges under this section are filed in a par-
ticular matter); or 

‘‘(ii) any act that is indictable under (as 
amended or revised as of the date on which 
the activity occurred or, in the instance of a 
continuing offense, the date on which 
charges under this section are filed in a par-
ticular matter)— 

‘‘(I) sections 1581 through 1592 (relating to 
peonage, slavery, and trafficking in persons); 

‘‘(II) section 1958 (relating to use of inter-
state commerce facilities in the commission 
of murder-for-hire); 

‘‘(III) section 1959 (relating to violent 
crimes in aid of racketeering); 

‘‘(IV) section 2251, 2251A, 2252, or 2260 (re-
lating to sexual exploitation of children); or 

‘‘(V) sections 2421 through 2424 (relating to 
slave traffic); and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘enterprise’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 1961. 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES.—It shall be 
unlawful for any person to participate, di-

rectly or indirectly, in or relating to the af-
fairs of any enterprise engaged in, or the ac-
tivities of which affect, interstate or foreign 
commerce, if— 

‘‘(1)(A) such participation within the enter-
prise includes committing or causing to be 
committed 2 or more acts of aggravated 
human-trafficking racketeering activity in 
or relating to the affairs of the enterprise; or 

‘‘(B) such participation within the enter-
prise includes any act of participation with 
the intention that some known or unknown 
participant or participants within the enter-
prise would commit, or would cause to be 
committed, individually or collectively, 2 or 
more acts of aggravated human-trafficking 
racketeering activity in or relating to the af-
fairs of the enterprise. 

‘‘(c) CONSPIRACY.—It shall be unlawful for 
any person to conspire to violate subsection 
(b). 

‘‘(d) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever violates this 

section shall be punished in accordance with 
section 1963. 

‘‘(2) CLARIFICATION OF PUNISHABLE OF-
FENSES.—Any person prosecuted under this 
section may be both convicted and sentenced 
in any court of competent jurisdiction for 
any combination of the following: 

‘‘(A) The offense of conspiring to violate 
this section, and for any other particular of-
fense or offenses that may be an object of the 
conspiracy. 

‘‘(B) Any violation of this section. 
‘‘(C) Any aggravated human-trafficking 

racketeering activity.’’. 
(b) PENALTIES.—Section 1963 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘or section 1969’’ after ‘‘section 1962’’ each 
place it appears. 

(c) VIOLENT CRIMES IN AID OF RACKET-
EERING.—Section 1959 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘or aggravated human- 

trafficking racketeering activity’’ before ‘‘, 
or for the purpose’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘murders, kidnaps, maims’’ 
and inserting ‘‘aggravated human trafficking 
racketeering activity, murders, kidnaps, 
human trafficking, sexual exploitation, co-
erced prostitution, maims’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and 
(B) by inserting before paragraph (2), as re-

designated, the following: 
‘‘(1) ‘aggravated human-trafficking racket-

eering activity’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 1969;’’. 

(d) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 96 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 1968 the following: 
‘‘1969. Aggravated human trafficking racket-

eering.’’. 
SEC. 9. ENHANCING HUMAN TRAFFICKING RE-

PORTING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 505 of title I of 

the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3755) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(i) PART 1 VIOLENT CRIMES TO INCLUDE 
HUMAN TRAFFICKING.—For purposes of this 
section, the term ‘part 1 violent crimes’ shall 
include severe forms of trafficking in per-
sons, as defined in section 103 of the Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 (22 
U.S.C. 7102).’’. 

(b) CRIME CONTROL ACT AMENDMENTS.—Sec-
tion 3702 of the Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 5780) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; and 

(2) in paragraph (4)— 
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘paragraph (3)’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and 
a photograph taken within the previous 180 
days’’ after ‘‘dental records’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(D) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(E) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

‘‘(C) notify the National Center for Missing 
and Exploited Children of each report re-
ceived relating to a child reported missing 
from a foster care family home or childcare 
institution; and’’. 
SEC. 10. REDUCING DEMAND FOR SEX TRAF-

FICKING. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1591 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘or 

maintains’’ and inserting ‘‘maintains, pa-
tronizes, or solicits’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or ob-

tained’’ and inserting ‘‘obtained, patronized, 
or solicited’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or ob-
tained’’ and inserting ‘‘obtained, patronized, 
or solicited’’; and 

(3) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘or maintained’’ and in-

serting ‘‘, maintained, patronized, or solic-
ited’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘knew that the person’’ and 
inserting ‘‘knew, or recklessly disregarded 
the fact, that the person’’. 

(b) DEFINITION AMENDED.—Section 103(10) 
of the Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 
2000 (22 U.S.C. 7102(10)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or obtaining’’ and inserting ‘‘obtaining, 
patronizing, or soliciting’’. 
SEC. 11. USING EXISTING TASK FORCES TO TAR-

GET OFFENDERS WHO EXPLOIT 
CHILDREN. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney General 
shall ensure that all task forces and working 
groups within the Innocence Lost National 
Initiative engage in activities, programs, or 
operations to increase the investigative ca-
pabilities of State and local law enforcement 
officers in the detection, investigation, and 
prosecution of persons who patronize, or so-
licit children for sex. 
SEC. 12. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR HUMAN 

TRAFFICKING, CHILD EXPLOI-
TATION, AND REPEAT OFFENDERS. 

Part 1 of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in chapter 77— 
(A) in section 1583(a), in the flush text fol-

lowing paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘not more 
than 20 years’’ and inserting ‘‘not more than 
30 years’’; 

(B) in section 1587, by striking ‘‘four 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 years’’; and 

(C) in section 1591(d), by striking ‘‘20 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘25 years’’; and 

(2) in section 2426(a), by striking ‘‘twice’’ 
and inserting ‘‘3 times’’. 
SEC. 13. HOLDING SEX TRAFFICKERS ACCOUNT-

ABLE. 
Section 2423(g) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘a preponder-
ance of the evidence’’ and inserting ‘‘clear 
and convincing evidence’’. 
SEC. 14. COMBATING SEX TOURISM. 

Section 2423 of title 18, United States Code 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘for the 
purpose’’ and inserting ‘‘with a motivating 
purpose of’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘for the 
purpose of engaging’’ and inserting ‘‘with a 
motivating purpose of engaging’’. 
SEC. 15. GRANT ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘covered grant’’ means a grant awarded by 
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the Attorney General under section 203 of 
the Trafficking Victims Protection Reau-
thorization Act (42 U.S.C. 14044b). 

(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—All covered grants 
shall be subject to the following account-
ability provisions: 

(1) AUDIT REQUIREMENT.— 
(A) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 

term ‘‘unresolved audit finding’’ means an 
audit report finding in the final audit report 
of the Inspector General of the Department 
of Justice that the grantee has used grant 
funds for an unauthorized expenditure or 
otherwise unallowable cost that is not closed 
or resolved during the 12-month period be-
ginning on the date on which the final audit 
report is issued. 

(B) REQUIREMENT.—Beginning in the first 
fiscal year beginning after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and in each fiscal year 
thereafter, the Inspector General of the De-
partment of Justice shall conduct audits of 
recipients of covered grants to prevent 
waste, fraud, and abuse of funds by grantees. 
The Inspector General shall determine the 
appropriate number of grantees to be audited 
each year. 

(C) MANDATORY EXCLUSION.—A recipient of 
a covered grant that is found to have an un-
resolved audit finding shall not be eligible to 
receive a covered grant during the first 2 fis-
cal years beginning after the end of the 12- 
month period described in subparagraph (A). 

(D) PRIORITY.—In awarding covered grants, 
the Attorney General shall give priority to 
eligible applicants that did not have an unre-
solved audit finding during the 3 fiscal years 
before submitting an application for a cov-
ered grant. 

(E) REIMBURSEMENT.—If an entity is award-
ed a covered grant during the 2-fiscal-year 
period during which the entity is barred 
from receiving grants under subparagraph 
(C), the Attorney General shall— 

(i) deposit an amount equal to the amount 
of the grant funds that were improperly 
awarded to the grantee into the General 
Fund of the Treasury; and 

(ii) seek to recoup the costs of the repay-
ment to the fund from the grant recipient 
that was erroneously awarded grant funds. 

(2) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this para-
graph and covered grants, the term ‘‘non-
profit organization’’ means an organization 
that is described in section 501(c)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and is exempt 
from taxation under section 501(a) of such 
Code. 

(B) PROHIBITION.—The Attorney General 
may not award a covered grant to a non-
profit organization that holds money in off-
shore accounts for the purpose of avoiding 
paying the tax described in section 511(a) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(C) DISCLOSURE.—Each nonprofit organiza-
tion that is awarded a covered grant and uses 
the procedures prescribed in regulations to 
create a rebuttable presumption of reason-
ableness for the compensation of its officers, 
directors, trustees, and key employees, shall 
disclose to the Attorney General, in the ap-
plication for the grant, the process for deter-
mining such compensation, including the 
independent persons involved in reviewing 
and approving such compensation, the com-
parability data used, and contemporaneous 
substantiation of the deliberation and deci-
sion. Upon request, the Attorney General 
shall make the information disclosed under 
this subparagraph available for public in-
spection. 

(3) CONFERENCE EXPENDITURES.— 
(A) LIMITATION.—No amounts authorized to 

be appropriated to the Department of Justice 
under this Act may be used by the Attorney 
General, or by any individual or entity 

awarded discretionary funds through a coop-
erative agreement under this Act or an Act 
amended by this Act, to host or support any 
expenditure for conferences that uses more 
than $20,000 in funds made available to the 
Department of Justice, unless the Deputy 
Attorney General or the appropriate Assist-
ant Attorney General, Director, or principal 
deputy (as designated by the Deputy Attor-
ney General) provides prior written author-
ization that the funds may be expended to 
host the conference. 

(B) WRITTEN APPROVAL.—Written approval 
under subparagraph (A) shall include a writ-
ten estimate of all costs associated with the 
conference, including the cost of all food, 
beverages, audio-visual equipment, hono-
raria for speakers, and entertainment. 

(C) REPORT.—The Deputy Attorney General 
shall submit an annual report to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
of Representatives on all conference expendi-
tures approved under this paragraph. 

(4) ANNUAL CERTIFICATION.—Beginning in 
the first fiscal year beginning after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall submit, to the Committee on the 
Judiciary and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on 
the Judiciary and the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives, an 
annual certification indicating whether— 

(A) all audits issued by the Office of the In-
spector General under paragraph (1) have 
been completed and reviewed by the appro-
priate Assistant Attorney General or Direc-
tor; 

(B) all mandatory exclusions required 
under paragraph (1)(C) have been issued; 

(C) all reimbursements required under 
paragraph (1)(E) have been made; and 

(D) includes a list of any grant recipients 
excluded under paragraph (1) from the pre-
vious year. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 299—CON-
GRATULATING THE AMERICAN 
JEWISH JOINT DISTRIBUTION 
COMMITTEE ON THE CELEBRA-
TION OF ITS 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY AND COMMENDING ITS 
SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTION TO 
EMPOWER AND REVITALIZE DE-
VELOPING COMMUNITIES 
AROUND THE WORLD 
Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mrs. 

GILLIBRAND) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 299 
Whereas the American Jewish Joint Dis-

tribution Committee (referred to in this pre-
amble as the ‘‘JDC’’), the leading Jewish hu-
manitarian assistance organization in the 
world, provides economic relief to commu-
nities facing hardship and builds the founda-
tion for self-sustaining Jewish community 
life; 

Whereas when the JDC was founded in 1914, 
the organization initiated relief projects in 
communities primarily in Eastern Europe 
and the Middle East, and, as of November 
2013, the JDC works in 70 countries world-
wide and touches more than 1,000,000 lives 
each year; 

Whereas the JDC has pioneered high-im-
pact programs that provide access to edu-
cation, health care, food, shelter, and assist-
ance with job training and placement for 
governments and other organizations to uti-
lize; 

Whereas the JDC has developed and imple-
mented initiatives in Israeli society aimed 
at meeting the needs of the most disadvan-
taged citizens in the State of Israel, includ-
ing children and youth at risk, the chron-
ically unemployed (including ultra-Orthodox 
Jews, people with disabilities, and Israeli 
Arabs), and the elderly; 

Whereas the JDC received the Israel Prize 
in 2007 for its lifetime achievements and spe-
cial contributions to society and the State of 
Israel for developing innovative, scalable so-
lutions to meet the needs of the most dis-
advantaged citizens in the State of Israel; 

Whereas the JDC has helped transform the 
lives of women and girls throughout the 
world, through initiatives that provide ac-
cess to health care and education to girls, 
encouraging them to overcome gender bar-
riers, receive an education, and become com-
munity leaders; 

Whereas the JDC is engaging many young 
individuals in the United States to partici-
pate in rescue, renewal, and revitalization 
work through service and volunteer pro-
grams around the world; 

Whereas the JDC and the United States 
Government have a historic and enduring re-
lationship that has evolved from cooperating 
in life-saving work in Europe through the 
American Relief Administration following 
World War I and the War Refugee Board dur-
ing World War II to the more recent partner-
ships between the JDC and the Department 
of Agriculture, the Department of State, and 
the United States Agency for International 
Development; 

Whereas the JDC mobilizes its expert pro-
fessionals and network of local, United 
States, Israeli, and global partners, includ-
ing the Jewish Coalition for Disaster Relief, 
to provide immediate relief and long-term 
assistance in the aftermath of natural disas-
ters, such as by providing emergency sup-
plies and medical assistance following the 
earthquake and tsunami in Japan in 2011 and 
the earthquake in Haiti in 2010; and 

Whereas the JDC creates programs and so-
lutions that benefit the neediest populations 
in communities around the world and con-
fronts the most difficult challenges, such as 
natural disasters, extreme poverty, political 
instability, and genocide: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes and celebrates the 100th an-

niversary of the founding of the American 
Jewish Joint Distribution Committee; and 

(2) commends the American Jewish Joint 
Distribution Committee on its valuable work 
around the world and wishes the organiza-
tion success in its future efforts. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 300—TO AU-
THORIZE THE PRODUCTION OF 
RECORDS BY THE PERMANENT 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGA-
TIONS OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
HOMELAND SECURITY AND GOV-
ERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. REID (for himself and Mr. 

MCCONNELL) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 300 

Whereas, the Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations of the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs con-
ducted an investigation into JP Morgan 
Chase’s ‘‘whale trades’’ and risks and abuses 
of derivatives; 

Whereas, the Subcommittee has received a 
request from a federal law enforcement agen-
cy for access to records of the Subcommit-
tee’s investigation; 
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Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 

the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under 
the control or in the possession of the Senate 
can, by administrative or judicial process, be 
taken from such control or possession but by 
permission of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that evidence 
under the control or in the possession of the 
Senate is needed for the promotion of jus-
tice, the Senate will take such action as will 
promote the ends of justice consistent with 
the privilege of the Senate: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member of the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs, acting jointly, are authorized 
to provide to law enforcement officials, regu-
latory agencies, and other entities or indi-
viduals duly authorized by federal, state, or 
foreign governments, records of the Sub-
committee’s investigation into JP Morgan 
Chase’s ‘‘whale trades’’ and risks and abuses 
of derivatives. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 301—RECOG-
NIZING AND SUPPORTING THE 
GOALS AND IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THE NATIONAL ALZHEIMER’S 
PROJECT ACT AND THE NA-
TIONAL PLAN TO ADDRESS ALZ-
HEIMER’S DISEASE 

Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
WICKER, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. MARKEY) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions: 

S. RES. 301 

Whereas more than 5,000,000 individuals in 
the United States live with Alzheimer’s dis-
ease, and, based on current projections, as 
many as 16,000,000 individuals in the United 
States will have Alzheimer’s disease by 2050; 

Whereas 1 in every 9 individuals in the 
United States over the age of 65 lives with 
Alzheimer’s disease; 

Whereas another individual in the United 
States develops Alzheimer’s disease every 68 
seconds, and, by 2050, another individual in 
the United States will develop the disease 
every 33 seconds; 

Whereas, in 2013, an estimated 450,000 peo-
ple in the United States will die from Alz-
heimer’s disease, making it the sixth-leading 
cause of death in the United States; 

Whereas, between 2000 and 2010, deaths at-
tributed to Alzheimer’s disease increased by 
68 percent; 

Whereas Alzheimer’s disease is devastating 
physically, emotionally, and financially; 

Whereas Alzheimer’s disease creates an 
enormous financial strain on the health care 
system, families, and Federal and State 
budgets; 

Whereas, according to an independent 
study supported by the National Institutes of 
Health, Alzheimer’s disease is already the 
costliest disease in the United States and is 
expected to become even more costly in the 
future; 

Whereas, in 2013, the total direct cost of 
caring for individuals in the United States 
with Alzheimer’s disease is estimated to be 
$203,000,000,000, including $107,000,000,000 in 
costs to Medicare and $35,000,000,000 to Med-
icaid; 

Whereas, if nothing is done to change the 
trajectory of the disease, the total direct 
cost of caring for individuals in the United 

States with Alzheimer’s disease is expected 
to rise to $1,200,000,000,000 by 2050; 

Whereas the average cost to Medicare for 
beneficiaries with Alzheimer’s disease is 3 
times higher than for those without the con-
dition; 

Whereas a Federal commitment to fighting 
Alzheimer’s disease can lower costs and im-
prove health outcomes for people living with 
the disease today and in the future; 

Whereas, by making Alzheimer’s disease a 
national priority, we can replicate the suc-
cesses that have been achieved in fighting 
other diseases; 

Whereas leadership from the Federal Gov-
ernment has helped lower the number of 
deaths from other major diseases and health 
problems such as HIV/AIDS, cancer, heart 
disease, and stroke; 

Whereas, in 2010, Congress unanimously 
passed the National Alzheimer’s Project Act; 

Whereas the National Alzheimer’s Project 
Act requires the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to create and annually up-
date a National Plan to Address Alzheimer’s 
Disease; 

Whereas the National Plan to Address Alz-
heimer’s Disease establishes goals and action 
steps to combat the disease in the areas of 
research, care, support, and public aware-
ness; and 

Whereas the National Plan to Address Alz-
heimer’s Disease has resulted in some nota-
ble accomplishments, including the creation 
of a blueprint for Alzheimer’s research by 
the National Institutes of Health: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes that additional focus, re-

search, and resources are needed to overcome 
Alzheimer’s disease; 

(2) acknowledges the impact that Alz-
heimer’s disease has on individuals with the 
disease, their caregivers and loved ones, and 
the United States as a whole; and 

(3) supports the goals and implementation 
of the National Alzheimer’s Project Act and 
the National Plan to Address Alzheimer’s 
Disease. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we all 
know someone who has been affected 
by Alzheimer’s disease or someone else 
who has. 

Everyone has occasional memory 
lapses, and it’s normal to forget names 
of an acquaintance or forget where you 
put your keys. 

But Alzheimer’s is so much more 
than just memory loss. 

It is a debilitating disease that only 
gets worse as it progresses. 

People living with the disease often 
forget conversations, appointments, 
and eventually forget the names of 
close friends and may no longer recog-
nize their spouse or their children. 

They struggle to recall the words to 
identify objects, and eventually lose 
the ability to read and write. 

Alzheimer’s makes everyday activi-
ties like keeping track of bills and 
cooking a meal extremely challenging 
and frustrating. 

Although the disease develops dif-
ferently for every individual, it eventu-
ally leads to loss of memory, thinking 
and reasoning skills. 

This year, approximately 450,000 peo-
ple in the United States will die from 
Alzheimer’s disease. 

Currently, more than 5 million Amer-
icans are living with the disease, in-
cluding 210,000 people in Illinois. 

But with a new person being diag-
nosed with Alzheimer’s every 68 sec-
onds, the number of people with Alz-
heimer’s will rise to 16 million by 2050. 

If nothing is done to change the tra-
jectory of the disease, more people and 
families will suffer and federal spend-
ing linked to the disease will soar. 

In 2013, the cost of caring for those 
with Alzheimer’s disease will total an 
estimated $203 billion for Medicaid and 
Medicare. 

If we stay on this path, the total cost 
of caring for individuals with Alz-
heimer’s disease is expected to rise to 
1.2 trillion by 2050—an increase of more 
than 500 percent. 

But this is a problem that we can 
solve. 

In 2010, Congress recognized the need 
for additional resources and research 
to overcome Alzheimer’s disease and 
unanimously passed the National Alz-
heimer’s Project Act. 

The National Alzheimer’s Project 
Act created a national strategic plan, 
which establishes goals and action 
steps to combat the disease in the 
areas of research, care, support, and 
public awareness. 

The plan has already resulted in 
some notable achievements. 

In 2012, the National Institutes of 
Health dedicated an additional $50 mil-
lion for Alzheimer’s research. 

The Health Resources and Services 
Administration invested $2 million to 
improve the quality of care for people 
with Alzheimer’s. 

But more needs to be done and the 
success of the National Alzheimer’s 
Plan requires continued federal invest-
ments for biomedical research and re-
sources for people with Alzheimer’s. 

President Obama’s fiscal year 2014 
budget proposed $100 million in new 
NIH funding for Alzheimer’s research. 

The Senate Labor, Health, and 
Human Services appropriations bill 
which passed the Appropriations Com-
mittee adds $84 million to the NIH’s 
National Institute of Aging for Alz-
heimer’s research. 

The bill also provides $40 million for 
the new Brain Initiative, which will 
help us better understand the brain and 
Alzheimer’s. 

These federal investments to fight 
Alzheimer’s disease can lower costs and 
improve health outcomes for people 
living with the disease. 

People like Janet Dever. 
Janet Dever, 73 years old, was diag-

nosed with Alzheimer’s disease five 
years ago. 

She does her best to not dwell on the 
negatives or sink into depression. 

But she says that the hardest part of 
the disease is watching her family and 
friends suffer along with her. 

The part of the disease that upsets 
her the most is that many people don’t 
know how to interact with her any-
more, so they have stayed away. 

But Janet and her husband Bill 
aren’t giving up. And we shouldn’t give 
up either. 

To reinforce the initial steps toward 
greater investment in finding answers, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:42 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19NO6.045 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8199 November 19, 2013 
I am submitting this resolution, along 
with Senators COLLINS, MIKULSKI, TIM 
JOHNSON, MENENDEZ, WICKER, MORAN, 
and MARKEY, supporting the goals and 
implementation of the National Alz-
heimer’s Project Act and the National 
Plan to Address Alzheimer’s Disease. 

But to achieve these goals, the Plan 
needs federal funding to be fully imple-
mented. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
Resolution and reinforce our national 
commitment to turning around the 
seeming inevitability of this terrible 
brain disease. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues to ensure investments are 
made in Alzheimer’s research and to 
make the goal of preventing and effec-
tively treating Alzheimer’s disease by 
2050 a reality. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 2148. Mr. BENNET (for himself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. CARPER, and Ms. AYOTTE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of Defense, 
for military construction, and for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2149. Mrs. HAGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2150. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2151. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself, Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. WYDEN, 
and Mr. NELSON) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2152. Mr. UDALL of Colorado submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2153. Mr. DONNELLY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2154. Mr. HOEVEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2155. Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. 
CORNYN, Mr. WYDEN, and Ms. AYOTTE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2156. Mr. COBURN (for himself and Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2157. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2158. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2159. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 

to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2160. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2161. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2162. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2163. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2164. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2165. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2166. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2167. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2168. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2169. Mr. BENNET submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2170. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mrs. FISCHER, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
CRAPO) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2171. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, and Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2172. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. WARNER, and Mrs. SHAHEEN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2173. Ms. BALDWIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2174. Ms. BALDWIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2175. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra. 

SA 2176. Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. MORAN, 
Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. VITTER, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. 
HOEVEN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2177. Mr. HELLER (for himself and Ms. 
HIRONO) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2178. Mr. FLAKE (for himself and Mr. 
COBURN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2179. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 
COBURN, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. JOHNSON of Wis-

consin) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2180. Mr. FLAKE (for himself and Mr. 
COONS) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2181. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2182. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2183. Mr. VITTER (for himself, Mr. 
RISCH, Mr. LEE, and Mrs. FISCHER) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2184. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2185. Mr. WICKER (for himself, Mr. 
LEE, Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. CORNYN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2186. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BOOZMAN, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. PRYOR) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2187. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2188. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2189. Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. CRUZ, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. CORNYN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2190. Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. 
TESTER, and Mr. BOOZMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2191. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2192. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2193. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2194. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2195. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2196. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2197. Mr. KAINE (for himself and Mr. 
CHAMBLISS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2198. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for himself 
and Mr. PORTMAN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 
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SA 2199. Ms. HEITKAMP submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2200. Mr. NELSON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2201. Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2202. Mr. NELSON (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. HAGAN, and Mr. 
COONS) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2203. Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and 
Mr. COATS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2204. Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
INHOFE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2205. Mrs. GILLIBRAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2206. Mrs. GILLIBRAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2207. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself 
and Mr. MORAN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2208. Mr. CASEY (for himself and Mr. 
TOOMEY) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2209. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
SCHATZ, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. CASEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2210. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
SCHATZ, and Mr. CASEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2211. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. DONNELLY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2212. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2213. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. ENZI) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2214. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2215. Mr. REID submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2216. Mr. REID submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2217. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2218. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2219. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. NELSON, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Ms. HEITKAMP, Ms. WARREN, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. 
BOOKER, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. CASEY, Mr. HOEVEN, 
Mrs. HAGAN, and Mr. MERKLEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2220. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr. 
CASEY) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2221. Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. KIRK, 
and Mr. DURBIN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2222. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2223. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2224. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2225. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2226. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2227. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2228. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2229. Mr. PAUL submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2230. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and 
Mr. TESTER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2231. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2232. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
LEE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2233. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. COONS, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BROWN, and Ms. STABENOW) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2234. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. MURPHY) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2235. Mrs. GILLIBRAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2236. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2237. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2238. Mr. BAUCUS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 2100 submitted by Mr. WYDEN (for himself 
and Mr. HEINRICH) and intended to be pro-
posed to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2239. Mr. HEINRICH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2240. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2241. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2242. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself and 
Mr. VITTER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2243. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, and Mr. BENNET) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2244. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, Mr. 
SHELBY, and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2245. Mr. BEGICH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2246. Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and 
Mr. HELLER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2247. Mr. SCHATZ (for himself, Mr. 
BARRASSO, and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2248. Mr. KING (for himself and Ms. 
COLLINS) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2249. Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2250. Mr. TESTER (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2251. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and 
Mr. TOOMEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2252. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and 
Mr. MORAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2253. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, and Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2254. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
TESTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2255. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. RUBIO, and Mr. BARRASSO) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 1197, supra. 
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SA 2256. Mr. BEGICH submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2257. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
REED) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2258. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
REED) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2259. Mr. BARRASSO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2260. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2261. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2262. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2263. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, and Mr. BOOZMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2264. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2265. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
SCHATZ, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Ms. HIRONO, 
and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2266. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2267. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2268. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2269. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2270. Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Mr. MERKLEY, and Mr. BROWN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2271. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2272. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2273. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2274. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2275. Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr. 
SANDERS) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2276. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 

bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2277. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2278. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. KIRK, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. BROWN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2279. Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 
HARKIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2280. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mrs. 
HAGAN, and Mr. HARKIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2281. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2282. Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. HEINRICH) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was or-
dered to lie on the table. 

SA 2283. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. KIRK) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2284. Mr. DONNELLY (for himself, Mr. 
CRUZ, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BEGICH, 
Mr. PRYOR, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. BENNET, Mr. 
JOHANNS, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. BOOZMAN, Ms. 
HEITKAMP, Mr. CHAMBLISS, and Mr. MORAN) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2285. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. GRASSLEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 1197, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2286. Mr. COONS (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2287. Mr. KIRK submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2288. Mr. LEE submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2289. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2290. Mr. SCHATZ submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2291. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2292. Mr. HARKIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2293. Mr. HARKIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2294. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2295. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. MCCON-
NELL, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. MORAN) submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2296. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2297. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself and 
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2298. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2299. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2300. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2301. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2302. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
MCCAIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2303. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2304. Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, Mr. 
MANCHIN, and Mr. MORAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2305. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to the bill S. 1197, supra. 

SA 2306. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2305 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the bill S. 1197, supra. 

SA 2307. Mr. REID proposed an amendment 
to amendment SA 2306 proposed by Mr. REID 
to the amendment SA 2305 proposed by Mr. 
REID to the bill S. 1197, supra. 

SA 2308. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2309. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2310. Mr. HELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2311. Mr. HELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2312. Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself and 
Mr. BEGICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2313. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2314. Mr. RUBIO submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2315. Mr. HATCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2316. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2317. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
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bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2318. Mr. MORAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2319. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2320. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2321. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2322. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2323. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2324. Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Mr. 
MCCAIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2325. Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, and Mr. DURBIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2326. Mrs. GILLIBRAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2327. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, Mr. 
KIRK, and Mr. BURR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2328. Mrs. BOXER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2329. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2330. Mr. LEAHY submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2331. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself and 
Mr. CORKER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2332. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, and Mr. HARKIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2333. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
DURBIN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2334. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2335. Mr. PRYOR submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2336. Mr. BEGICH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2337. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2338. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 

bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2339. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 2340. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2341. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2342. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2343. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, Mr. 
PAUL, Mr. LEE, and Mr. WYDEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2344. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. BROWN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 381, to 
award a Congressional Gold Medal to the 
World War II members of the ‘‘Doolittle 
Tokyo Raiders’’, for outstanding heroism, 
valor, skill, and service to the United States 
in conducting the bombings of Tokyo. 

SA 2345. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. LEVIN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3304, 
to authorize the President to award the 
Medal of Honor to Bennie G. Adkins and 
Donald P. Sloat of the United States Army 
for acts of valor during the Vietnam Conflict 
and to authorize the award of Medal of 
Honor to certain other veterans who were 
previously recommended for award of the 
Medal of Honor. 

SA 2346. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. LEVIN) 
proposed an amendment to the bill H.R. 3304, 
supra. 

SA 2347. Mrs. FISCHER (for herself and Mr. 
HOEVEN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2014 
for military activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and for 
defense activities of the Department of En-
ergy, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2348. Mr. JOHANNS (for himself and 
Mrs. FISCHER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
1197, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 2148. Mr. BENNET (for himself, 
Mr. COBURN, Mr. CARPER, and Ms. 
AYOTTE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 93, strike lines 17 through 19, and 
insert the following: 
SEC. 334. FEDERAL DATA CENTER CONSOLIDA-

TION. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Data Center Consolidation Act 
of 2013’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator for the Of-

fice of E-Government and Information Tech-
nology within the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

(2) COVERED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘covered 
agency’’ means the following (including all 
associated components of the agency): 

(A) Department of Agriculture; 
(B) Department of Commerce; 
(C) Department of Defense; 
(D) Department of Education; 
(E) Department of Energy; 
(F) Department of Health and Human Serv-

ices; 
(G) Department of Homeland Security; 
(H) Department of Housing and Urban De-

velopment; 
(I) Department of the Interior; 
(J) Department of Justice; 
(K) Department of Labor; 
(L) Department of State; 
(M) Department of Transportation; 
(N) Department of Treasury; 
(O) Department of Veterans Affairs; 
(P) Environmental Protection Agency; 
(Q) General Services Administration; 
(R) National Aeronautics and Space Ad-

ministration; 
(S) National Science Foundation; 
(T) Nuclear Regulatory Commission; 
(U) Office of Personnel Management; 
(V) Small Business Administration; 
(W) Social Security Administration; and 
(X) United States Agency for International 

Development. 
(3) FDCCI.—The term ‘‘FDCCI’’ means the 

Federal Data Center Consolidation Initiative 
described in the Office of Management and 
Budget Memorandum on the Federal Data 
Center Consolidation Initiative, dated Feb-
ruary 26, 2010, or any successor thereto. 

(4) GOVERNMENT-WIDE DATA CENTER CON-
SOLIDATION AND OPTIMIZATION METRICS.—The 
term ‘‘Government-wide data center consoli-
dation and optimization metrics’’ means the 
metrics established by the Administrator 
under subsection (c)(2)(G). 

(c) FEDERAL DATA CENTER CONSOLIDATION 
INVENTORIES AND STRATEGIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) ANNUAL REPORTING.—Each year, begin-

ning in the first fiscal year after the date of 
enactment of this Act and each fiscal year 
thereafter, the head of each covered agency, 
assisted by the Chief Information Officer of 
the agency, shall submit to the Adminis-
trator— 

(i) a comprehensive inventory of the data 
centers owned, operated, or maintained by or 
on behalf of the agency; and 

(ii) a multi-year strategy to achieve the 
consolidation and optimization of the data 
centers inventoried under clause (i), that in-
cludes— 

(I) performance metrics— 
(aa) that are consistent with the Govern-

ment-wide data center consolidation and op-
timization metrics; and 

(bb) by which the quantitative and quali-
tative progress of the agency toward the 
goals of the FDCCI can be measured; 

(II) a timeline for agency activities to be 
completed under the FDCCI, with an empha-
sis on benchmarks the agency can achieve by 
specific dates; 

(III) year-by-year calculations of invest-
ment and cost savings for the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this Act 
and ending on the date described in sub-
section (f), broken down by each year, in-
cluding a description of any initial costs for 
data center consolidation and optimization 
and life cycle cost savings and other im-
provements, with an emphasis on— 

(aa) meeting the Government-wide data 
center consolidation and optimization 
metrics; and 
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(bb) demonstrating the amount of agency- 

specific cost savings each fiscal year 
achieved through the FDCCI; and 

(IV) any additional information required 
by the Administrator. 

(B) USE OF OTHER REPORTING STRUCTURES.— 
The Administrator may require a covered 
agency to include the information required 
to be submitted under this subsection 
through reporting structures determined by 
the Administrator to be appropriate. 

(C) STATEMENT.—Each year, beginning in 
the first fiscal year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and each fiscal year there-
after, the head of each covered agency, act-
ing through the Chief Information Officer of 
the agency, shall— 

(i)(I) submit a statement to the Adminis-
trator stating whether the agency has com-
plied with the requirements of this section; 
and 

(II) make the statement submitted under 
subclause (I) publically available; and 

(ii) if the agency has not complied with the 
requirements of this section, submit a state-
ment to the Administrator explaining the 
reasons for not complying with such require-
ments. 

(D) AGENCY IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATE-
GIES.—Each covered agency, under the direc-
tion of the Chief Information Officer of the 
agency, shall— 

(i) implement the strategy required under 
subparagraph (A)(ii); and 

(ii) provide updates to the Administrator, 
on a quarterly basis, of — 

(I) the completion of activities by the 
agency under the FDCCI; 

(II) any progress of the agency towards 
meeting the Government-wide data center 
consolidation and optimization metrics; and 

(III) the actual cost savings and other im-
provements realized through the implemen-
tation of the strategy of the agency. 

(E) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to limit the 
reporting of information by a covered agency 
to the Administrator, the Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, or Congress. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSIBILITIES.—The 
Administrator shall— 

(A) establish the deadline, on an annual 
basis, for covered agencies to submit infor-
mation under this section; 

(B) establish a list of requirements that 
the covered agencies must meet to be consid-
ered in compliance with paragraph (1); 

(C) ensure that information relating to 
agency progress towards meeting the Gov-
ernment-wide data center consolidation and 
optimization metrics is made available in a 
timely manner to the general public; 

(D) review the inventories and strategies 
submitted under paragraph (1) to determine 
whether they are comprehensive and com-
plete; 

(E) monitor the implementation of the 
data center strategy of each covered agency 
that is required under paragraph (1)(A)(ii); 

(F) update, on an annual basis, the cumu-
lative cost savings realized through the im-
plementation of the FDCCI; and 

(G) establish metrics applicable to the con-
solidation and optimization of data centers 
Government-wide, including metrics with re-
spect to— 

(i) costs; 
(ii) efficiencies, including at least server 

efficiency; and 
(iii) any other metrics the Administrator 

establishes under this subparagraph. 
(3) COST SAVING GOAL AND UPDATES FOR CON-

GRESS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall develop, and make pub-
lically available, a goal, broken down by 
year, for the amount of planned cost savings 

and optimization improvements achieved 
through the FDCCI during the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this Act 
and ending on the date described in sub-
section (f). 

(B) ANNUAL UPDATE.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date on which the goal described in sub-
paragraph (A) is made publically available, 
and each year thereafter, the Administrator 
shall aggregate the reported cost savings of 
each covered agency and optimization im-
provements achieved to date through the 
FDCCI and compare the savings to the pro-
jected cost savings and optimization im-
provements developed under subparagraph 
(A). 

(ii) UPDATE FOR CONGRESS.—The goal re-
quired to be developed under subparagraph 
(A) shall be submitted to Congress and shall 
be accompanied by a statement describing— 

(I) whether each covered agency has in fact 
submitted a comprehensive asset inventory, 
including an assessment broken down by 
agency, which shall include the specific 
numbers, utilization, and efficiency level of 
data centers; and 

(II) whether each covered agency has sub-
mitted a comprehensive consolidation strat-
egy with the key elements described in para-
graph (1)(A)(ii). 

(4) GAO REVIEW.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
each year thereafter, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall review and 
verify the quality and completeness of the 
asset inventory and strategy of each covered 
agency required under paragraph (1)(A). 

(B) REPORT.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall, on an annual basis, 
publish a report on each review conducted 
under subparagraph (A). 

(d) ENSURING CYBERSECURITY STANDARDS 
FOR DATA CENTER CONSOLIDATION AND CLOUD 
COMPUTING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In implementing a data 
center consolidation and optimization strat-
egy under this section, a covered agency 
shall do so in a manner that is consistent 
with Federal guidelines on cloud computing 
security, including— 

(A) applicable provisions found within the 
Federal Risk and Authorization Management 
Program (FedRAMP); and 

(B) guidance published by the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to limit the abil-
ity of the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to update or modify the 
Federal guidelines on cloud computing secu-
rity. 

(e) WAIVER OF DISCLOSURE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The Director of National Intel-
ligence may waive the applicability to any 
element (or component of an element) of the 
intelligence community of any provision of 
this section if the Director of National Intel-
ligence determines that such waiver is in the 
interest of national security. Not later than 
30 days after making a waiver under this 
subsection, the Director of National Intel-
ligence shall submit to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs and the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the Senate and the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform and the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
of the House of Representatives a statement 
describing the waiver and the reasons for the 
waiver. 

(f) SUNSET.—This section is repealed effec-
tive on October 1, 2018. 

SEC. 335. MODIFICATION OF ANNUAL CORROSION 
CONTROL AND PREVENTION RE-
PORTING REQUIREMENTS. 

SA 2149. Mrs. HAGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DE-

FENSE SUPPORT OF CANINES USED 
IN STAND-OFF DETECTION OF EX-
PLOSIVES AND EXPLOSIVES PRE-
CURSORS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology, and Logistics shall 
submit to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a report on the plans of the De-
partment of Defense to develop and maintain 
the capability and infrastructure required to 
support canines used for stand-off detection 
of explosives and explosives precursors to 
support combat, combat support, and combat 
service support dismounted forces. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the plans of the Depart-
ment, and each Armed Force, to develop and 
maintain the capability and infrastructure 
required to support canines for stand-off de-
tection of explosives and explosives precur-
sors to support combat, combat support, and 
combat service support dismounted forces. 

(2) A specification of each of the following: 
(A) The acquisition, production, and pro-

curement process for canines for stand-off 
detection of explosives and explosives pre-
cursors. 

(B) The testing and evaluation procedures 
of the Department to ensure that canines 
reach or exceed current detection capabili-
ties and standards for detection canines with 
respect to explosives and explosives precur-
sors. 

(C) The timeframe for procuring, training, 
and certifying canines capable of providing 
stand-off detection of explosives and explo-
sives precursors in the event of a surge re-
quirement. 

(3) A description of the plans of the Depart-
ment to continue research and development 
in the field of improvised explosive device 
(IED) detection for dismounted forces using 
canines for stand-off detection of explosives 
and explosives precursors. 

(4) A description of the technologies, if 
any, capable of replacing canines as a stand- 
off detection of explosives and explosives 
precursors capability for dismounted forces 
that will be or are expected to be available 
during the 2-year period beginning on the 
date of the report. 

(5) A description of the current work of the 
Department with other Federal, State, and 
local agencies, institutions of higher edu-
cation, nonprofit organizations, other ele-
ments of the private sector, and inter-
national allies in the research, development, 
training, and coordination of the use of ca-
nines for stand-off detection of explosives 
and explosives precursors. 

SA 2150. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
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bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XI, add the following: 
SEC. 1109. LIMITATION ON PAY INCREASE OR BO-

NUSES FOR FOREIGN NATIONALS 
EMPLOYED BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Secretary of De-
fense may not increase the pay of any for-
eign national employed by the Department 
of Defense, or pay such a foreign national 
any employment-related bonus or award, 
until the later of— 

(1) the effective date of the first adjust-
ment under section 5303 of title 5, United 
States Code made after the date of enact-
ment of this Act; or 

(2) the date on which the Secretary of De-
fense determines that the discretionary 
spending limit under the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 900 et seq.) for the revised security 
category (as defined under section 251A(1) of 
such Act (2 U.S.C. 901a(1))) for the fiscal year 
during which the determination is made, and 
each fiscal year thereafter through fiscal 
year 2021, has been increased by an Act of 
Congress over the otherwise applicable dis-
cretionary spending limit, which shall be 
based on the amounts of such discretionary 
spending limits after the application of each 
calculation, reduction, and other adjustment 
required under section 251A of such Act. 

(b) WAIVER.—The Secretary of Defense may 
waive the limitation under subsection (a), in 
whole or in part, if the Secretary determines 
the waiver is in the interest of national secu-
rity. 

SA 2151. Mrs. HAGAN (for herself, 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. BAUCUS, 
Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. NELSON) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 529. MINIMUM AMOUNTS OF EXPENDITURES 

ON TUITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES DURING FISCAL YEAR 2014. 

The minimum amount used by the Sec-
retary of a military department for tuition 
assistance for members of an Armed Force 
under the jurisdiction of that Secretary dur-
ing fiscal year 2014 shall be not less than— 

(1) the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2014 by this Act for 
tuition assistance programs for members of 
that Armed Force, minus 

(2) an amount that is not more than the 
percentage of the reduction required to the 
Operation and Maintenance account for that 
Armed Force for fiscal year 2014 by the budg-
et sequester required by section 251A of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985. 

SA 2152. Mr. UDALL of Colorado sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 

proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XXXI, add 
the following: 
SEC. 3119. MODIFICATION OF SUBMITTAL DATE 

OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES REPORT ON THE 
PROGRAM ON SCIENTIFIC ENGAGE-
MENT FOR NONPROLIFERATION. 

Section 3122 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public 
Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 2176; 50 U.S.C. 2562) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘, and 
to the Comptroller General of the United 
States,’’ after ‘‘the appropriate congres-
sional committees’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘two 
years after the date of the enactment of this 
Act’’ and inserting ‘‘18 months after the date 
of the submittal of the report described in 
subsection (b)(1)’’. 

SA 2153. Mr. DONNELLY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. REPORT ON ACTIVITIES BEING UNDER-

TAKEN BY THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC 
OF CHINA TO SUSTAIN THE ECON-
OMY OF THE DEMOCRATIC PEOPLE’S 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on 
the activities being undertaken by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to sustain the econ-
omy of the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report shall include 
the following: 

(A) A description of the activities of the 
People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and Polit-
buro members of the People’s Republic of 
China in government and non-government 
bilateral trade, banking, investment, eco-
nomic development, and infrastructure 
projects between the People’s Republic of 
China and the Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea at the national, provincial, and 
local level. 

(B) A description of the financial re-
sources, transactions, and structures of the 
entities and individuals of the People’s Re-
public of China engaged in the activities de-
scribed under subparagraph (A). 

(C) An assessment of the impact of the ac-
tivities described under subparagraph (A) on 
the weapons of mass destruction program 
and the ballistic missile program of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea. 

(b) FORM.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives. 

SA 2154. Mr. HOEVEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 27, strike lines 23 and 24 and insert 
the following: 
181; 122 Stat. 32), is amended by inserting 
‘‘conventional’’ after ‘‘common’’. 

(b) LIMITATION.—No modification of B–52 
aircraft for the purpose of complying with 
the terms of the New START Treaty MAY be 
made until the Secretary of Defense submits 
to Congress the report required under sec-
tion 1042(a) of the National Defense Author-
ization Act of Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 
112–81; 125 Stat. 1575). 

(c) NEW START TREATY DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘New START Treaty’’ 
means the Treaty between the United States 
of America and the Russian Federation on 
Measures for the Further Reduction and 
Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, 
signed on April 8, 2010, and entered into force 
on February 5, 2011. 

SA 2155. Mr. COBURN (for himself, 
Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. PAUL, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. JOHNSON of Wis-
consin, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. WYDEN, and 
Ms. AYOTTE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of division A, add the following: 
TITLE XVI—AUDIT OF THE DEPARTMENT 

OF DEFENSE 
SEC. 1601. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Audit the 
Pentagon Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 1602. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Section 9 of Article I of the Constitu-

tion of the United States requires all agen-
cies of the Federal Government, including 
the Department of Defense, to publish ‘‘a 
regular statement and account of the re-
ceipts and expenditures of all public money’’. 

(2) Section 3515 of title 31, United States 
Code, requires the agencies of the Federal 
Government, including the Department of 
Defense, to present auditable financial state-
ments beginning not later than March 1, 
1997. The Department has not complied with 
this law. 

(3) The Federal Financial Management Im-
provement Act of 1996 (31 U.S.C. 3512 note) 
requires financial systems acquired by the 
Federal Government, including the Depart-
ment of Defense, to be able to provide infor-
mation to leaders to manage and control the 
cost of Government. The Department has not 
complied with this law. 
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(4) The financial management of the De-

partment of Defense has been on the ‘‘High- 
Risk’’ list of the Government Accountability 
Office, which means that the Department is 
not consistently able to ‘‘control costs; en-
sure basic accountability; anticipate future 
costs and claims on the budget; measure per-
formance; maintain funds control; [and] pre-
vent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse’’. 

(5) The National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (Public Law 107–107) 
requires the Secretary of Defense to report 
to Congress annually on the reliability of the 
financial statements of the Department of 
Defense, to minimize resources spent on pro-
ducing unreliable financial statements, and 
to use resources saved to improve financial 
management policies, procedures, and inter-
nal controls. 

(6) In 2005, the Department of Defense cre-
ated a Financial Improvement and Audit 
Readiness (FIAR) Plan, overseen by a direc-
torate within the office of the Under Sec-
retary of Defense (Comptroller), to improve 
Department business processes with the goal 
of producing timely, reliable, and accurate 
financial information that could generate an 
audit-ready annual financial statement. In 
December 2005, that directorate, known as 
the FIAR Directorate, issued the first of a 
series of semiannual reports on the status of 
the Financial Improvement and Audit Readi-
ness Plan. 

(7) The National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111–84) 
requires regular status reports on the Finan-
cial Improvement and Audit Readiness Plan 
described in paragraph (6), and codified as a 
statutory requirement the goal of the Plan 
in ensuring that Department of Defense fi-
nancial statements are validated as ready for 
audit not later than September 30, 2017. In 
addition, the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239) 
requires that the statement of budgetary re-
sources of the Department of Defense be vali-
dated as ready for audit by not later than 
September 30, 2014. 

(8) At a September 2010 hearing of the Sen-
ate, the Government Accountability Office 
stated that past expenditures by the Depart-
ment of Defense of $5,800,000,000 to improve 
financial information, and billions of dollars 
more of anticipated expenditures on new in-
formation technology systems for that pur-
pose, may not suffice to achieve full audit 
readiness of the financial statement of the 
Department. At that hearing, the Govern-
ment Accountability Office could not predict 
when the Department would achieve full 
audit readiness of such statements. 

(9) At a 2013 hearing of the Senate, Sec-
retary of Defense Chuck Hagel affirmed his 
commitment to audit-ready budget state-
ments for the Department of Defense by the 
end of 2014, and stated that he ‘‘will do ev-
erything he can to fulfill this commitment’’. 
At that hearing, Secretary Hagel noted that 
auditable financial statements were essen-
tial to the Department not only for improv-
ing the quality of its financial information, 
but also for reassuring the public and Con-
gress that it is a good steward of public 
funds. 
SEC. 1603. CESSATION OF APPLICABILITY OF RE-

PORTING REQUIREMENTS REGARD-
ING THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

(a) CESSATION OF APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) MILITARY DEPARTMENTS.—The financial 

statements of a military department shall 
cease to be covered by the reporting require-
ments specified in subsection (b) upon the 
issuance of an unqualified audit opinion on 
such financial statements. 

(2) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—The report-
ing requirements specified in subsection (b) 
shall cease to be effective when an unquali-

fied audit opinion is issued on the financial 
statements of the Department of Defense, in-
cluding each of the military departments 
and the other reporting entities defined by 
the Office of Management and Budget. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—The report-
ing requirements specified in this subsection 
are the following: 

(1) The requirement for annual reports in 
section 892(b) of the Ike Skelton National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2011 (Public Law 111–383; 124 Stat. 4311; 10 
U.S.C. 2306a note). 

(2) The requirement for semi-annual re-
ports in section 1003(b) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 
(Public Law 111–84; 123 Stat. 2440; 10 U.S.C. 
2222 note). 

(3) The requirement for annual reports in 
section 817(d) of the Bob Stump National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 
(10 U.S.C. 2306a note). 

(4) The requirement for annual reports in 
section 1008(a) of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002 (Public 
Law 107–107; 115 Stat. 1204; 10 U.S.C. 113 
note). 

(5) The requirement for periodic reports in 
section 908(b) of the Defense Acquisition Im-
provement Act of 1986 (Public Law 99–500; 100 
Stat. 1783–140; 10 U.S.C. 2326 note) and dupli-
cate requirements as provided for in section 
6 of the Defense Technical Corrections Act of 
1987 (Public Law 100–26; 101 Stat. 274; 10 
U.S.C. 2302 note). 
SEC. 1604. ENHANCED REPROGRAMMING AU-

THORITY FOLLOWING ACHIEVE-
MENT BY DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AND MILITARY DEPARTMENTS OF 
AUDIT WITH UNQUALIFIED OPINION 
OF STATEMENT OF BUDGETARY RE-
SOURCES FOR FISCAL YEARS AFTER 
FISCAL YEAR 2014. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE GENERALLY.— 
Subject to section 1606(1), if the Department 
of Defense obtains an audit with an unquali-
fied opinion on its statement of budgetary 
resources for any fiscal year after fiscal year 
2014, the limitation on the total amount of 
authorizations that the Secretary of Defense 
may transfer pursuant to general transfer 
authority available to the Secretary in the 
national interest in the succeeding fiscal 
year shall be $8,000,000,000. 

(b) MILITARY DEPARTMENTS, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES, AND DEFENSE FIELD ACTIVITIES.— 
Subject to section 1607(a), if a military de-
partment, Defense Agency, or defense field 
activity obtains an audit with an unqualified 
opinion on its statement of budgetary re-
sources for any fiscal year after fiscal year 
2014, the thresholds for reprogramming of 
funds of such military department, Defense 
Agency, or defense field activity, as the case 
may be, without prior notice to Congress for 
the succeeding fiscal year shall be deemed to 
be the thresholds as follows: 

(1) In the case of an increase or decrease to 
the program base amount for a procurement 
program, $60,000,000. 

(2) In the case of an increase or decrease to 
the program base amount for a research pro-
gram, $30,000,000. 

(3) In the case of an increase or decrease to 
the amount for a budget activity for oper-
ation and maintenance, $45,000,000. 

(4) In the case of an increase or decrease to 
the amount for a budget activity for mili-
tary personnel, $30,000,000. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to alter or revise any re-
quirement (other than a threshold amount) 
for notice to Congress on transfers covered 
by subsection (a) or reprogrammings covered 
by subsection (b) under any other provision 
of law. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
‘‘program base amount’’, ‘‘procurement pro-

gram’’, ‘‘research program’’, and ‘‘budget ac-
tivity’’ have the meanings given such terms 
in chapter 6 of volume 3 of the Financial 
Management Regulation of the Department 
of Defense (DoD 7000.14R), dated March 2011, 
or any successor document. 

SEC. 1605. FAILURE TO OBTAIN AUDITS WITH UN-
QUALIFIED OPINION OF FISCAL 
YEAR 2015 GENERAL FUND STATE-
MENT OF BUDGETARY RESOURCES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Department of De-
fense fails to obtain an audit with an un-
qualified opinion on its general fund state-
ment of budgetary resources for fiscal year 
2015 by December 31, 2015, the following shall 
take effect on January 1, 2016: 

(1) ADDITIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND DUTIES 
OF USD (COMPTROLLER).— 

(A) QUALIFICATIONS.—Any individual nomi-
nated for appointment to the position of 
Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) 
under section 135 of title 10, United States 
Code, shall be an individual who has served— 

(i) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a Federal or State agency 
that has received an audit with an unquali-
fied opinion on such agency’s financial state-
ments during the time of such individual’s 
service; or 

(ii) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a public company that has 
received an audit with an unqualified opin-
ion on such company’s financial statements 
during the time of such individual’s service. 

(B) DUTIES AND POWERS.—The duties and 
powers of the individual serving as Under 
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) shall in-
clude, in addition to the duties and powers 
specified in section 135(c) of title 10, United 
States Code, such duties and powers with re-
spect to the financial management of the De-
partment of Defense as the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense (acting in the capacity of Chief 
Management Officer of the Department of 
Defense) or a successor official in the De-
partment of Defense (acting in such capac-
ity) may prescribe. 

(2) ADDITIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND RESPON-
SIBILITIES OF ASA FOR FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT.— 

(A) QUALIFICATIONS.—Any individual nomi-
nated for appointment to the position of As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Financial 
Management under section 3016 of title 10, 
United States Code, shall be an individual 
who has served— 

(i) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a Federal or State agency 
that has received an audit with an unquali-
fied opinion on such agency’s financial state-
ments during the time of such individual’s 
service; or 

(ii) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a public company that has 
received an audit with an unqualified opin-
ion on such company’s financial statements 
during the time of such individual’s service. 

(B) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The responsibilities 
of the individual serving as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Financial Manage-
ment shall include, in addition to the respon-
sibilities specified in section 3016(b)(4) of 
title 10, United States Code, such respon-
sibilities as the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
(acting in the capacity of Chief Management 
Officer of the Department of Defense) or a 
successor official in the Department of De-
fense (acting in such capacity) may pre-
scribe. 

(3) ADDITIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND RESPON-
SIBILITIES OF ASN FOR FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT.— 

(A) QUALIFICATIONS.—Any individual nomi-
nated for appointment to the position of As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Financial 
Management under section 5016 of title 10, 
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United States Code, shall be an individual 
who has served— 

(i) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a Federal or State agency 
that has received an audit with an unquali-
fied opinion on such agency’s financial state-
ments during the time of such individual’s 
service; or 

(ii) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a public company that has 
received an audit with an unqualified opin-
ion on such company’s financial statements 
during the time of such individual’s service. 

(B) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The responsibilities 
of the individual serving as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Navy for Financial Manage-
ment shall include, in addition to the respon-
sibilities specified in section 5016(b)(4) of 
title 10, United States Code, such respon-
sibilities as the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
(acting in the capacity of Chief Management 
Officer of the Department of Defense) or a 
successor official in the Department of De-
fense (acting in such capacity) may pre-
scribe. 

(4) ADDITIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND RESPON-
SIBILITIES OF ASAF FOR FINANCIAL MANAGE-
MENT.— 

(A) QUALIFICATIONS.—Any individual nomi-
nated for appointment to the position of As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force for Finan-
cial Management under section 8016 of title 
10, United States Code, shall be an individual 
who has served— 

(i) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a Federal or State agency 
that has received an audit with an unquali-
fied opinion on such agency’s financial state-
ments during the time of such individual’s 
service; or 

(ii) as the chief financial officer or equiva-
lent position of a public company that has 
received an audit with an unqualified opin-
ion on such company’s financial statements 
during the time of such individual’s service. 

(B) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The responsibilities 
of the individual serving as Assistant Sec-
retary of the Air Force for Financial Man-
agement shall include, in addition to the re-
sponsibilities specified in section 8016(b)(4) of 
title 10, United States Code, such respon-
sibilities as the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
(acting in the capacity of Chief Management 
Officer of the Department of Defense) or a 
successor official in the Department of De-
fense (acting in such capacity) may pre-
scribe. 

(b) PUBLIC COMPANY DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘public company’’ has the 
meaning given the term ‘‘issuer’’ in section 
2(a)(7) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 (15 
U.S.C. 7201(a)(7)). 
SEC. 1606. FAILURE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-

FENSE TO OBTAIN AUDITS WITH UN-
QUALIFIED OPINION OF FISCAL 
YEAR 2018 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS. 

If the Department of Defense fails to ob-
tain an audit with an unqualified opinion on 
its general fund statement of budgetary re-
sources for fiscal year 2018 by December 31, 
2018: 

(1) PERMANENT CESSATION OF ENHANCED 
GENERAL TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—Effective as 
of January 1, 2019, the authority in section 
1604(a) shall cease to be available to the De-
partment of Defense for fiscal year 2018 and 
any fiscal year thereafter. 

(2) REORGANIZATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES OF 
CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFICER.—Effective as of 
April 1, 2019: 

(A) POSITION OF CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFI-
CER.—Section 132a of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 132a. Chief Management Officer 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) There is a Chief Man-
agement Officer of the Department of De-
fense, appointed from civilian life by the 

President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. 

‘‘(2) Any individual nominated for appoint-
ment as Chief Management Officer shall be 
an individual who has— 

‘‘(A) extensive executive level leadership 
and management experience in the public or 
private sector; 

‘‘(B) strong leadership skills; 
‘‘(C) a demonstrated ability to manage 

large and complex organizations; and 
‘‘(D) a proven record in achieving positive 

operational results. 
‘‘(b) POWERS AND DUTIES.—The Chief Man-

agement Officer shall perform such duties 
and exercise such powers as the Secretary of 
Defense may prescribe. 

‘‘(c) SERVICE AS CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFI-
CER.—(1) The Chief Management Officer is 
the Chief Management Officer of the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

‘‘(2) In serving as the Chief Management 
Officer of the Department of Defense, the 
Chief Management Officer shall be respon-
sible for the management and administra-
tion of the Department of Defense with re-
spect to the following: 

‘‘(A) The expenditure of funds, accounting, 
and finance. 

‘‘(B) Procurement, including procurement 
of any enterprise resource planning (ERP) 
system and any information technology (IT) 
system that is a financial feeder system, 
human resources system, or logistics system. 

‘‘(C) Facilities, property, nonmilitary 
equipment, and other resources. 

‘‘(D) Strategic planning, annual perform-
ance planning, and identification and track-
ing of performance measures. 

‘‘(E) Internal audits and management anal-
yses of the programs and activities of the 
Department, including the Defense Contract 
Audit Agency. 

‘‘(F) Such other areas or matters as the 
Secretary of Defense may designate. 

‘‘(3) The head of the Defense Contract 
Audit Agency shall be under the supervision 
of, and shall report directly to, the Chief 
Management Officer. 

‘‘(d) PRECEDENCE.—The Chief Management 
Officer takes precedence in the Department 
of Defense after the Secretary of Defense and 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense.’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(i) Section 131(b) of title 10, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(I) by striking paragraph (3); 
(II) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-

graph (3); and 
(III) by inserting after paragraph (1) the 

following new paragraph (2): 
‘‘(2) The Chief Management Officer of the 

Department of Defense.’’. 
(ii) Section 132 of such title is amended— 
(I) by striking subsection (c); and 
(II) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) 

as subsections (c) and (d), respectively. 
(iii) Section 133(e)(1) of such title is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘and the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense’’ and inserting ‘‘, the Deputy Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Chief Management 
Officer of the Department of Defense’’. 

(iv) Such title is further amended by in-
serting ‘‘the Chief Management Officer of 
the Department of Defense,’’ after ‘‘the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense,’’ each place it ap-
pears in the provisions as follows: 

(I) Section 133(e)(2). 
(II) Section 134(c). 
(v) Section 137a(d) of such title is amended 

by striking ‘‘the Secretaries of the military 
departments,’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘the Chief Management Officer of 
the Department of Defense, the Secretaries 
of the military departments, and the Under 
Secretaries of Defense.’’. 

(vi) Section 138(d) of such title is amended 
by striking ‘‘the Secretaries of the military 

departments,’’ and all that follows through 
the period and inserting ‘‘the Chief Manage-
ment Officer of the Department of Defense, 
the Secretaries of the military departments, 
the Under Secretaries of Defense, and the Di-
rector of Defense Research and Engineer-
ing.’’. 

(C) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 4 of such 
title is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 132a and inserting the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘132a. Chief Management Officer.’’. 

(D) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE.—Section 5313 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Chief Management Officer of the Depart-
ment of Defense.’’. 

(E) REFERENCE IN LAW.—Any reference in 
any provision of law to the Chief Manage-
ment Officer of the Department of Defense 
shall be deemed to refer to the Chief Man-
agement Officer of the Department of De-
fense under section 132a of title 10, United 
States Code (as amended by this paragraph). 

(3) JURISDICTION OF DFAS.—Effective as of 
April 1, 2019: 

(A) TRANSFER TO DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY.—Jurisdiction of the Defense Fi-
nance and Accounting Service (DFAS) is 
transferred from the Department of Defense 
to the Department of the Treasury. 

(B) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall administer the Defense Fi-
nance and Accounting Service following 
transfer under this paragraph through the 
Financial Management Service of the De-
partment of the Treasury. 

(C) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—The 
Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall jointly enter into a 
memorandum of understanding regarding the 
transfer of jurisdiction of the Defense Fi-
nance and Accounting Service under this 
paragraph. The memorandum of under-
standing shall provide for the transfer of the 
personnel and other resources of the Service 
to the Department of the Treasury and for 
the assumption of responsibility for such 
personnel and resources by the Department 
of the Treasury. 

(D) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this para-
graph shall be construed as terminating, al-
tering, or revising any responsibilities or au-
thorities of the Defense Finance and Ac-
counting Service (other than responsibilities 
and authorities in connection with the exer-
cise of jurisdiction of the Service following 
transfer under this paragraph). 
SEC. 1607. FAILURE OF THE MILITARY DEPART-

MENTS TO OBTAIN AUDITS WITH UN-
QUALIFIED OPINION OF FINANCIAL 
STATEMENTS FOR FISCAL YEARS 
AFTER FISCAL YEAR 2017. 

(a) PERMANENT CESSATION OF AUTHORITIES 
ON REPROGRAMMING OF FUNDS.—If a military 
department fails to obtain an audit with an 
unqualified opinion on its financial state-
ments for fiscal year 2018 by December 31, 
2018, effective as of January 1, 2019, the au-
thorities in section 1604(b) shall cease to be 
available to the military department for fis-
cal year 2018 and any fiscal year thereafter. 

(b) ANNUAL PROHIBITION ON EXPENDITURE 
OF FUNDS FOR CERTAIN MDAPS PAST MILE-
STONE B IN CONNECTION WITH FAILURE.— 

(1) PROHIBITION.—Effective for fiscal years 
after fiscal year 2017, if a military depart-
ment fails to obtain an audit with an un-
qualified opinion on its financial statements 
for any fiscal year, effective as of the date of 
the issuance of the opinion on such audit, 
amounts available to the military depart-
ment for the following fiscal year may not be 
obligated by the military department for a 
weapon or weapon system or platform being 
acquired as a major defense acquisition pro-
gram for any activity beyond Milestone B 
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approval unless such program has already 
achieved Milestone B approval of the date of 
the issuance of the opinion on such audit. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) The term ‘‘major defense acquisition 

program’’ has the meaning given that term 
in section 2430 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(B) The term ‘‘Milestone B approval’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
2366(e)(7) of title 10, United States Code. 
SEC. 1608. ENTERPRISE RESOURCE PLANNING. 

The Secretary of Defense shall amend the 
acquisition guidance of the Department of 
Defense to provide for the following: 

(1) The Defense Business System Manage-
ment Committee may not approve procure-
ment of any Enterprise Resource Planning 
(ERP) business system that is independently 
estimated to take longer than three years to 
procure from initial obligation of funds to 
full deployment and sustainment. 

(2) Any contract for the acquisition of an 
Enterprise Resource Planning business sys-
tem shall include a provision authorizing 
termination of the contract at no cost to the 
Government if procurement of the system 
takes longer than three years from initial 
obligation of funds to full deployment and 
sustainment. 

(3) Any implementation of an Enterprise 
Resource Planning system shall comply with 
each of the following: 

(A) The current Business Enterprise Archi-
tecture established by the Chief Manage-
ment Officer of the Department of Defense. 

(B) The provisions of section 2222 of title 
10, United States Code. 

(4) The Deputy Secretary of Defense (act-
ing in the capacity of Chief Management Of-
ficer of the Department of Defense) or a suc-
cessor official in the Department of Defense 
(acting in such capacity) shall have the au-
thority to replace any program manager 
(whether in a military department or a De-
fense Agency) for the procurement of an En-
terprise Resource Planning business system 
if procurement of the system takes longer 
than three years from initial obligation of 
funds to full deployment and sustainment. 

(5) Any integrator contract for the imple-
mentation of an Enterprise Resource Plan-
ning business system shall only be awarded 
to companies that have a history of success-
ful implementation of other Enterprise Re-
source Planning business systems for the 
Federal Government (whether with the De-
partment of Defense or another department 
or agency of the Federal Government), in-
cluding meeting cost and schedule goals. 

SA 2156. Mr. COBURN (for himself 
and Mr. CHAMBLISS) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. USE OF FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR THE 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ONLY 
FOR DEFENSE-RELATED PURPOSES. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF NON-DEFENSE SPEND-
ING.—Amounts authorized to be appropriated 
by this Act may not be used for a program, 
project, or activity if the Secretary of De-
fense determines that the such program, 
project, or activity does not serve a defense- 
related purpose. 

(b) TRANSFER OF DUPLICATIVE PROGRAMS.— 
In the event the Secretary of Defense deter-

mines that a program, project, or activity of 
the Department of Defense duplicates, in 
whole or in part, a program, project, or ac-
tivity of another department or agency of 
the Federal Government, the Secretary shall 
transfer to the head of such department or 
agency jurisdiction any part of such pro-
gram, project, or activity that is so duplica-
tive. 

(c) COORDINATION ON NON-DEFENSE-SPECIFIC 
RESEARCH.—In the event the Secretary of 
Defense determines that a program, project, 
or activity of the Department of Defense in-
volves research or development that will 
benefit another department or agency of the 
Federal Government, the Secretary shall co-
ordinate with the head of such department 
or agency and the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget on such research 
and development in order to ensure that 
such research and development is conducted 
in a manner which provides maximum ben-
efit to both the Department and such depart-
ment or agency. 

SA 2157. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 901 and insert the following: 
SEC. 901. UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 

MANAGEMENT. 
(a) CONVERSION OF POSITION OF DEPUTY 

CHIEF MANAGEMENT OFFICER TO POSITION OF 
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR MANAGE-
MENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating section 137a as section 
137b; and 

(B) by inserting after section 137 the fol-
lowing new section 137a: 
‘‘§ 137a. Under Secretary of Defense for Man-

agement 
‘‘(a) APPOINTMENT.—(1) There is an Under 

Secretary of Defense for Management, ap-
pointed from civilian life by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. 

‘‘(2) Any individual nominated for appoint-
ment to the position of Under Secretary of 
Defense for Management shall— 

‘‘(A) have served in a senior executive level 
position with operational responsibilities in 
a public company or a Federal or State agen-
cy; 

‘‘(B) have demonstrated experience driving 
strategic performance measures and leading 
the transformational efforts of a large, com-
plex organization; and 

‘‘(C) possess an educational background in 
business administration, public administra-
tion. 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITY FOR DISCHARGE OF 
CERTAIN.—(1) In addition to the responsibil-
ities specified in subsection (c), the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Management is also 
the following: 

‘‘(A) The Deputy Chief Management Officer 
of the Department of Defense. 

‘‘(B) The Performance Improvement Offi-
cer of the Department of Defense. 

‘‘(C) The Chief Information Officer of the 
Department of Defense. 

‘‘(2) In the capacity of Chief Information 
Officer of the Department of Defense, the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Management 
shall exercise authority, direction, and con-
trol over the Information Assurance Direc-
torate of the National Security Agency. 

‘‘(c) GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES.—The 
Under Secretary of Defense for Management 
is responsible, subject to the authority, di-
rection, and control of the Secretary of De-
fense and the Deputy Secretary of Defense in 
the role of the Deputy Secretary as Chief 
Management Officer of the Department of 
Defense, for— 

‘‘(1) supervising the management of the 
business operations of the Department of De-
fense and adjudicating issues and conflicts in 
functional do main business policies; 

‘‘(2) establishing business strategic plan-
ning and performance management policies 
and the Department of Defense Strategic 
Management Plan; 

‘‘(3) establishing business information 
technology portfolio policies and overseeing 
investment management of that portfolio for 
the Department of Defense; and 

‘‘(4) establishing end-to-end process and 
standards policies and the Business Enter-
prise Architecture. 

‘‘(d) PRECEDENCE.—The Under Secretary of 
Defense for Management takes precedence in 
the Department of Defense after the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED AU-
THORITY.—Section 132a of such title is re-
pealed. 

(3) CONTINUATION OF OFFICE.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a) of section 137a of 
title 10, United States Code (as amended by 
paragraph (1)), the individual serving in the 
position of Deputy Chief Management Officer 
of the Department of Defense as of the date 
of the enactment of this Act may serve as 
Under Secretary of Defense for Management 
under that section until a successor is ap-
pointed Under Secretary of Defense for Man-
agement as specified in that subsection. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF ORDER OF PRECEDENCE 
FOR THE PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRE-
TARIES OF DEFENSE.—Subsection (d) of sec-
tion 137b of such title, as redesignated by 
subsection (a)(1) of this section, is amended 
by striking ‘‘and the Deputy Chief Manage-
ment Officer of the Department of Defense’’ 
and inserting ‘‘the Under Secretary of De-
fense for Management, and the officials serv-
ing in the positions specified in section 
131(b)(4) of this title’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title 10, United States 
Code, is further amended as follows: 

(A) In section 131(b)— 
(i) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 

the following new subparagraph: 
‘‘(F) The Under Secretary of Defense for 

Management.’’; 
(ii) by striking paragraph (3); and 
(iii) by redesignating paragraphs (4) 

through (8) as paragraphs (3) through (7), re-
spectively. 

(B) In section 186— 
(i) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph 

(2) and inserting the following new para-
graph (2): 

‘‘(2) The Under Secretary of Defense for 
Management.’’; and 

(ii) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘the Dep-
uty Chief Management Officer of the Depart-
ment of Defense’’ and inserting ‘‘ ‘the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Management’’. 

(C) In section 2222, by striking ‘‘the Deputy 
Chief Management Officer of the Department 
of Defense’’ each place it appears in sub-
sections (c)(2)(E), (d)(3), (f)(1)(D), (f)(1)(E), 
and (f)(2)(E) and inserting ‘‘the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Management’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 4 of such 
title is amended— 

(A) by striking the item relating to section 
132a; and 

(B) by striking the item relating to section 
137a and inserting the following new items: 
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‘‘137a. Under Secretary of Defense for Man-

agement. 
‘‘137b. Principal Deputy Under Secretaries of 

Defense.’’. 
(3) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE MATTERS.—Section 

5314 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking the item relating to the Dep-
uty Chief Management Office of the Depart-
ment of Defense and inserting the following 
new item: 

‘‘Under Secretary of Defense for Manage-
ment.’’. 

SA 2158. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. DISPOSAL OF SURPLUS OR EXCESS 

TANGIBLE PROPERTY OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE SOLELY BY 
PUBLIC SALE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, surplus or excess tangible property of 
the Department of Defense shall be disposed 
of solely by public sale. 

SA 2159. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. CONSOLIDATION OF DUPLICATIVE 

AND OVERLAPPING AGENCIES, PRO-
GRAMS, AND ACTIVITIES OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall, in coordination with the heads 
of other departments and agencies of the 
Federal Government— 

(1) use available administrative authority 
to eliminate, consolidate, or streamline Gov-
ernment agencies, programs, and activities 
with duplicative and overlapping missions as 
identified in Government Accountability Of-
fice reports on duplication and overlap in 
Government programs; 

(2) identify and submit to Congress a re-
port setting the legislative action required 
to further eliminate, consolidate, or stream-
line Government agencies, programs, and ac-
tivities with duplicative and overlapping 
missions as identified in the reports referred 
to in paragraph (1); and 

(3) determine the total cost savings that— 
(A) will accrue to each department, agen-

cy, and office effected by an action under 
paragraph (1) as a result of the actions taken 
under that paragraph; and 

(B) could accrue to each department, agen-
cy, and office effected by an action under 
paragraph (2) as a result of the actions pro-
posed to be taken under that paragraph 
using the legislative authority set forth 
under that paragraph. 

SA 2160. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. REPORT ON BALANCES CARRIED 

FORWARD BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE AT THE END OF EACH FIS-
CAL YEAR. 

Not later March 1 each year, the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to Congress, and pub-
lish on the Internet website of the Depart-
ment of Defense available to the public, the 
following: 

(1) The total dollar amount of all balances 
carried forward by the Department of De-
fense at the end of the previous fiscal year 
by account. 

(2) The total dollar amount of all unobli-
gated balances carried forward by the De-
partment of Defense at the end of the pre-
vious fiscal year by account. 

(3) The total dollar amount of any balances 
(both obligated and unobligated) that have 
been carried forward by the Department of 
Defense for five years or more as of the end 
of the previous fiscal year by account. 

SA 2161. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS AVAIL-

ABLE IN FISCAL YEAR 2014 FOR TUI-
TION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TO 
ADDRESS CRITICAL-NEEDS SHORT-
AGES FOR MILITARY PERSONNEL. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the total amount available in this 
Act for fiscal year 2014 for tuition assistance 
programs of the Department of Defense may 
not exceed $100,000,000 in order that such as-
sistance be limited to use as a retention tool 
to address critical-needs shortages for mili-
tary personnel. 

SA 2162. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 524. 

SA 2163. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-

tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. PROHIBITION ON EMPLOYMENT BY 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE OF 
INDIVIDUALS AND CONTRACTORS 
WITH SERIOUSLY DELINQUENT TAX 
DEBTS. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—An individual or con-
tractor with a seriously delinquent tax debt 
may not be appointed to, or continue serving 
in, a position within or funded by the De-
partment of Defense. 

(b) SERIOUSLY DELINQUENT TAX DEBT DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘seriously 
delinquent tax debt’’ means an outstanding 
debt under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
for which a notice of lien has been filed in 
public records pursuant to section 6323 of 
such Code, except that such term does not 
include— 

(1) a debt that is being paid in a timely 
manner pursuant to an agreement under sec-
tion 6159 or section 7122 of such Code; and 

(2) a debt with respect to which a collec-
tion due process hearing under section 6330 
of such Code, or relief under subsection (a), 
(b), or (f) of section 6015 of such Code, is re-
quested or pending. 

SA 2164. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON FUNDS AVAILABLE IN 

AFGHANISTAN SECURITY FORCES 
FUND FOR EQUIPMENT AND TRANS-
PORTATION. 

Of the amounts available in the Afghani-
stan Security Forces Fund for fiscal year 
2014 for equipment and transportation, not 
more than an amount equal to 50 percent of 
such amounts may be obligated or expended 
for such purposes until the Secretary of De-
fense submits to the congressional defense 
committees a report setting forth the plan of 
the Department of Defense to transfer or sell 
the C–27A aircraft. 

SA 2165. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. C–130J AIRCRAFT. 

Of the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2014 by section 101 and 
available for Aircraft Procurement for the 
Air Force for procurement of C–130J aircraft 
as specified in the funding table in section 
4101, not more than an amount equal to 25 
percent of such amount may be obligated or 
expended for procurement of C–130J aircraft 
until the Secretary of Defense submits to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
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setting forth the plan of the Department of 
Defense to transfer or sell the C–27J aircraft. 

SA 2166. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON SMALL ARMS 

AND AMMUNITION USED BY UNITED 
STATES ARMED FORCES. 

It is the sense of Congress that the small 
arms and ammunition used by the United 
States Armed Forces should be superior to 
the small arms and ammunition used by po-
tential threat nations, foreign allied mili-
taries, and United States domestic law en-
forcement. 

SA 2167. Mr. CHAMBLISS submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2833. TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JU-

RISDICTION, GEORGIA. 
(a) TRANSFER OF ADMINISTRATIVE JURISDIC-

TION.—Not later than September 30, 2014, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall transfer to 
the Secretary of the Army administrative ju-
risdiction over the approximately 282.304 
acres of Federal land in the Chattahoochee 
National Forest that is being used by the 
Secretary of the Army for Camp Frank D. 
Merrill in Dahlonega, Georgia, in accordance 
with the permit numbered 0018-01, in ex-
change for the transfer by the Secretary of 
the Army (acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers) to the Secretary of Agriculture of ad-
ministrative jurisdiction over approximately 
10 acres of Corps of Engineers land on Lake 
Lanier located at 372 Dunlap Landing Road, 
Gainesville, Georgia. 

(b) USE OF TRANSFERRED LAND.—On trans-
fer of the Federal land in the Chattahoochee 
National Forest to the Secretary of the 
Army under subsection (a), the Secretary of 
the Army shall continue to use the trans-
ferred land for military purposes. 

(c) PROTECTION OF THE ETOWAH DARTER AND 
HOLIDAY DARTER.—Nothing in this section 
affects the designation of land within the 
Chattahoochee National Forest before the 
date of enactment of this Act as critical 
habitat for the Etowah darter (Etheostoma 
etowahae) and the Holiday darter 
(Etheostoma brevirostrum). 

(d) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall publish in the 
Federal Register a map and legal description 
of the land to be transferred under sub-
section (a). 

(2) EFFECT.—The map and legal description 
filed under paragraph (1) shall have the same 
force and effect as if included in this Act, ex-
cept that the Secretary of Agriculture may 
correct any errors in the map and legal de-
scription. 

(e) REIMBURSEMENTS OF COSTS.—The trans-
fer of administrative jurisdiction under sub-
section (a) shall be made without reimburse-
ment, except that the Secretary of the Army 
shall reimburse the Secretary of Agriculture 
for any costs incurred by the Secretary of 
Agriculture in preparing the map and legal 
description under subsection (d). 

SA 2168. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 1197, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 2832. 

SA 2169. Mr. BENNET submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 593. COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES REPORT ON IMPACT 
OF CERTAIN MENTAL AND PHYSICAL 
TRAUMA ON DISCHARGES FROM 
MILITARY SERVICE FOR MIS-
CONDUCT. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
Congress a report on the impact of mental 
and physical trauma relating to Post Trau-
matic Stress Disorder (PTSD), Traumatic 
Brain Injury (TBI), behavioral health mat-
ters not related to Post Traumatic Stress 
Disorder, and other neurological combat 
traumas (in this section referred to as ‘‘cov-
ered traumas’’) on the discharge of members 
of the Armed Forces from the Armed Forces 
for misconduct. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the extent to which 
the Armed Forces have in place processes for 
the consideration of the impact of mental 
and physical trauma relating to covered 
traumas on members of the Armed Forces 
who are being considered for discharge from 
the Armed Forces for misconduct, including 
the compliance of the Armed Forces with 
such processes and mechanisms in the De-
partment of Defense for ensuring the compli-
ance of the Armed Forces with such proc-
esses. 

(2) An assessment of the extent to which 
the Armed Forces provide members of the 
Armed Forces, including commanding offi-
cers, junior officers, and noncommissioned 
officers, training on the symptoms of cov-
ered traumas and the identification of the 
presence of such conditions in members of 
the Armed Forces. 

(3) An assessment of the extent to which 
members of the Armed Forces who receive 
treatment for a covered trauma before dis-
charge from the Armed Forces are later dis-
charged from the Armed Forces for mis-
conduct. 

(4) An identification of the number of 
members of the Armed Forces discharged as 
described in paragraph (3) who are ineligible 

for benefits from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs based on characterization of 
discharge. 

(5) An assessment of the extent to which 
members of the Armed Forces who accept a 
discharge from the Armed Forces for mis-
conduct in lieu of trial by court-martial are 
counseled on the potential for ineligibility 
for benefits from the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs as a result of such discharge be-
fore acceptance of such discharge. 

SA 2170. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for her-
self, Ms. AYOTTE, Mrs. FISCHER, Ms. 
COLLINS, and Mr. CRAPO) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 167, line 9, insert ‘‘OR SENIOR 
TRIAL COUNSEL’’ after ‘‘STAFF JUDGE ADVO-
CATE’’. 

On page 167, line 13, insert ‘‘or the senior 
trial counsel detailed to the case’’ after 
‘‘Military Justice),’’. 

On page 167, line 21, insert ‘‘OR SENIOR 
TRIAL COUNSEL’’ after ‘‘STAFF JUDGE ADVO-
CATE’’. 

On page 167, line 25, insert ‘‘or the senior 
trial counsel detailed to the case’’ after 
‘‘Military Justice),’’. 

At the end of part I subtitle E of title V, 
add the following: 
SEC. 547. ADDITIONAL ENHANCEMENTS OF MILI-

TARY DEPARTMENT ACTIONS ON 
SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVENTION AND 
RESPONSE. 

(a) ADDITIONAL DUTY OF SPECIAL VICTIMS’ 
COUNSEL.—In addition to the duties specified 
in section 539(a)(3), a Special Victims’ Coun-
sel designated under section 539 shall provide 
advice to victims of sexual assault on the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of prosecution of 
the offense concerned by court-martial or by 
a civilian court with jurisdiction over the of-
fense before such victims express their pref-
erence as to the prosecution of the offense 
under subsection (b). 

(b) CONSULTATION WITH VICTIMS REGARDING 
PREFERENCE IN PROSECUTION OF CERTAIN SEX-
UAL OFFENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall each establish a 
process to ensure consultation with the vic-
tim of a covered sexual offense that occurs in 
the United States with respect to the vic-
tim’s preference as to whether the offense 
should be prosecuted by court-martial or by 
a civilian court with jurisdiction over the of-
fense. 

(2) WEIGHT AFFORDED PREFERENCE.—The 
preference expressed by a victim under para-
graph (1) with respect to the prosecution of 
an offense, while not binding, should be af-
forded great weight in the determination 
whether to prosecute the offense by court- 
martial or by a civilian court. 

(3) NOTICE TO VICTIM OF LACK OF CIVILIAN 
CRIMINAL PROSECUTION AFTER PREFERENCE 
FOR SUCH PROSECUTION.—In the event a vic-
tim expresses a preference under paragraph 
(1) in favor of prosecution of an offence by ci-
vilian court and the civilian authorities de-
termine to decline prosecution, or defer to 
prosecution by court-martial, the victim 
shall be promptly notified of that determina-
tion. 

(c) PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS OF MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES.— 

(1) APPRAISALS OF ALL MEMBERS ON COMPLI-
ANCE WITH SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVENTION AND 
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RESPONSE PROGRAMS.—The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall each ensure that 
the written performance appraisals of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces (whether officers or 
enlisted members) under the jurisdiction of 
such Secretary include an assessment of the 
extent to which each such member supports 
the sexual assault prevention and response 
program of the Armed Force concerned. 

(2) PERFORMANCE APPRAISALS OF COM-
MANDING OFFICERS.—The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall each ensure that 
the performance appraisals of commanding 
officers under the jurisdiction of such Sec-
retary indicate the extent to which each 
such commanding officer has or has not es-
tablished a command climate in which— 

(A) allegations of sexual assault are prop-
erly managed and fairly evaluated; and 

(B) a victim can report criminal activity, 
including sexual assault, without fear of re-
taliation, including ostracism and group 
pressure from other members of the com-
mand. 

(d) COMMAND CLIMATE ASSESSMENTS FOL-
LOWING INCIDENTS OF CERTAIN SEXUAL OF-
FENSES.— 

(1) ASSESSMENTS REQUIRED.—The Secre-
taries of the military departments shall each 
establish a process whereby a command cli-
mate assessment is performed following an 
incident involving a covered sexual offense 
for each of the command of the accused and 
the command of the victim. If the accused 
and the victim are within the same com-
mand, only a single climate assessment is re-
quired. The process shall ensure the timely 
completion of command climate assessments 
for provision to military criminal investiga-
tion organizations and commanders pursuant 
to paragraph (2). 

(2) PROVISION TO MILITARY CRIMINAL INVES-
TIGATION ORGANIZATIONS AND COMMANDERS.— 
A command climate assessment performed 
pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be provided 
to the following: 

(A) The military criminal investigation or-
ganization conducting the investigation of 
the offense concerned. 

(B) The commander next higher in the 
chain of command of the command covered 
by the climate assessment. 

(e) CONFIDENTIAL REVIEW OF CHARACTERIZA-
TION OF TERMS OF DISCHARGE OF VICTIMS OF 
SEXUAL OFFENSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall each establish a 
confidential process, through boards for the 
correction of military records of the mili-
tary department concerned, by which an in-
dividual who was the victim of a covered sex-
ual offense during service in the Armed 
Forces may challenge, on the basis of being 
the victim of such an offense, the terms or 
characterization of the individual’s dis-
charge or separation from the Armed Forces. 

(2) CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL EXPERI-
ENCES IN CONNECTION WITH OFFENSES.—In de-
ciding whether to modify the terms or char-
acterization of an individual’s discharge or 
separation pursuant to the process required 
by paragraph (1), the Secretary of the mili-
tary department concerned shall instruct 
boards to give due consideration to the psy-
chological and physical aspects of the indi-
vidual’s experience in connection with the 
offense concerned, and to what bearing such 
experience may have had on the cir-
cumstances surrounding the individual’s dis-
charge or separation from the Armed Forces. 

(3) PRESERVATION OF CONFIDENTIALITY.— 
Documents considered and decisions ren-
dered pursuant to the process required by 
paragraph (1) shall not be made available to 
the public, except with the consent of the in-
dividual concerned. 

(f) COVERED SEXUAL OFFENSE DEFINED.—In 
subsections (a) through (e), the term ‘‘cov-

ered sexual offense’’ means any of the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Rape or sexual assault under subsection 
(a) or (b) of section 920 of title 10, United 
States Code (article 120 of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice). 

(2) Forcible sodomy under section 925 of 
title 10, United States Code (article 125 of the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice). 

(3) An attempt to commit an offense speci-
fied in paragraph (1) or (2) as punishable 
under section 880 of title 10, United States 
Code (article 80 of the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice). 

(g) MODIFICATION OF MILITARY RULES OF 
EVIDENCE RELATING TO ADMISSIBILITY OF 
GENERAL MILITARY CHARACTER TOWARD 
PROBABILITY OF INNOCENCE.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, Rule 404(a) of the Military Rules of 
Evidence shall be modified to clarify that 
the general military character of an accused 
is not admissible for the purpose of showing 
the probability of innocence of the accused, 
except that evidence of a trait of the mili-
tary character of an accused may be offered 
in evidence by the accused when that trait is 
relevant to an element of an offense for 
which the accused has been charged. 
SEC. 548. APPLICABILITY OF SEXUAL ASSAULT 

PREVENTION AND RESPONSE AND 
RELATED MILITARY JUSTICE EN-
HANCEMENTS TO MILITARY SERV-
ICE ACADEMIES. 

(a) MILITARY SERVICE ACADEMIES.—The 
Secretary of the military department con-
cerned shall ensure that the provisions of 
this subtitle, and the amendments made by 
this subtitle, apply to the United States 
Military Academy, the Naval Academy, and 
the Air Force Academy, as applicable. 

(b) COAST GUARD ACADEMY.—The Secretary 
of Homeland Security shall ensure that the 
provisions of this subtitle, and the amend-
ments made by this subtitle, apply to the 
Coast Guard Academy. 
SEC. 549. COLLABORATION BETWEEN THE DE-

PARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND THE 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE IN EF-
FORTS TO PREVENT AND RESPOND 
TO SEXUAL ASSAULT. 

(a) STRATEGIC FRAMEWORK ON COLLABORA-
TION REQUIRED.—Not later than 270 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense and the Attorney 
General shall jointly develop a strategic 
framework for ongoing collaboration be-
tween the Department of Defense and the 
Department of Justice in their efforts to pre-
vent and respond to sexual assault. The 
framework shall be based on and include the 
following: 

(1) An assessment of the role of the Depart-
ment of Justice in investigations and pros-
ecutions of sexual assault cases in which the 
Department of Defense and the Department 
of Justice have concurrent jurisdiction, with 
the assessment to include a review of and 
list of recommended revisions to relevant 
Memoranda of Understanding and related 
documents between the Department of Jus-
tice and the Department of Defense. 

(2) An assessment of the feasibility of es-
tablishing the position of advisor on military 
sexual assaults within the Department of 
Justice (using existing Department resources 
and personnel) to assist in the activities re-
quired under paragraph (1)and provide to the 
Department of Defense investigative and 
other assistance in sexual assault cases oc-
curring on domestic and overseas military 
installations over which the Department of 
Defense has primary jurisdiction, with the 
assessment to address the feasibility of 
maintaining representatives or designees of 
the advisor at military installations for the 
purpose of reviewing cases of sexual assault 
and providing assistance with the investiga-
tion and prosecution of sexual assaults. 

(3) An assessment of the number of un-
solved sexual assault cases that have oc-
curred on military installations, and a plan, 
with appropriate benchmarks, to review 
those cases using currently available civilian 
and military law enforcement resources, 
such as new technology and forensics infor-
mation. 

(4) A strategy to leverage efforts by the 
Department of Defense and the Department 
of Justice— 

(A) to improve the quality of investiga-
tions, prosecutions, specialized training, 
services to victims, awareness, and preven-
tion regarding sexual assault; and 

(B) to address social conditions that relate 
to sexual assault. 

(5) Mechanisms to promote information 
sharing and best practices between the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of 
Justice on prevention and response to sexual 
assault, including victim assistance through 
the Violence against Women Act and Office 
for Victims of Crime programs of the Depart-
ment of Justice. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary of Defense and 
the Attorney General shall jointly submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on the framework required by sub-
section (a). The report shall— 

(1) describe the manner in which the De-
partment of Defense and Department of Jus-
tice will collaborate on an ongoing basis 
under the framework; 

(2) explain obstacles to implementing the 
framework; and 

(3) identify changes in laws necessary to 
achieve the purpose of this section. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen-
ate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House 
of Representatives. 
SEC. 550. SENSE OF SENATE ON INDEPENDENT 

PANEL ON REVIEW AND ASSESS-
MENT ON RESPONSE SYSTEMS TO 
SEXUAL ASSAULT CRIMES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that— 
(1) the panel to review and assess the sys-

tems used to respond to sexual assault estab-
lished by section 576 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Pub-
lic Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 1758) is conducting 
an independent assessment of the systems 
used to investigate, prosecute, and adju-
dicate crimes involving adult sexual assault 
and related offenses; 

(2) the work of the panel will be critical in 
informing the efforts of Congress to combat 
rape, sexual assault, and other sex-related 
crimes in the Armed Forces; 

(3) the panel should include in its assess-
ment under subsection (d)(1) of section 576 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2013 a review of the reforms that 
will be enacted pursuant to this subtitle and 
the amendments made by this subtitle; and 

(4) the views of the victim advocate com-
munity should continue to be well-rep-
resented on the panel, and input from vic-
tims should continue to play a central role 
in informing the work of the panel. 

On page 176, line 23, strike ‘‘120 days’’ and 
insert ‘‘60 days’’. 

SA 2171. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for her-
self, Mr. MCCAIN, and Ms. AYOTTE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
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the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. POW/MIA MATTERS. 

(a) REPORT ON ACCOUNTING FOR POW/ 
MIAS.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on accounting for missing persons from 
covered conflicts. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) The total number of missing persons in 
all covered conflicts and in each covered con-
flict. 

(B) The total number of missing persons in 
all covered conflicts, and in each covered 
conflict, that are considered unrecoverable, 
including— 

(i) the total number in each conflict that 
are considered unrecoverable by being lost at 
sea or in inaccessible terrain; 

(ii) the total number from the Korean War 
that are considered to be located in each of 
China, North Korea, and Russia. 

(C) The total number of missing persons in 
all covered conflicts, and in each covered 
conflict, that were interred without identi-
fication, including the locations of inter-
ment. 

(D) The number of remains in the custody 
of the Department of Defense that are await-
ing identification, and the number of such 
remains estimated by the Department to be 
likely to be identified using current tech-
nology. 

(E) The total number of identifications of 
remains that have been made since January 
1, 1970, for all covered conflicts and for each 
covered conflict. 

(F) The number of instances where next of 
kin have refused to provide a DNA sample 
for the identification of recovered remains, 
for each covered conflict. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) The term ‘‘missing persons’’ has the 

meaning given that term in section 1513(1) of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(B) The term ‘‘covered conflicts’’ means 
the conflicts specified in or designated under 
section 1509(a) of title 10, United States 
Code, as of the date of the report required by 
paragraph (1). 

(b) REPORT ON POW/MIA ACCOUNTING COM-
MUNITY.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on 
the POW/MIA accounting community. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1)) shall including the following: 

(A) A description and assessment of the 
current structure of the POW/MIA account-
ing community. 

(B) An assessment of the feasibility and ad-
visability of reorganizing the community 
into a single, central command, including— 

(i) an identification of the elements that 
could be organized into such command; and 

(ii) an assessment of cost-savings, advan-
tages, and disadvantages of— 

(I) transferring the command and control 
of the Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command 
(JPAC) and the Central Identification Lab-
oratory (CIL) from the United States Pacific 
Command to the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense; 

(II) merging the Joint POW/MIA Account-
ing Command and the Central Identification 

Laboratory with the Defense Prisoner of 
War/Missing Personnel Office (DPMO); and 

(III) merging the Central Identification 
Laboratory with the Armed Forces DNA 
Identification Lab (AF-DIL). 

(C) A recommendation on the element of 
the Department of Defense to be responsible 
for directing POW/MIA accounting activi-
ties, and on whether all elements of the 
POW/MIA accounting community should re-
port to that element. 

(D) An estimate of the costs to be incurred, 
and the cost savings to be achieved— 

(i) by relocating central POW/MIA ac-
counting activities to the continental United 
States; 

(ii) by closing or consolidating existing 
Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command facili-
ties; and 

(iii) through any actions with respect to 
the POW/MIA accounting community and 
POW/MIA accounting activities that the Sec-
retary considers advisable for purposes of the 
report. 

(E) An assessment of the feasibility and ad-
visability of the use by the Department of 
university anthropology or archaeology pro-
grams to conduct field work, particularly in 
politically sensitive environments, including 
an assessment of the potential cost of the 
use of such programs and whether the use of 
such programs would result in a greater 
number of identifications. 

(F) A survey of the manner in which other 
countries conduct accounting for missing 
persons, and an assessment whether such 
practices can be used by the United States 

(G) A recommendation as to the advis-
ability of continuing to use a military model 
for recovery operations, including the im-
pact of the use of such model on diplomatic 
relations with countries in which the United 
States seeks to conduct recovery operations. 

(H) Such recommendations for the reorga-
nization of the POW/MIA accounting commu-
nity as the Secretary considers appropriate 
in light of the other elements of the report, 
including an estimate of the additional num-
bers of recoveries and identifications antici-
pated to be made by the accounting commu-
nity as a result of implementation of the re-
organization. 

(3) BASIS IN PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
The report required by paragraph (1) shall 
take into account recommendations pre-
viously made by the Director of Cost Assess-
ment and Program Evaluation, the Inspector 
General of the Department of Defense, and 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
regarding the organization of the POW/MIA 
accounting community. 

(4) POW/MIA ACCOUNTING COMMUNITY.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘‘POW/MIA ac-
counting community’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1509(b)(2) of title 10, 
United States Code. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives. 

SA 2172. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. WARNER, and Mrs. SHA-
HEEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 

strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 1220. SECURITY SUPPORT FOR AFGHAN 
WOMEN AND GIRLS. 

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

(1) In January 2013, President Barack 
Obama stated, ‘‘The Afghan constitution 
protects the rights of Afghan women. And 
the United States strongly believes that Af-
ghanistan cannot succeed unless it gives op-
portunity to its women. . .And we think 
that a failure to provide that protection not 
only will make reconciliation impossible to 
achieve, but also would make Afghanistan’s 
long-term development impossible to 
achieve.’’ 

(2) As stated in the Department of De-
fense’s July 2013 1230 Report on Progress To-
ward Security and Stability in Afghanistan 
(in this section, the ‘‘1230 Report’’), the 
United States Government ‘‘recognizes that 
promoting security for Afghan women and 
girls must remain a top foreign policy pri-
ority’’. The November 2013 1230 Report also 
highlights this priority and further states, 
‘‘A major focus of DoD and others working to 
improve the conditions of women in Afghani-
stan is now to maintain the gains made in 
the last twelve years after the ISAF mission 
ends.’’ 

(3) According to the United Nations Assist-
ance Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA) Mid- 
Year Report 2013: Protection of Civilians in 
Armed Conflict, the conflict ‘‘increasingly 
harmed women and children. In the first six 
months of 2013, conflict related violence 
killed 106 women and injured 241 (347 casual-
ties), a 61 percent increase from the same pe-
riod in 2012.’’ 

(4) Women still face significant barriers to 
full participation in the Afghan National 
Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police 
(ANP), including a discriminatory or hostile 
work environment. As stated in the July and 
November 1230 Report, other barriers include 
‘‘family-related issues. . .lack of challenging 
assignments upon graduation, accounts of 
sexual harassment and violence, and difficul-
ties concerning separate housing and bathing 
facilities’’ for female personnel. 

(5) According to the November 1230 Report, 
female recruitment and retention rates for 
the Afghan National Security Forces fell 
short of the Ministry of Defense (MoD) and 
Ministry of the Interior (MoI) female re-
cruitment goals of 10 percent of the ANA and 
AAF and 5,000 for the ANP. In regards to 
women serving in the ANP, the November 
1230 report also states, ‘‘Low female recruit-
ment is due in part to the MoI’s passive fe-
male recruitment efforts, which has no spe-
cific female recruitment strategy or plan.’’ 
At the time of the November 1230 Report, 
only 1,557 women were serving in the ANP 
(847 officers and NCOs and 710 patrolmen). 
This represents an increase of 36 women from 
the last reporting period. 

(6) According to the Special Inspector Gen-
eral for Afghan Reconstruction (SIGAR) Oc-
tober 2013 report, despite more women show-
ing an interest in joining the security forces, 
only 0.3 percent of ANA and AAF and 1 per-
cent of police in Afghanistan are women. Ac-
cording to the November 1230 Report, ‘‘The 
MOD has failed to capitalize on this interest 
and organize the necessary initial training, 
such as Female Officer Candidate and NCO 
courses. ISAF advisors continue to mentor 
the MOD to reduce their emphasis on ethnic 
balancing in order to accelerate ANA gender 
integration.’’ 
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(7) According to the International Crisis 

Group, there are not enough female police of-
ficers to staff all provincial Family Response 
Units (FRUs). United Nations Assistance 
Mission in Afghanistan and the Office of the 
High Commissioner for Refugees found that 
‘‘in the absence of Family Response Units or 
visible women police officers, women victims 
almost never approach police stations will-
ingly, fearing they will be arrested, their 
reputations stained or worse’’. 

(8) Fair, free, and inclusive presidential 
elections in Afghanistan in April 2014 will be 
critical for the country’s future security and 
stability. Afghan women in particular are 
often prevented from meaningful participa-
tion in the electoral process due to the 
threat of violence, security environment, the 
scarcity of female poll workers, and lack of 
awareness of women’s political rights and 
opportunities, according to the Free and 
Fair Election Foundation of Afghanistan. 

(9) According to the Independent Election 
Commission of Afghanistan, Afghanistan 
needs 12,000 female police officers to search 
women at polling stations. The Afghan Na-
tional Police has about 1,570 women for this 
duty. According to the United Nations De-
velopment Programme (UNDP), without fe-
male searchers at polling stations, security 
threats will increase as men can dress in 
burkhas attempting to enter the female 
areas of the polling station while concealing 
firearms, knives, or explosives. 

(10) According to the July 1230 Report, 
‘‘U.S. Embassy engagement on security prep-
arations for the 2014 election with the MoI 
and Independent Elections Commission has 
focused on the need for increased temporary 
female security personnel, which would pro-
vide an environment where women can ac-
cess polling stations while also ensuring the 
safety and security of the polling stations, 
and highlighting the role women can play in 
ensuring security overall.’’ 

(11) According to the November 1230 Re-
port, ‘‘The lack of female ANSF for both rou-
tine security operations and the 2014 Afghan 
elections makes the ANSF gender gap an 
operational and political risk for the Govern-
ment of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan 
(GIRoA).’’ Further, the November 1230 Re-
port highlights the significant risk to the 
credibility of the April 2014 elections and to 
the ANSF, stating, ‘‘Failure to recruit more 
women could deter female voter turnout, 
harming the legitimacy of the ANSF and 
those elected to office in 2014.’’ 

(b) THE SENSE OF CONGRESS ON PROMOTION 
OF SECURITY OF AFGHAN WOMEN.—It is the 
sense of Congress that— 

(1) the United States Government should 
regularly press the Government of the Is-
lamic Republic of Afghanistan to commit to 
the meaningful inclusion of women in any 
peace process and to ensure that women’s 
concerns are fully reflected in relevant nego-
tiations; and 

(2) the United States Government and the 
Government of Afghanistan should ‘‘reaffirm 
the role of Afghan civil society, particularly 
women’s organizations, in advocating for and 
supporting human rights, good governance, 
and sustainable social, economic, and demo-
cratic development of Afghanistan through a 
sustained dialogue’’, as agreed to during the 
meeting between the International Commu-
nity and the Government of Afghanistan on 
the Tokyo Mutual Accountability Frame-
work (TMAF) in July 2013. 

(c) STRATEGY TO PROMOTE SECURITY OF AF-
GHAN WOMEN.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall support the efforts of the Government 
of Afghanistan to ensure the security of Af-
ghan women and girls during and after the 
security transition process through imple-
mentation of an Afghan-led strategy to in-

crease awareness and responsiveness among 
Afghan National Army and Afghan National 
Police personnel regarding the unique chal-
lenges women confront when serving in those 
forces. 

(2) TRAINING.—The Secretary of Defense, 
working with the International Security 
Force (ISAF) and NATO Training Mission- 
Afghanistan (NTM-A), should encourage the 
Government of Afghanistan to include in the 
strategy developed under paragraph (1) the 
following elements: 

(A) An evaluation of the effectiveness of 
existing training for Afghan National Secu-
rity Forces on this issue. 

(B) A plan to increase the number of fe-
male security officers, including those serv-
ing in Family Response Units, specifically 
trained to address cases of gender-based vio-
lence. 

(C) A plan to address the development of 
accountability mechanisms for ANA and 
ANP personnel who violate codes of conduct 
related to the human rights of women and 
girls. 

(3) ENROLLMENT AND TREATMENT.—The Sec-
retary of Defense, in cooperation with the 
Afghan Ministries of Defense and Interior, 
shall assist the Government of Afghanistan 
in including as part of the strategy devel-
oped under paragraph (1) the development 
and implementation of a strategy to increase 
the number of female members of the ANA 
and ANP and to ensure their equal treat-
ment, including the following actions: 

(A) Submission of status reports to the 
Secretary of Defense, not later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
on the plans of the MOD and MOI for the re-
cruitment and retention of female officers, 
non-commissioned officers, and soldiers, in-
cluding efforts to— 

(i) provide appropriate equipment for fe-
male security and police forces; 

(ii) modify facilities to allow for female 
participation within the security and police 
forces; 

(iii) training to include literacy training 
for women recruits and gender awareness 
training for male counterparts; and 

(iv) a review of the number of women in 
the ANP and realistic deadlines to increase 
the number of female officers by 2014. 

(B) The allocation of not less than 
$15,000,000 from the Afghan Security Forces 
Fund to be available for the recruitment, re-
tention, and support of women in the ANSF. 

(4) STAFFING AT POLLING STATIONS.—The 
Secretary of Defense shall assist the Afghan 
MOD and MOI in increasing the number of 
women staffing polling stations during the 
April 2014 elections in Afghanistan, includ-
ing— 

(A) assistance in the development of a re-
cruitment and training program for female 
searchers and security officers to staff vot-
ing stations during the April 2014 elections 
by not later than 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act; 

(B) assistance in the implementation of the 
program described in subparagraph (A), in-
cluding working with the Ministry of Inte-
rior to ensure that female ANP officers are 
assigned to provide security for polling sta-
tions; and 

(C) allocating up to $5,000,000 from the Af-
ghan Security Forces Fund to be available to 
hire temporary female personnel to staff 
polling stations. 

SA 2173. Ms. BALDWIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-

partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2842. RESPONSIBILITY FOR ENVIRON-

MENTAL REMEDIATION AT BADGER 
ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT, 
BARABOO, WISCONSIN. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 

has the meaning given the term in section 4 
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b). 

(2) PLANT.—The term ‘‘plant’’ means the 
Badger Army Ammunition Plant near 
Baraboo, Wisconsin. 

(3) PROPERTY.—The term ‘‘property’’ in-
cludes— 

(A) the plant; 
(B) any land— 
(i) located in Sauk County, Wisconsin; and 
(ii) managed by the Federal Government 

relating to the plant; and 
(C) any structure on the land described in 

subparagraph (B). 
(b) RETENTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL LIABIL-

ITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the Department of Defense shall retain li-
ability for the costs of environmental reme-
diation associated with the plant under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) and any other applicable 
Federal or State law if the property is trans-
ferred in fee or in trust to another Federal 
agency. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The liability described in 
paragraph (1) is limited to the costs of reme-
diation of environmental contamination 
that existed before the date on which the 
property is transferred. 

(c) LAND HELD IN TRUST.—If the property is 
transferred to another Federal agency to be 
held in trust for an Indian tribe, the transfer 
shall not result in any reduction of funds 
available to the Secretary of Defense to 
carry out the cleanup and closure of the 
plant. 

(d) EFFECT.—Nothing in this section— 
(1) relieves the Secretary of Defense, the 

Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Secretary of the Interior, 
or any other person from any obligation or 
liability under any Federal or State law with 
respect to the plant; 

(2) alters any authority of the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency or the Governor of the State of Wis-
consin under subsection (a)(4) or (h)(3)(B) of 
section 120 of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(a)(4), (h)(3)(B)); 

(3) affects the level of cleanup at the plant 
or the closure of the plant required under 
any Federal or State law; 

(4) affects or limits the application of, or 
any obligation to comply with, any environ-
mental law, including— 

(A) the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.); and 

(B) the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.); or 

(5) prevents the United States from bring-
ing a cost recovery, contribution, or any 
other action that would otherwise be avail-
able under any Federal or State law. 

SA 2174. Ms. BALDWIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
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and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle E of title V, 
add the following: 
SEC. 547. REPORT ON FEASIBILITY OF ASSESS-

MENT OF SEXUAL VIOLENCE AMONG 
RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAINING 
CORPS CADETS. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than June 30, 2014, 
the Secretary of Defense shall, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Education, submit 
to the congressional defense committees a 
report setting forth an assessment of the fea-
sibility of conducting a study of sexual vio-
lence by cadets in the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps (ROTC) programs during fis-
cal years 2009 through 2014 in order to deter-
mine the extent of sexual violence in the Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps programs and 
the need for reform of such programs in con-
nection with such violence. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A description and prioritization of the 
quantitative and qualitative data, including 
collection and assessment methodologies in 
compliance with applicable privacy laws, 
that should be used to assess the extent of 
sexual violence among Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps cadets for each Armed Forces 
and across the Armed Forces in general, in-
cluding data on— 

(A) alleged and proven incidents of sexual 
violence by Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
cadets as reported to the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps programs, institutions of 
higher education, and law enforcement offi-
cials; 

(B) alleged and proven incidents of sexual 
violence by students of institutions of higher 
education of demographics similar to the de-
mographics of Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps cadets as reported to institutions of 
higher education and law enforcement offi-
cials; and 

(C) actions officially and unofficially taken 
by Reserve Officers’ Training Corps pro-
grams, institutions of higher education, and 
law enforcement officials in response to such 
alleged and proven incidents of sexual vio-
lence. 

(2) An assessment of the feasibility of the 
collection and analysis of the data provided 
for in paragraph (1), to include what methods 
and resources that would be required to col-
lect, for sample sizes of sufficient size as to 
provide significant evidence for determining 
the extent, if any, of sexual violence among 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps cadets. 

(3) An approach to surveying and assessing 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps classroom 
information materials, course materials, and 
lesson plans related to education and train-
ing for prevention of sexual violence, and the 
process for developing such materials and 
lesson plans. 

(4) An approach to assessing the processes 
of communication among Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps program officials, institu-
tions of higher education, and law enforce-
ment officials about alleged and proven sex-
ual violence incidents involving Reserve Of-
ficers’ Training Corps cadets. 

(5) An approach to assessing how the 
records of Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
cadets, including disciplinary records, are 
evaluated prior to commissioning. 

(6) Such other matters and recommenda-
tions with respect to the study described in 
subsection (a) as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate. 

(c) COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED 
STATES REVIEW.—Not later than four months 
after the date of the submittal of the report 

required by subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port setting forth an assessment of the 
methodology proposed in the feasibility 
study covered by such report to conduct a 
study of sexual violence among Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps cadets. 

(d) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW AND REPORT RE-
QUIREMENTS.—The relevant congressional de-
fense committees shall review the Comp-
troller General report required by subsection 
(c), and the feasibility study required by sub-
section (a). Such committees shall certify 
completion of the feasibility study required 
under subsection (a) and identify rec-
ommendations for a new report. Upon certifi-
cation of the feasibility study, the Secretary 
of Defense, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education, shall execute a new re-
port following the guidelines established by 
the feasibility study required in subsection 
(a) and recommendations identified by the 
relevant defense committees. The new report 
shall be submitted to the congressional de-
fense committees not later than 6 months 
after certification. 

(e) SEXUAL VIOLENCE DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘sexual violence’’ means the 
following: 

(1) Sexual assault, as that term is defined 
in section 40002(a)(23) of the Violence Against 
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)(23)). 

(2) Domestic violence, as that term is de-
fined in section 40002(a)(6) of the Violence 
Against Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 
13925(a)(6)). 

(3) Dating violence, as that term is defined 
in section 40002(a)(8) of the Violence Against 
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)(8)). 

(4) Stalking, as that term is defined in sec-
tion 40002(a)(24) of the Violence Against 
Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13925(a)(24)). 

(5) Sexual harassment, as that term is de-
fined in section 1561(e) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

SA 2175. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

Strike section 1033 and insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1033. LIMITATION ON THE TRANSFER OR RE-

LEASE OF INDIVIDUALS DETAINED 
AT UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION, 
GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), none of the funds authorized 
to be appropriated by this Act for fiscal year 
2014 may be used to transfer, release, or as-
sist in the transfer or release to or within 
the United States, its territories, or posses-
sions of Khalid Sheikh Mohammed or any 
other detainee who— 

(1) is not a United States citizen or a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(2) is or was held on or after January 20, 
2009, at United States Naval Station, Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, by the Department of De-
fense. 

(b) TRANSFER FOR DETENTION AND TRIAL.— 
The Secretary of Defense may transfer a de-
tainee described in subsection (a) to the 
United States for detention pursuant to the 
Authorization for Use of Military Force 

(Public Law 107–40; 50 U.S.C. 1541 note), trial, 
and incarceration if the Secretary— 

(1) determines that the transfer is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States; 

(2) determines that appropriate actions 
have been taken, or will be taken, to address 
any risk to public safety that could arise in 
connection with detention and trial in the 
United States; and 

(3) notifies the appropriate committees of 
Congress not later than 30 days before the 
date of the proposed transfer. 

(c) NOTIFICATION ELEMENTS.—A notifica-
tion on a transfer under subsection (b)(3) 
shall include the following: 

(1) A statement of the basis for the deter-
mination that the transfer is in the national 
security interest of the United States. 

(2) A description of the action the Sec-
retary determines have been taken, or will 
be taken, to address any risk to the public 
safety that could arise in connection with 
the detention and trial in the United States. 

(d) STATUS WHILE IN THE UNITED STATES.— 
A detainee who is transferred to the United 
States under this section— 

(1) shall not be permitted to apply for asy-
lum under section 208 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1158) or be eli-
gible to apply for admission into the United 
States; 

(2) shall be considered to be paroled into 
the United States temporarily pursuant to 
section 212(d)(5)(A) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(d)(5)(A)); and 

(3) shall not, as a result of such transfer, 
have a change in designation as an 
unprivileged enemy belligerent eligible for 
detention pursuant to the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force, as determined in ac-
cordance with applicable law and regula-
tions. 

(e) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OR RELEASE OF 
DETAINEES TRANSFERRED TO THE UNITED 
STATES.—An individual who is transferred to 
the United States under this section may not 
be released within the United States and 
may only be transferred or released in ac-
cordance with the procedures under section 
1031. 

(f) LIMITATIONS ON JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
(1) LIMITATIONS.—Except as provided for in 

paragraph (2), no court, justice, or judge 
shall have jurisdiction to hear or consider 
any action against the United States or its 
agents relating to any aspect of the deten-
tion, transfer, treatment, or conditions of 
confinement of a detainee described in sub-
section (a) who is held by the Armed Forces 
of the United States. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—A detainee who is trans-
ferred to the United States under this sec-
tion shall not be deprived of the right to 
challenge his designation as an unprivileged 
enemy belligerent by filing a writ of habeas 
corpus as provided by the Supreme Court in 
Hamdan v. Rumsfeld (548 U.S. 557 (2006)) and 
Boumediene v. Bush (553 U.S. 723 (2008)). 

(3) NO CAUSE OF ACTION IN DECISION NOT TO 
TRANSFER.—A decision not to transfer a de-
tainee to the United States under this sec-
tion shall not give rise to a judicial cause of 
action. 

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (b), (c), (d), 

(e), and (f) shall take effect on the date that 
is 60 days after the date on which the Sec-
retary of Defense submits to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a detailed plan to 
close the detention facility at United States 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall contain the following: 

(A) A case-by-case determination made for 
each individual detained at Guantanamo of 
whether such individual is intended to be 
transferred to a foreign country, transferred 
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to the United States for the purpose of civil-
ian or military trial, or transferred to the 
United States or another country for contin-
ued detention under the law of armed con-
flict. 

(B) The specific facility or facilities that 
are intended to be used, or modified to be 
used, to hold individuals inside the United 
States for the purpose of trial, for detention 
in the aftermath of conviction, or for contin-
ued detention under the law of armed con-
flict. 

(C) The estimated costs associated with 
the detention inside the United States of in-
dividuals detained at Guantanamo. 

(D) A description of any additional actions 
that should be taken consistent with sub-
sections (d), (e), and (f) to hold detainees in-
side the United States. 

(E) A detailed description and assessment, 
made in consultation with the Secretary of 
State and the Director of National Intel-
ligence, of the actions that would be taken 
prior to the transfer to a foreign country of 
an individual detained at Guantanamo that 
would substantially mitigate the risk of such 
individual engaging or reengaging in any ter-
rorist or other hostile activity that threat-
ens the United States or United States per-
son or interests. 

(F) What additional authorities, if any, 
may be necessary to detain an individual de-
tained at Guantanamo inside the United 
States as an unprivileged enemy belligerent 
pursuant to the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force (Public Law 107–40), pending 
the end of hostilities or a future determina-
tion by the Secretary of Defense that such 
individual no longer poses a threat to the 
United States or United States persons or in-
terests. 

(3) FORM.—The report required by para-
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 

(h) INTERIM PROHIBITION.—The prohibition 
in section 1022 of the Fiscal Year 2013 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act (Public 
Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 1911) shall apply to 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able for fiscal year 2014 for the Department 
of Defense from the date of the enactment of 
this Act until the effective date specified in 
subsection (g). 

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 

Congress’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 

Committee on Appropriations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘individual detained at Guan-
tanamo’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 1031(e)(2). 

SA 2176. Mr. RISCH (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. 
MORAN, Ms. AYOTTE, Mr. VITTER, Mrs. 
FISCHER, Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin, 
Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. HOEVEN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XXII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 1237. REPORT ON INF TREATY COMPLIANCE 
INFORMATION SHARING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State, in coordination with 
the Secretary of Defense and the Director of 
National Intelligence, shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report 
on information and intelligence sharing with 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
and NATO countries on compliance issues re-
lated to the INF Treaty. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include the following ele-
ments: 

(1) A description of all compliance and con-
sistency issues associated with the INF Trea-
ty, including a listing and assessment of all 
Ground Launched Russian Federation Sys-
tems being designed, tested, or deployed with 
ranges between 500 kilometers and 5,500 kilo-
meters. 

(2) An assessment of INF Treaty compli-
ance and consistency information sharing 
among NATO countries, including— 

(A) sharing among specific NATO countries 
and the NATO Secretariat; 

(B) the date specific information was 
shared; and 

(C) the manner in which such information 
was transmitted. 

(3) If any information on INF Treaty com-
pliance or consistency was withheld from a 
specific NATO country or the NATO Secre-
tariat, a justification for why such informa-
tion was withheld. 

(c) UPDATES.—Not later than 180 days and 
one year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of State, in coordina-
tion with the Secretary of Defense and the 
Director of National Intelligence, shall pro-
vide to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees updates to the report submitted 
under subsection (a). 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the congressional defense committees; 
(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations 

and the Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the Senate; and 

(C) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives. 

(2) INF TREATY.—The term ‘‘INF Treaty’’ 
means the Treaty Between the United States 
of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics on the Elimination of their Inter-
mediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, 
signed at Washington December 8, 1987. 

SA 2177. Mr. HELLER (for himself 
and Ms. HIRONO) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. DETERMINATION OF CERTAIN SERV-

ICE IN PHILIPPINES DURING WORLD 
WAR II. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense, 
in consultation with the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs and such military historians as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate, shall establish a process to determine 
whether a covered individual served as de-
scribed in subsection (a) or (b) of section 107 

of title 38, United States Code, for purposes 
of determining whether such covered indi-
vidual is eligible for benefits described in 
such subsections. 

(b) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—For purposes of 
this section, a covered individual is any indi-
vidual who— 

(1) claims service described in subsection 
(a) or (b) of section 107 of title 38, United 
States Code; and 

(2) is not included in the Approved Revised 
Reconstructed Guerilla Roster of 1948, 
known as the ‘‘Missouri List’’. 

(c) PROHIBITION ON BENEFITS FOR DISQUALI-
FYING CONDUCT UNDER NEW PROCESS.—The 
process established under subsection (a) shall 
include a mechanism to ensure that a cov-
ered individual is not treated as an indi-
vidual eligible for a benefit described in sub-
section (a) or (b) of section 107 of such title 
if such covered individual engaged in any 
disqualifying conduct during service de-
scribed in such subsections, including col-
laboration with the enemy or criminal con-
duct. 

SA 2178. Mr. FLAKE (for himself and 
Mr. COBURN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XV, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1523. REPORT ON USE OF FUNDS FOR OVER-

SEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS. 
(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Under Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller) shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report on the use of 
funds appropriated for overseas contingency 
operations during fiscal year 2013 and on the 
funds requested for such operations for fiscal 
year 2014. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An accounting (including by specific 
dollar amount) of the use of funds appro-
priated for overseas contingency operations 
for fiscal year 2013 by the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 2013 (division C of 
Public Law 113–6), set forth by program, 
project, and activity. 

(2) An accounting (including by specific 
dollar amount) of the proposed use of funds 
requested for overseas contingency oper-
ations for fiscal year 2014 in the budget of 
the President for that fiscal year (as sub-
mitted pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, 
United States Code), set forth by program, 
project, and activity. 

(3) A description of dollar amounts within 
each program, project, and activity funded 
through funds for overseas contingency oper-
ations for fiscal year 2013 or 2014 that may be 
funded using funds authorized or appro-
priated for the Department of Defense on a 
recurring basis upon completion of current 
overseas contingency operations in Afghani-
stan. 

(c) CONTINGENT REDUCTION IN AMOUNT 
AVAILABLE FOR OSD.—Of the amount author-
ized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by 
this Act and available for the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense as specified in the fund-
ing tables in division D, not more than an 
amount equal to 90 percent of such amount 
may be used for that purpose until the date 
of the submittal of the report required by 
subsection (a). 
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SA 2179. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 

COBURN, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Wisconsin) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2803. CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT FOR 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECTS IN AREAS OF CONTIN-
GENCY OPERATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 
169 of title 10, United States Code, is amend-
ed by inserting after section 2804 the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘§ 2804a. Certification requirement for mili-

tary construction projects in areas of con-
tingency operations 
‘‘(a) CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—(1) The 

Secretary of Defense may not obligate or ex-
pend funds to carry out a military construc-
tion project overseas in connection with a 
contingency operation (as defined in section 
101(a)(13)) unless the combatant commander 
of the area of operations in which such 
project is to be constructed has certified to 
the Secretary of Defense that the project is 
needed for direct support of a contingency 
operation within that combatant command. 

‘‘(2) The restriction under paragraph (1) 
does not apply to planning and design activi-
ties. 

‘‘(b) CERTIFICATION GUIDANCE.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall provide guidance re-
garding the certification required under sub-
section (a).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such subchapter 
is amended by adding after the item relating 
to section 2804 the following new item: 

‘‘2804a. Certification requirement for mili-
tary construction projects in areas of 
contingency operations.’’. 

SA 2180. Mr. FLAKE (for himself and 
Mr. COONS) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. MARITIME SECURITY IN GULF OF 

GUINEA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Although the number of armed robbery 

at sea and piracy attacks worldwide dropped 
substantially in recent years, such acts in 
the Gulf of Guinea are increasing, with more 
than 40 reported through October 2013 and 
many more going unreported. 

(2) The nature of attacks in the Gulf of 
Guinea demonstrates an ongoing pattern of 
cargo thefts and robbery, often occurring in 
the territorial waters of West and Central 
African states. 

(3) The U.S. Strategy Toward Sub-Saharan 
Africa issued by President Barack Obama in 

June 2012 states, ‘‘It is in the interest of the 
United States to improve the region’s trade 
competitiveness, encourage the diversifica-
tion of exports beyond natural resources, and 
ensure that the benefits from growth are 
broad-based.’’. 

(4) The United States Government in the 
Gulf of Guinea has focused on encouraging 
multi-layered regional and national owner-
ship in developing sustainable capacity 
building efforts, including working with 
partners through the G8++ Friends of Gulf of 
Guinea Group, to coordinate United States 
Government maritime security activities in 
the region. 

(5) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 2039, ‘‘expressing its deep concern 
about the threat that piracy and armed rob-
bery at sea in the Gulf of Guinea pose to 
international navigation, security and the 
economic development of states in the re-
gion’’, was unanimously adopted on Feb-
ruary 29, 2012. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress— 
(1) condemns acts of armed robbery at sea, 

piracy, and other maritime crime in the Gulf 
of Guinea; 

(2) endorses and supports the efforts made 
by United States Government agencies to as-
sist affected West and Central African coun-
tries to build capacity to combat armed rob-
bery at sea, piracy, and other maritime 
threats, and encourages the President to 
continue such assistance, as appropriate, 
within resource constraints; and 

(3) commends the African Union, sub-
regional entities such as the ECOWAS and 
ECCAS, and the various international agen-
cies that have worked to develop policy and 
program frameworks for enhancing maritime 
security in West and Central Africa, and en-
courages these entities and their member 
states to continue to build upon these and 
other efforts to achieve that end. 

SA 2181. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. FORCE PROTECTION. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2014, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
on current expeditionary physical barrier 
systems and new systems or technologies 
that are or can be used for force protection 
and to provide blast protection for forces 
supporting contingency operations. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A review of current and projected 
threats in connection with force protection, 
a description of any recent changes to poli-
cies on force protection, and an assessment 
of current planning methods on force protec-
tion, including standoff distances and phys-
ical barriers, to provide consistent and ade-
quate levels of force protection. 

(2) An assessment of the use of expedi-
tionary physical barrier systems to meet the 
goals of the combatant commands for force 
protection and force resiliency. 

(3) A description of the specifications de-
veloped by the Department to meet require-
ments for effectiveness, affordability, 
lifecycle management, and reuse or disposal 
of expeditionary physical barrier systems. 

(4) A description of the process used within 
the Department to ensure appropriate con-
sideration of the decommissioning cost, en-
vironmental impact, and subsequent disposal 
of expeditionary physical barrier materials 
in the procurement process for such mate-
rials. 

(5) An assessment of the availability of 
new technologies or designs that improve the 
capabilities or lifecycle costs of expedi-
tionary physical barrier systems. 

SA 2182. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. SECURITY CLEARANCES FOR CERTAIN 

SENATE PERSONAL OFFICE EMPLOY-
EES. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘covered committee of the 

Senate’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services of 

the Senate; 
(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 

the Senate; 
(C) the Select Committee on Intelligence 

of the Senate; 
(D) the Subcommittee on Defense of the 

Committee on Appropriations of the Senate; 
(E) the Subcommittee on State, Foreign 

Operations, and Related Programs of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate; 
and 

(F) the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate; 

(2) the term ‘‘covered Member of the Sen-
ate’’ means a Member of the Senate who 
serves on a covered committee of the Senate; 
and 

(3) the term ‘‘personal office employee’’ 
means an individual who is an employee 
serving in the official office of a covered 
Member of the Senate. 

(b) PROCEDURES.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Director of Senate Security, in coordination 
with the Secretary of Defense and the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence, shall establish 
and implement procedures that enable 1 per-
sonal office employee of each covered Mem-
ber of the Senate, to be designated by the 
covered Member of the Senate, to obtain se-
curity clearances necessary for access to 
classified national security information, in-
cluding top secret and sensitive compart-
mented information, if the personal office 
employee meets the criteria for such clear-
ances. 

SA 2183. Mr. VITTER (for himself, 
Mr. RISCH, Mr. LEE, and Mrs. FISCHER) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the 
following: 
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SEC. 1046. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CESSATION 

OF PURSUIT OF BILATERAL REDUC-
TIONS IN UNITED STATES NUCLEAR 
FORCES WITH COUNTRIES IN AC-
TIVE NONCOMPLIANCE WITH CUR-
RENT NUCLEAR ARMS REDUCTION 
OBLIGATIONS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent should not seek further reductions to 
United States nuclear forces, including by 
negotiation, with a country that is in active 
noncompliance with its existing nuclear 
arms reduction obligations until, at the ear-
liest, that noncompliance is resolved. 

SA 2184. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC.ll.TRANSPARENCY OF COVERAGE DETER-

MINATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Chief Administrative Officer of the House of 
Representatives and the Financial Clerk of 
the Senate shall make publically available 
the determinations of each member of the 
House of Representatives and each Senator, 
as the case may be, regarding the designa-
tion of their respective congressional staff 
(including leadership and committee staff) as 
‘‘official’’ for purposes of requiring such staff 
to enroll in health insurance coverage pro-
vided through an Exchange as required under 
section 1312(d)(1)(D) of the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act (42 U.S.C. 
18032(d)(1)(D)), and the regulations relating 
to such section. 

(b) FAILURE TO SUBMIT.—The failure by any 
member of the House of Representatives or 
Senator to designate any of their respective 
staff, whether committee or leadership staff, 
as ‘‘official’’ (as described in subsection (a)), 
shall be noted in the determination made 
publically available under subsection (a) 
along with a statement that such failure per-
mits the staff involved to remain in the Fed-
eral Employee Health Benefits Program. 

(c) PRIVACY.—Nothing in this Act shall be 
construed to permit the release of any indi-
vidually identifiable information concerning 
any individual, including any health plan se-
lected by an individual. 

SA 2185. Mr. WICKER (for himself, 
Mr. LEE, Mrs. FISCHER, and Mr. COR-
NYN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. LIMITATION ON CONSTRUCTION ON 

UNITED STATES SOIL OF SATELLITE 
POSITIONING GROUND MONITORING 
STATIONS OF FOREIGN GOVERN-
MENTS. 

(a) CERTIFICATION.—The President may not 
authorize or permit the construction of a 

satellite positioning ground monitoring sta-
tion directly or indirectly controlled by a 
foreign government on United States soil 
until the Secretary of Defense and the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence jointly certify to 
Congress that such monitoring station will 
not possess the capability or potential to be 
used for the purpose of gathering intel-
ligence or improving any foreign weapons 
system. 

(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense, the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, and the Commander of 
the United States Strategic Command shall 
jointly submit to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress a report on the use of sat-
ellite positioning ground monitoring sta-
tions by foreign governments for the purpose 
of gathering intelligence or improving the 
accuracy of missile guidance systems. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) A description and assessment of the 
current and potential use of satellite ground 
monitoring stations under the control of for-
eign governments for the purpose of gath-
ering intelligence. 

(B) A description of the role of positioning 
satellites in ballistic and tactical missile 
guidance systems. 

(C) A description and assessment of the 
current and potential future use of satellite 
positioning ground monitoring stations as a 
means of improving the accuracy of satellite 
guided missiles. 

(3) FORM.—The report required by para-
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 

(4) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘ap-
propriate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

SA 2186. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and 
Mr. PRYOR) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 314. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MANUFAC-

TURING ARSENAL STUDY AND RE-
PORT. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 

of the United States shall conduct a study 
that examines how the Department of De-
fense can improve its manufacturing arse-
nals located at the Joint Manufacturing and 
Technology Center at Rock Island Arsenal, 
Illinois, the Watervliet Arsenal in 
Watervliet, New York, and the Pine Bluff Ar-
senal in Jefferson, Arkansas and how the De-
partment of Defense can more effectively use 
and manage public-private partnerships to 
preserve critical industrial capabilities at 
these facilities for future national security 
requirements while providing a return on in-
vestment to the Army. 

(2) DETAILS OF STUDY.—The study required 
under paragraph (1) shall include an exam-
ination of the following issues: 

(A) The effectiveness of the Department of 
Defense’s strategy to workload each of the 
arsenals and the potential for alternative 
strategies that could better identify work-
load for each arsenal. 

(B) The impact of the Army Working Cap-
ital Fund-driven rate structure on public pri-
vate partnerships at each arsenal. 

(C) The extent to which operations at each 
arsenal can be streamlined, improved, or en-
hanced. 

(D) The effectiveness of the Army’s imple-
mentation of cooperative agreements au-
thorized at manufacturing arsenals under 
section 4544 of title 10, United States Code. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a report on 
the study conducted under this section. The 
report shall include recommendations to im-
prove the Department of Defense’s work 
loading strategy. 

SA 2187. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. SUSPENSION AND REFORM OF UNITED 

STATES ARMS SALES TO EGYPT AND 
UNITED STATES ECONOMIC SUP-
PORT TO EGYPT. 

(a) SUSPENSION AND REFORM OF ARMS 
SALES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-
ernment may not license, approve, facilitate, 
or otherwise allow the sale, lease, transfer, 
retransfer, or delivery of defense articles or 
defense services to Egypt under section 
38(a)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act (22 
U.S.C. 2778(a)(1)) until 15 days after the 
President submits to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a certification that— 

(A) the Government of Egypt— 
(i) continues to implement the Peace Trea-

ty between the State of Israel and the Arab 
Republic of Egypt, signed at Washington, 
March 26, 1979; 

(ii) is taking necessary and appropriate 
measures to counter terrorism, including 
measures to counter smuggling into the 
Gaza Strip by, among other measures, de-
tecting and destroying tunnels between 
Egypt and the Gaza Strip and securing the 
Sinai peninsula; 

(iii) is allowing the Armed Forces of the 
United States to transit the territory of 
Egypt, including through the airspace and 
territorial waters of Egypt; 

(iv) is supporting a transition to an inclu-
sive civilian government by demonstrating a 
commitment to, and making consistent 
progress toward, holding regular, credible 
elections that are free, fair, and consistent 
with internationally accepted standards; 

(v) is respecting and protecting the polit-
ical and economic freedoms of all residents 
of Egypt, including taking measures to ad-
dress violence against women and religious 
minorities; 

(vi) is respecting freedom of expression and 
due process of law, including respecting the 
rights of women and religious minorities; 
and 
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(vii) is permitting nongovernmental orga-

nizations and civil society groups in Egypt, 
the National Democratic Institute, the 
International Republican Institute, Freedom 
House, and the Konrad Adenauer Stiftung to 
operate freely and consistent with inter-
nationally recognized practices; and 

(B) licensing, approving, facilitating, or 
otherwise allowing the sale, lease, transfer, 
retransfer, or delivery of defense articles or 
defense services to Egypt is in the national 
security interests of the United States. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The limitation under para-
graph (1) shall not apply to defense articles 
and defense services to be used primarily for 
supporting or enabling counterterrorism, 
border and maritime security, or special op-
erations capabilities or operations. 

(3) WAIVER.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive 

the limitation under paragraph (1) for a 180- 
day period if, not later than 15 days before 
the waiver takes effect, the President— 

(i) certifies to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that licensing, approving, 
facilitating, or otherwise allowing the sale, 
lease, transfer, retransfer, or delivery of de-
fense articles or defense services to Egypt is 
in the vital national security interests of the 
United States; and 

(ii) provides to those committees a re-
port— 

(I) detailing the reasons for the certifi-
cation under clause (i); and 

(II) analyzing the extent to which the ac-
tions of the Government of Egypt do or do 
not satisfy each of the criteria described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1). 

(B) EXTENSIONS OF WAIVER.—The President 
may extend the effective period of a waiver 
under subparagraph (A) for an additional 180- 
day period if, not later than 15 days before 
the extension takes effect, the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees an updated certification and report 
that meet the requirements of that subpara-
graph. 

(b) SUSPENSION AND REFORM OF UNITED 
STATES ECONOMIC SUPPORT TO EGYPT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—No bilateral economic as-
sistance may be provided to Egypt as direct 
budget support for the Government of Egypt 
until 15 days after the Secretary of State 
certifies to the appropriate congressional 
committees that— 

(A) providing such assistance is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States; 

(B) the Government of Egypt— 
(i) continues to implement the peace trea-

ty referred to in subsection (a)(1)(A)(i); 
(ii) is supporting the transition to an in-

clusive civilian government by dem-
onstrating a commitment to hold regular, 
credible elections that are free, fair, and con-
sistent with internationally accepted stand-
ards; 

(iii) is respecting and protecting the polit-
ical, economic, and religious freedoms of all 
residents of Egypt, including taking meas-
ures to address violence against women and 
religious minorities; 

(iv) is permitting nongovernmental organi-
zations and civil society groups in Egypt, in-
cluding the National Democratic Institute, 
the International Republican Institute, Free-
dom House, and the Konrad Adenauer 
Stiftung to operate freely and consistent 
with internationally recognized standards; 
and 

(v) is demonstrating a commitment to im-
plementing economic reforms, including re-
forms necessary to reduce the deficit and en-
sure economic stability and growth. 

(2) WAIVER.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive 

the limitation under paragraph (1) for a 180- 
day period if, not later than 15 days before 
the waiver takes effect, the President— 

(i) certifies to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that providing assistance 
described in that paragraph is in the vital 
national security interests of the United 
States; 

(ii) submits to those committees a report— 
(I) detailing the reasons for the certifi-

cation described in clause (i); and 
(II) analyzing the extent to which the ac-

tions of the Government of Egypt do or do 
not satisfy each of the criteria described in 
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1). 

(B) EXTENSIONS OF WAIVER.—The President 
may extend the effective period of a waiver 
under subparagraph (A) for an additional 180- 
day period if, not later than 15 days before 
the extension takes effect, the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees an updated certification and report 
that meet the requirements of subparagraph 
(A). 

(c) FUNDING FOR DEMOCRACY AND GOVERN-
ANCE PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If, in any fiscal year, bi-
lateral economic assistance is provided to 
Egypt pursuant to chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2346 
et seq.; relating to the Economic Support 
Fund), not less than $50,000,000 of that assist-
ance shall be provided through the Depart-
ment of State and the National Endowment 
for Democracy for democracy and govern-
ance programs in Egypt. 

(2) ADDITIONAL FUNDING IF WAIVER AUTHOR-
ITY INVOKED.—If, in any fiscal year, the 
President exercises the waiver authority 
under subsection (b)(2) and bilateral eco-
nomic assistance is provided to Egypt pursu-
ant to chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, not less than $25,000,000 
of that assistance (in addition to the amount 
provided for under paragraph (1)) shall be 
provided through the Department of State 
and the National Endowment for Democracy 
for democracy and governance programs in 
Egypt. 

(d) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN LIMITA-
TION.—The limitation on the use of funds 
under section 7008 of the Department of 
State, Foreign Operations, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 2012 (division I of 
Public Law 112–74; 125 Stat. 1195) shall not 
apply to assistance provided in accordance 
with this section. 

(e) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means the Committee on Foreign Relations 
of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

SA 2188. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XII, add the following: 
Subtitle D—Imposition of Sanctions With 

Respect to Syria 
SEC. 1241. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) ACCOUNT; CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT; PAY-

ABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNT.—The terms ‘‘ac-
count’’, ‘‘correspondent account’’, and ‘‘pay-
able-through account’’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 5318A of title 31, 
United States Code. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Finance, and the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and the 
Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives. 

(3) DEFENSE ARTICLE; DEFENSE SERVICE.— 
The terms ‘‘defense article’’ and ‘‘defense 
service’’ have the meanings given those 
terms in section 47 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2794). 

(4) FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘‘foreign financial institution’’ has the 
meaning of that term as determined by the 
Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to sec-
tion 104(i) of the Comprehensive Iran Sanc-
tions, Accountability, and Divestment Act of 
2010 (22 U.S.C. 8513(i)). 

(5) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means an 
individual or entity. 

(6) PETROLEUM.—The term ‘‘petroleum’’ in-
cludes crude oil and any mixture of hydro-
carbons that exists in liquid phase in natural 
underground reservoirs and remains liquid at 
atmospheric pressure after passing through 
surface separating facilities. 

(7) PETROLEUM PRODUCTS.—The term ‘‘pe-
troleum products’’ includes unfinished oils, 
liquefied petroleum gases, pentanes plus, 
aviation gasoline, motor gasoline, naptha- 
type jet fuel, kerosene-type jet fuel, ker-
osene, distillate fuel oil, residual fuel oil, pe-
trochemical feedstocks, special naphthas, lu-
bricants, waxes, petroleum coke, asphalt, 
road oil, still gas, miscellaneous products ob-
tained from the processing of crude oil (in-
cluding lease condensate), natural gas, and 
other hydrocarbon compounds. 

(8) SYRIAN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘‘Syrian financial institution’’ means— 

(A) a financial institution organized under 
the laws of Syria or any jurisdiction within 
Syria, including a foreign branch of such an 
institution; 

(B) a financial institution located in Syria; 
(C) a financial institution, wherever lo-

cated, owned or controlled by the Govern-
ment of Syria; and 

(D) a financial institution, wherever lo-
cated, owned or controlled by a financial in-
stitution described in subparagraph (A), (B), 
or (C). 

(9) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a natural person who is a citizen or 
resident of the United States or a national of 
the United States (as defined in section 
101(a) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a))); and 

(B) an entity that is organized under the 
laws of the United States or a jurisdiction 
within the United States. 

SEC. 1242. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO SELLING, TRANSFERRING, 
OR TRANSPORTING DEFENSE ARTI-
CLES, DEFENSE SERVICES, OR MILI-
TARY TRAINING TO THE ASSAD RE-
GIME OF SYRIA. 

On or after the date that is 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President may impose sanctions from among 
the sanctions described in section 1245 with 
respect to any person that the President de-
termines has, on or after such date of enact-
ment, knowingly participated in or facili-
tated a significant transaction related to the 
sale, transfer, or transportation of defense 
articles, defense services, or military train-
ing to the Assad regime of Syria or any suc-
cessor regime in Syria that the President de-
termines is not a legitimate transitional or 
replacement government. 
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SEC. 1243. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-

SPECT TO PERSONS PROVIDING PE-
TROLEUM OR PETROLEUM PROD-
UCTS TO THE ASSAD REGIME OF 
SYRIA. 

On or after the date that is 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall impose the sanction de-
scribed in paragraph (5) of section 1245 and 2 
or more of the other sanctions described in 
that section with respect to each person that 
the President determines has, on or after 
such date of enactment, knowingly partici-
pated in or facilitated a significant trans-
action related to the sale or transfer of pe-
troleum or petroleum products to the Assad 
regime of Syria or any successor regime in 
Syria that the President determines is not a 
legitimate transitional or replacement gov-
ernment. 
SEC. 1244. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-

SPECT TO CONDUCTING CERTAIN FI-
NANCIAL TRANSACTIONS WITH THE 
CENTRAL BANK OF SYRIA OR AN-
OTHER SYRIAN FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall pro-
hibit the opening, and prohibit or impose 
strict conditions on the maintaining, in the 
United States of a correspondent account or 
a payable-through account by a foreign fi-
nancial institution that the President deter-
mines has knowingly conducted, on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, a sig-
nificant transaction with the Central Bank 
of Syria or another Syrian financial institu-
tion designated by the Secretary of the 
Treasury for the imposition of sanctions pur-
suant to the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) re-
lated to the sale of defense articles to— 

(1) the Assad regime of Syria or any suc-
cessor regime in Syria that the President de-
termines is not a legitimate transitional or 
replacement government; or 

(2) any person added after April 28, 2011, 
and before the date of the enactment of this 
Act, to the list of specially designated na-
tionals and blocked persons maintained by 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the 
Department of the Treasury in connection 
with the conflict in Syria. 

(b) HUMANITARIAN EXCEPTION.—The Presi-
dent may not impose sanctions under this 
section with respect to any person for the 
provision of agricultural commodities, food, 
medicine, or medical devices to Syria or the 
provision of humanitarian assistance to the 
people of Syria. 
SEC. 1245. SANCTIONS DESCRIBED. 

The sanctions the President may impose 
with respect to a person under sections 1242 
and 1243 are the following: 

(1) EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ASSISTANCE.—The 
President may direct the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States not to give ap-
proval to the issuance of any guarantee, in-
surance, extension of credit, or participation 
in the extension of credit in connection with 
the export of any goods or services to the 
person. 

(2) PROCUREMENT SANCTION.—The President 
may prohibit the United States Government 
from procuring, or entering into any con-
tract for the procurement of, any goods or 
services from the person. 

(3) ARMS EXPORT PROHIBITION.—The Presi-
dent may prohibit United States Govern-
ment sales to the person of any item on the 
United States Munitions List under section 
38(a)(1) of the Arms Export Control Act (22 
U.S.C. 2778(a)(1)) and require termination of 
sales to the person of any defense articles, 
defense services, or design and construction 
services under that Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et 
seq.). 

(4) DUAL-USE EXPORT PROHIBITION.—The 
President may deny licenses and suspend ex-

isting licenses for the transfer to the person 
of items the export of which is controlled 
under the Export Administration Act of 1979 
(50 U.S.C. App. 2401 et seq.) (as in effect pur-
suant to the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)) or 
the Export Administration Regulations 
under subchapter C of chapter VII of title 15, 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(5) BLOCKING OF ASSETS.—The President 
may, pursuant to such regulations as the 
President may prescribe, block and prohibit 
all transactions in all property and interests 
in property of the person if such property 
and interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

(6) VISA INELIGIBILITY.—In the case of a 
person that is an alien, the President may 
direct the Secretary of State to deny a visa 
to, and the Secretary of Homeland Security 
to exclude from the United States, the per-
son, subject to regulatory exceptions to per-
mit the United States to comply with the 
Agreement between the United Nations and 
the United States of America regarding the 
Headquarters of the United Nations, signed 
June 26, 1947, and entered into force Novem-
ber 21, 1947, and other applicable inter-
national obligations. 
SEC. 1246. WAIVERS. 

(a) GENERAL WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The 
President may waive the application of sec-
tion 1242, 1243, or 1244 to a person or category 
of persons for a period of 180 days, and may 
renew the waiver for additional periods of 180 
days, if the President determines and reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
every 180 days that the waiver is in the vital 
national security interests of the United 
States. 

(b) WAIVER FOR HUMANITARIAN NEEDS.—The 
President may waive the application of sec-
tion 1243 to a person for a period of 180 days, 
and may renew the waiver for additional pe-
riods of 180 days, if the President determines 
and reports to the appropriate congressional 
committees every 180 days that the waiver is 
to necessary to permit the person to conduct 
or facilitate a transaction that is necessary 
to meet humanitarian needs of the people of 
Syria. 

(c) FORM.—Each report submitted under 
subsection (a) or (b) shall be submitted in 
unclassified form but may include a classi-
fied annex. 
SEC. 1247. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON SANCTIONS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent should work closely with allies of the 
United States to obtain broad multilateral 
support for countries to impose sanctions 
that are equivalent to the sanctions set forth 
in this subtitle under the laws of those coun-
tries. 

SA 2189. Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. 
CRUZ, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
CORNYN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON IRANIAN NU-

CLEAR PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 

(1) Diplomats from the Islamic Republic of 
Iran, the European Union, the United States, 
the United Kingdom, Germany, France, 
China, and Russia continue to discuss the 
Government of Iran’s illicit nuclear weapons 
program. 

(2) President of Iran Hasan Rouhani has in 
the past bragged about his success in buying 
time for Iran to make nuclear advances. 

(3) Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah 
Khamenei, who retains control over Iran’s 
nuclear program, recently claimed that Iran 
did not desire nuclear weapons but said that 
if Iran ‘‘intended to possess nuclear weapons, 
no power could stop us’’. 

(4) The Government of Iran continues to 
expand Iran’s nuclear and missile programs 
in violation of multiple United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions. 

(5) The Government of Iran has a decades- 
long track record of cheating on and vio-
lating commitments regarding its nuclear 
program and has used more than 10 years of 
diplomatic negotiations to buy more time to 
expand its nuclear weapons program. 

(6) Iran remains the world’s number one 
exporter of terrorism and as recently as 2011 
was plotting to assassinate a foreign official 
on United States soil. 

(7) Over the last three decades, the Govern-
ment of Iran and its terrorist proxies have 
been responsible for the deaths of Americans. 

(8) The Government of Iran and its ter-
rorist proxies continue to provide military 
and financial support to the regime of 
Bashar al-Assad in Syria, aiding his regime’s 
mass killing of civilians. 

(9) The Government of Iran continues to 
sow instability in its region and to threaten 
its neighbors, including United States allies 
such as Israel. 

(10) The Government of Iran denies its peo-
ple their fundamental freedoms, including 
freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, 
freedom of religion, and freedom of con-
science. 

(11) International and United States sanc-
tions imposed on Iran have assisted in bring-
ing Iran to the negotiating table. 

(12) Other countries, such as North Korea, 
have used diplomatic talks regarding their 
nuclear programs to allow time for the de-
velopment of nuclear weapons. 

(13) Based on the Government of Iran’s 
stockpile of low enriched uranium and its 
plan to continue installing advanced cen-
trifuges, the Government of Iran could agree 
to suspend all enrichment above 3.5 percent 
and still be in a position to produce weapons- 
grade uranium without detection by the mid-
dle of next year. 

(14) If the Government of Iran starts up its 
heavy water reactor in Arak, it could estab-
lish an alternate pathway to a nuclear weap-
on, producing enough plutonium each year 
for one or two nuclear weapons. 

(15) Nineteen other nations currently ac-
cess peaceful nuclear energy without any en-
richment or reprocessing activities on their 
soil. 

(16) The Government of Iran could likewise 
achieve access to peaceful nuclear energy 
without enrichment or reprocessing activi-
ties on its own soil. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) it shall be the policy of the United 
States that the Government of Iran will not 
be allowed to develop a nuclear weapon and 
that all instruments of United States power 
and influence remain on the table to prevent 
this outcome; 

(2) the Government of Iran does not have 
an absolute or inherent right to enrichment 
and reprocessing technologies under the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, done at Washington, London, and 
Moscow July 1, 1968, and entered into force 
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March 5, 1970 (commonly known as the ‘‘Nu-
clear Non-Proliferation Treaty’’); 

(3) relief of sanctions related to Iran’s nu-
clear program imposed upon Iran by the 
United States should only be provided once 
Iran has completely abandoned its nuclear 
weapons program, including any enrichment 
or reprocessing capability, and has provided 
complete transparency to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency regarding its work 
on weaponization of a nuclear device; and 

(4) until the Government of Iran has taken 
the actions set forth in paragraph (3), Con-
gress should move to pass a new round of ad-
ditional sanctions without delay. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as an author-
ization for the use of force or declaration of 
war. 

SA 2190. Mr. RUBIO (for himself, Mr. 
TESTER, and Mr. BOOZMAN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 198, strike line 13 and insert the 
following: 
the uniformed services are increased by 1.8 
percent. 

(c) FUNDING AND OFFSET.— 
(1) INCREASE IN AMOUNT FOR MILITARY PER-

SONNEL.—The amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal year by section 421 for 
military personnel is hereby increased by 
$600,000,000. 

(2) DECREASE IN AMOUNT FOR RDT&E ARMY.— 
The amount authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 2014 by section 201 and avail-
able for Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Army as specified in the funding 
table in section 4201 is hereby decreased by 
$71,223,000. 

(3) DECREASE IN AMOUNT FOR RDT&E NAVY.— 
The amount authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 2014 by section 201 and avail-
able for Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation, Navy as specified in the funding 
table in section 4201 is hereby decreased by 
$141,015,000. 

(4) DECREASE IN AMOUNT FOR RDT&E AIR 
FORCE.—The amount authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2014 by section 201 and 
available for Research, Development, Test, 
and Evaluation, Air Force as specified in the 
funding table in section 4201 is hereby de-
creased by $227,890,000. 

(5) DECREASE IN AMOUNT FOR RDT&E DE-
FENSE-WIDE.—The amount authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by section 
201 and available for Research, Development, 
Test, and Evaluation, Defense-wide as speci-
fied in the funding table in section 4201 is 
hereby decreased by $158,207,000. 

(6) DECREASE IN AMOUNT FOR OT&E DEFENSE 
MANAGEMENT SUPPORT.—The amount author-
ized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by 
section 201 and available for Operational 
Test and Evaluation, Defense Management 
Support as specified in the funding table in 
section 4201 is hereby decreased by $1,655,000. 

SA 2191. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-

partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2803. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPORT 

ON MILITARY HOUSING PRIVATIZA-
TION INITIATIVE. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall issue a report to Congress on the 
Military Housing Privatization Initiative 
under subchapter IV of chapter 169 of title 10, 
United States Code. The report shall include 
the details of any project where the project 
owner has outstanding local, county, city, 
town, or State tax obligations dating back 
over 12 months, as determined by a final 
judgment by a tax authority. 

SA 2192. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 843. EXTENSION OF WHISTLEBLOWER PRO-

TECTIONS FOR CONTRACTOR EM-
PLOYEES TO EMPLOYEES OF CON-
TRACTORS OF THE ELEMENTS OF 
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY. 

(a) CONTRACTOR EMPLOYEES OF DOD AND 
RELATED AGENCIES.—Section 2409 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (e); and 
(2) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) 

as subsections (e) and (f), respectively. 
(b) PILOT PROGRAM ON OTHER CONTRACTOR 

EMPLOYEES.—Section 4712 of title 41, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (f); and 
(2) by redesignating subsections (g), (h), 

and (i) as subsection (f), (g), and (h), respec-
tively. 

SA 2193. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for her-
self and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title X , add the 
following: 
SEC. 1054. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR 

INCENTIVE PAYMENTS UNDER CER-
TAIN CONTRACTOR PREFERENCE 
AUTHORITY. 

Amounts authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 2014 for the Department of De-
fense may not be used for incentive pay-
ments for Indian organizations, Indian- 
owned economic enterprises, and Native Ha-
waiian small business concerns under sub-
section (f)(5) of clause 252.226–7001 of the De-
partment of Defense Supplement to the Fed-
eral Acquisition Regulation. 

SA 2194. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for her-
self and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 864. SMALL BUSINESS GOALS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘small business concern’’ has 

the meaning given that term under section 3 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632); and 

(2) the term ‘‘small business contracting 
goal’’ means a contracting or subcontracting 
goal for the utilization or participation of 
small business concerns or types of small 
business concerns established under section 8 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637). 

(b) LIMITATION.—In determining whether 
the Department of Defense has met a small 
business contracting goal, the Department of 
Defense may not include a contract or sub-
contract awarded under the authority under 
the Small Business Act that is— 

(1) awarded as a sole source contract; and 
(2) in an amount that is more than the 

limit on sole source contracts under subpart 
19.8 of part 19 of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation. 

SA 2195. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC.llll.PROHIBITION ON PERFORMANCE 

AWARDS IN THE SENIOR EXECUTIVE 
SERVICE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms 
‘‘agency’’ and ‘‘career appointee’’ have the 
meanings given such terms in section 5381 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—On and after the date of 
enactment of this Act, an agency may not 
pay an award under section 4507 or 5384 of 
title 5, United States Code, to a career ap-
pointee that relates to any period of service 
performed during fiscal year 2013 or fiscal 
year 2014. 

SA 2196. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1220. PROHIBITION ON USE OF UNITED 

STATES FUNDS FOR PROGRAMS AND 
PROJECTS IN AFGHANISTAN THAT 
CANNOT BE PHYSICALLY ACCESSED 
BY UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Amounts available to the 
department and agencies of the United 
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States Government may not be obligated or 
expended for a program or project in Afghan-
istan if civilian personnel of the United 
States Government with authority to con-
duct oversight of such program or project 
cannot physically access such program or 
project. 

(b) WAIVER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The prohibition in sub-

section (a) may be waived with respect to a 
program or project otherwise covered by 
that subsection if a determination described 
in paragraph (2) is made as follows: 

(A) In the case of a program or project 
with an estimated lifecycle cost of less than 
$1,000,000, by the contracting officer assigned 
to oversee the program or project. 

(B) In the case of a program or project with 
an estimated lifecycle cost of $1,000,000 or 
more, but less than $40,000,000, by the mis-
sion director of the department or agency 
concerned, the United States Ambassador to 
Afghanistan, or the Commander of the Inter-
national Security Assistance Force (ISAF). 

(C) In the case of a program or project with 
an estimated lifecycle cost of $40,000,000 or 
more, by the head of the department or agen-
cy of the United States Government con-
cerned. 

(2) DETERMINATION.—A determination de-
scribed in this paragraph with respect to a 
program or project is a determination of 
each of the following: 

(A) That the program or project clearly 
contributes to United States national inter-
ests or strategic objectives. 

(B) That the people of Afghanistan want or 
need the program or project. 

(C) That the program or project has been 
coordinated with the Afghanistan Govern-
ment, and with any other implementing 
agencies or international donors. 

(D) That security conditions permit effec-
tive implementation and oversight of the 
program or project. 

(E) That the program or project includes 
safeguards to detect, deter, and mitigate cor-
ruption. 

(F) That the people of Afghanistan have 
the financial resources, technical capacity, 
and political will to sustain the program or 
project. 

(G) That all implementing agencies have 
established meaningful metrics for deter-
mining outcomes and measuring success of 
the program or project. 

SA 2197. Mr. KAINE (for himself and 
Mr. CHAMBLISS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 573. ASSESSMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND 

SECONDARY SCIENCE, TECH-
NOLOGY, ENGINEERING, AND MATH-
EMATICS PROGRAMS OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

(a) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

shall submit to the congressional defense 
committees a report setting forth an assess-
ment of each program as follows: 

(A) The Army Educational Outreach Pro-
gram (AEOP). 

(B) The STEM2Stern program of the Navy. 
(C) The DoD STARBASE program carried 

out by the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Personnel and Readiness. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall conduct assessments under this 
subsection in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education and the heads of other 
appropriate Federal agencies. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The assessment of a pro-
gram under subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(1) An assessment of the current status of 
the program. 

(2) A determination as to the advisability 
of retaining, terminating, or transferring the 
program to another agency, together with a 
justification for the determination. 

(3) For a program determined under para-
graph (2) to be terminated, a justification 
why the science, technology, engineering, 
and mathematics education requirements of 
the program are no longer required. 

(4) For a program determined under para-
graph (2) to be transferred to the jurisdiction 
of another agency— 

(A) the name of such agency; 
(B) the funding anticipated to be provided 

the program by such agency during the five- 
year period beginning on the date of trans-
fer; and 

(C) mechanisms to ensure that education 
under the program will continue to meet the 
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics education requirements of the De-
partment of Defense, including requirements 
for the dependents covered by the program. 

(5) Metrics to assess whether a program 
under paragraph (3) or (4) is meeting the re-
quirements applicable to such program under 
such paragraph. 

(c) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN ACTIONS ON PRO-
GRAMS PENDING SUBMITTAL OF ASSESSMENT.— 
A program specified in paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) may not be terminated or trans-
ferred to the jurisdiction of another agency 
until 30 days after the date on which the re-
port required by that subsection is sub-
mitted to the congressional defense commit-
tees. 

SA 2198. Mr. WHITEHOUSE (for him-
self and Mr. PORTMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 331 and insert the following: 
SEC. 331. STRATEGY FOR IMPROVING ASSET 

TRACKING AND IN-TRANSIT VISI-
BILITY. 

(a) STRATEGY AND IMPLEMENTATION 
PLANS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a com-
prehensive strategy for improving asset 
tracking and in-transit visibility across the 
Department of Defense, together with the 
plans of the military departments, for imple-
menting the strategy and ensuring compli-
ance. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The strategy and imple-
mentation plans required under paragraph 
(1) shall include the following elements: 

(A) The overarching goals and objectives 
desired from implementation of the strategy. 

(B) A description of steps to achieve those 
goals and objectives, as well as milestones 
and performance measures to gauge results. 

(C) An estimate of the costs associated 
with executing the plan, and the sources and 
types of resources and investments, includ-

ing skills, technology, human capital, infor-
mation, and other resources, required to 
meet the goals and objectives. 

(D) A description of roles and responsibil-
ities for managing and overseeing the imple-
mentation of the strategy, including the role 
of program managers, and the establishment 
of mechanisms for multiple stakeholders to 
coordinate their efforts throughout imple-
mentation and make necessary adjustments 
to the strategy based on performance. 

(E) A description of key factors external to 
the Department of Defense and beyond its 
control that could significantly affect the 
achievement of the long-term goals con-
tained in the strategy. 

(F) A detailed description of asset marking 
requirements and how automated informa-
tion and data capture technologies could im-
prove readiness, cost effectiveness, and per-
formance. 

(G) A defined list of all categories of items 
that program managers shall identify for the 
purposes of asset marking. 

(H) A description of steps to improve asset 
visibility tracking for classified programs. 

(I) Steps to be undertaken to facilitate col-
laboration with industry designed to capture 
best practices, lessons learned, and any rel-
evant technical matters. 

(J) A description of how improved asset 
tracking and in-transit visibility could en-
hance audit readiness, reduce counterfeit 
risk, enhance logistical processes, and ben-
efit the Department of Defense. 

(b) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT.—Not 
later than one year after the strategy is sub-
mitted under subsection (a), the Comptroller 
General shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report setting forth an 
assessment of the extent to which the strat-
egy, accompanying implementation, and 
asset marking plans— 

(1) include the elements set forth under 
subsection (a)(2); 

(2) align to achieve the overarching asset 
visibility and in-transit visibility goals and 
objectives of the Department of Defense; and 

(3) have been implemented. 

SA 2199. Ms. HEITKAMP submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. REPORTS ON UNMANNED AIRCRAFT 

SYSTEMS. 
(a) REPORT ON COLLABORATION, DEMONSTRA-

TION, AND USE CASES AND DATA SHARING.— 
Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of Transportation, the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and the Administrator of the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, on behalf of the UAS Executive Com-
mittee, shall jointly submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
describes the following: 

(1) The collaboration, demonstrations, and 
initial fielding of unmanned aircraft systems 
at test sites within and outside of restricted 
airspace. 

(2) The progress being made to develop 
public and civil sense-and-avoid and com-
mand-and-control technology, including the 
human factors and other technological chal-
lenges identified in the Integration of Civil 
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Unmanned Aircraft Systems in the National 
Airspace System Roadmap, published by the 
Federal Aviation Administration on Novem-
ber 7, 2013, and what role the test sites can 
play in overcoming those challenges. 

(3) An assessment on the sharing of oper-
ational, programmatic, and research data re-
lating to unmanned aircraft systems oper-
ations by the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, the Department of Defense, and the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion to help the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration establish civil unmanned aircraft 
systems certification standards, pilot certifi-
cation and licensing, and air traffic control 
procedures, including identifying the loca-
tions selected to collect, analyze, and store 
the data. 

(4) The strategy to improve the effective-
ness of government-industry collaboration 
between UAS Executive Committee members 
and relevant stakeholders regarding Na-
tional Airspace System integration, and how 
the test sites can be used to improve this 
collaboration. 

(5) An evaluation of how best to overcome 
the national security challenges identified in 
the NAS Roadmap referred to in paragraph 
(2). 

(b) REPORT ON RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 
NEEDED FOR UNMANNED AIRCRAFT SYSTEMS 
DESCRIBED IN 5-YEAR ROADMAP.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense, on be-
half of the UAS Executive Committee, shall 
submit a report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that describes the re-
source requirements needed to meet the 
milestones for unmanned aircraft systems 
integration described in the 5-year roadmap 
described in section 332(a)(5) of the FAA 
Modernization and Reform Act of 2012 (Pub-
lic Law 112–95; 49 U.S.C. 40101 note). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 

committees’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services of 

the Senate; 
(B) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 

and Transportation of the Senate; 
(C) the Committee on Appropriations of 

the Senate; 
(D) the Committee on Armed Services of 

the House of Representatives; 
(E) the Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives; 

(F) the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology of the House of Representatives; 
and 

(G) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘UAS Executive Committee’’ 
means the Department of Defense-Federal 
Aviation Administration executive com-
mittee described in section 1036(b) of the 
Duncan Hunter National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law 
110–417; 122 Stat. 4596) established by the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Administrator of 
the Federal Aviation Administration. 

SA 2200. Mr. NELSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle E of title V, 
add the following: 

SEC. 547. ASSESSMENT OF MEMBER ABUSE OF 
CHAIN OF COMMAND POSITIONS TO 
GAIN ACCESS TO OR COERCE AN-
OTHER PERSON FOR A SEX-RELATED 
OFFENSE AS ADDITIONAL DUTIES 
OF INDEPENDENT PANELS FOR RE-
VIEW OF MILITARY JUSTICE AND JU-
DICIAL PROCEEDINGS OF SEXUAL 
ASSAULT CASES. 

(a) ASSESSMENT AS ADDITIONAL DUTY OF 
PANEL ON RESPONSE SYSTEMS TO SEXUAL AS-
SAULT CRIMES.—Paragraph (1) of section 
576(d) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239; 
126 Stat. 1760), as amended by section 545(a) 
of this Act, is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (L) as 
subparagraph (M); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (K) the 
following new subparagraph (L): 

‘‘(L) An assessment of instances in the 
Armed Forces in which a member of the 
Armed Forces has committing a sexual act 
upon another person by abusing one’s posi-
tion in the chain of command of the other 
person to gain access to or coerce the other 
person.’’. 

(b) ASSESSMENT OF CONSEQUENCES OF REVI-
SION OF ARTICLE 120 SEX-RELATED OFFENSES 
AS ADDITIONAL DUTY OF INDEPENDENT PANEL 
ON JUDICIAL PROCEEDINGS.—Paragraph (2) of 
such section, as amended by section 546 of 
this Act, is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (M) as 
subparagraph (N); and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (L) the 
following new subparagraph (M): 

‘‘(M) Assess the likely consequences of 
amending of definition of rape and sexual as-
sault under section 120 of title 10, United 
States Code (article 120 of the Uniform Code 
of Military Justice), to expressly cover a sit-
uation in which a person subject to the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice commits a sex-
ual act upon another person by abusing one’s 
position in the chain of command of the 
other person to gain access to or coerce the 
other person.’’. 

SA 2201. Mr. NELSON (for himself, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. SCHUMER) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

Strike section 712 and insert the following: 
SEC. 712. TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF 

INTEROPERABLE ELECTRONIC 
HEALTH RECORDS. 

(a) TIMELINE.—The Secretary of Defense 
and the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
jointly— 

(1) ensure that the electronic health record 
systems of the Department of Defense and 
the Department of Veterans Affairs are 
interoperable through compliance with the 
national standards and architectural re-
quirements identified by the Department of 
Defense/Department of Veterans Affairs 
Interagency Program Office, in collaboration 
with the Office of the National Coordinator 
for Health Information Technology of the 
Department of Health and Human Services; 
and 

(2) by not later than December 31, 2016, pro-
vide for the deployment by the Department 
of Defense and the Department of Veterans 
Affairs of modernized electronic health 
record software supporting Department of 
Defense and Department of Veterans Affairs 

clinicians in a manner that ensures con-
tinuing compatibility with the interoper-
ability platform and full standards-based 
interoperability. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—In implementing the 
interoperability of electronic health records 
under subsection (a), the Secretary of De-
fense and Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
jointly consider the feasibility and advis-
ability of each of the following: 

(1) The creation of a health data authori-
tative source by the Department of Defense 
and Department of Veterans Affairs that can 
be accessed by multiple providers and stand-
ardizes the input of new medical informa-
tion. 

(2) The ability of patients of both the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of 
Veterans Affairs to download the medical 
records of the patient (commonly referred to 
as the ‘‘Blue Button Initiative’’). 

(3) Enabling each current member of the 
Armed Forces and dependent of such a mem-
ber to elect to receive an electronic copy of 
the health care record of such individual. 

(4) The establishment of a secure, remote, 
network-accessible computer storage system 
(commonly referred to as ‘‘cloud storage’’) to 
provide members of the Armed Forces and 
veterans the ability to upload the health 
care records of the member or veteran if the 
member or veteran elects to do so and allow 
medical providers of the Department of De-
fense and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to access such records in the course of 
providing care to the member or veteran. 

(c) REPORTS.— 
(1) STATUS REPORT.—Not later than Janu-

ary 1, 2014, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall jointly 
submit to Congress a report setting forth a 
description of the current progress of the 
Secretaries in achieving the full interoper-
ability of personal health care information 
between the Department of Defense and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs. The report 
shall include a description and assessment of 
lessons learned by the Secretaries as a result 
of efforts undertaken by the Secretary before 
the report to achieve the full interoper-
ability of such information. 

(2) PLAN TO MEET TIMELINE.—Not later than 
March 31, 2014, the Secretary of Defense and 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall joint-
ly submit to Congress a report setting forth 
the plan of the Secretaries to meet the 
timeline specified in subsection (a)(2), and 
any associated deadlines and objectives. 

SA 2202. Mr. NELSON (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. WYDEN, Mrs. HAGAN, 
and Mr. COONS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title VI, add the 
following: 
SEC. 646. REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT OF REDUC-

TION OF SURVIVOR BENEFITS PLAN 
SURVIVOR ANNUITIES BY DEPEND-
ENCY AND INDEMNITY COMPENSA-
TION. 

(a) REPEAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

73 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
as follows: 

(A) In section 1450, by striking subsection 
(c). 

(B) In section 1451(c)— 
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(i) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively. 
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sub-

chapter is further amended as follows: 
(A) In section 1450— 
(i) by striking subsection (e); 
(ii) by striking subsection (k); and 
(iii) by striking subsection (m). 
(B) In section 1451(g)(1), by striking sub-

paragraph (C). 
(C) In section 1452— 
(i) in subsection (f)(2), by striking ‘‘does 

not apply—’’ and all that follows and insert-
ing ‘‘does not apply in the case of a deduc-
tion made through administrative error.’’; 
and 

(ii) by striking subsection (g). 
(D) In section 1455(c), by striking ‘‘, 

1450(k)(2),’’. 
(b) PROHIBITION ON RETROACTIVE BENE-

FITS.—No benefits may be paid to any person 
for any period before the effective date pro-
vided under subsection (f) by reason of the 
amendments made by subsection (a). 

(c) PROHIBITION ON RECOUPMENT OF CERTAIN 
AMOUNTS PREVIOUSLY REFUNDED TO SBP RE-
CIPIENTS.—A surviving spouse who is or has 
been in receipt of an annuity under the Sur-
vivor Benefit Plan under subchapter II of 
chapter 73 of title 10, United States Code, 
that is in effect before the effective date pro-
vided under subsection (f) and that is ad-
justed by reason of the amendments made by 
subsection (a) and who has received a refund 
of retired pay under section 1450(e) of title 
10, United States Code, shall not be required 
to repay such refund to the United States. 

(d) REPEAL OF AUTHORITY FOR OPTIONAL 
ANNUITY FOR DEPENDENT CHILDREN.—Section 
1448(d) of such title is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Except as 
provided in paragraph (2)(B), the Secretary 
concerned’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary 
concerned’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘DEPENDENT CHILDREN.—’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘In the case of 
a member described in paragraph (1),’’ and 
inserting ‘‘DEPENDENT CHILDREN ANNUITY 
WHEN NO ELIGIBLE SURVIVING SPOUSE.—In the 
case of a member described in paragraph 
(1),’’; and 

(B) by striking subparagraph (B). 
(e) RESTORATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR PRE-

VIOUSLY ELIGIBLE SPOUSES.—The Secretary 
of the military department concerned shall 
restore annuity eligibility to any eligible 
surviving spouse who, in consultation with 
the Secretary, previously elected to transfer 
payment of such annuity to a surviving child 
or children under the provisions of section 
1448(d)(2)(B) of title 10, United States Code, 
as in effect on the day before the effective 
date provided under subsection (f). Such eli-
gibility shall be restored whether or not pay-
ment to such child or children subsequently 
was terminated due to loss of dependent sta-
tus or death. For the purposes of this sub-
section, an eligible spouse includes a spouse 
who was previously eligible for payment of 
such annuity and is not remarried, or remar-
ried after having attained age 55, or whose 
second or subsequent marriage has been ter-
minated by death, divorce or annulment. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The sections and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on the later of— 

(1) the first day of the first month that be-
gins after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; or 

(2) the first day of the fiscal year that be-
gins in the calendar year in which this Act is 
enacted. 

SA 2203. Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself 
and Mr. COATS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 

the bill S. 1197, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. l. CONFIRMATION OF APPOINTMENT OF 

THE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL 
SECURITY AGENCY. 

(a) DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
AGENCY.—Section 2 of the National Security 
Agency Act of 1959 (50 U.S.C. 3602) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(b)’’ before ‘‘There’’; and 
(2) by inserting before subsection (b), as so 

designated by paragraph (1), the following: 
‘‘(a)(1) There is a Director of the National 

Security Agency. 
‘‘(2) The Director of the National Security 

Agency shall be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. 

‘‘(3) The Director of the National Security 
Agency shall be the head of the National Se-
curity Agency and shall discharge such func-
tions and duties as are provided by this Act 
or otherwise by law or executive order.’’. 

(b) POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY.—The President may designate the Di-
rector of the National Security Agency as a 
position of importance and responsibility 
under section 601 of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE AND APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act and shall apply 
upon the earlier of— 

(A) the date of the nomination by the 
President of an individual to serve as the Di-
rector of the National Security Agency, ex-
cept that the individual serving as such Di-
rector as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act may continue to perform such duties 
after such date of nomination and until the 
individual appointed as such Director, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, assumes the duties of such Director; or 

(B) the date of the cessation of the per-
formance of the duties of such Director by 
the individual performing such duties as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) POSITIONS OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY.—Subsection (b) shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. l. PRESIDENTIAL APPOINTMENT AND SEN-

ATE CONFIRMATION OF THE IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL OF THE NA-
TIONAL SECURITY AGENCY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General 
Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended— 

(1) in section 8G(a)(2), by striking ‘‘the Na-
tional Security Agency,’’; and 

(2) in section 12— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or the 

Federal Cochairpersons of the Commissions 
established under section 15301 of title 40, 
United States Code’’ and inserting ‘‘the Fed-
eral Cochairpersons of the Commissions es-
tablished under section 15301 of title 40, 
United States Code; or the Director of the 
National Security Agency’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘or the 
Commissions established under section 15301 
of title 40, United States Code’’ and inserting 
‘‘the Commissions established under section 
15301 of title 40, United States Code, or the 
National Security Agency’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE; INCUMBENT.— 
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 

the date on which the first Director of the 
National Security Agency takes office on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) INCUMBENT.—The individual serving as 
Inspector General of the National Security 
Agency on the date of the enactment of this 
Act shall be eligible to be appointed by the 
President to a new term of service under sec-
tion 3 of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.), by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. 

SA 2204. Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1208. ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY 

AUTHORITY TO USE ACQUISITION 
AND CROSS-SERVICING AGREE-
MENTS TO LEND CERTAIN MILITARY 
EQUIPMENT TO CERTAIN FOREIGN 
FORCES FOR PERSONNEL PROTEC-
TION AND SURVIVABILITY. 

Section 1202(e) of the John Warner Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364; 120 Stat. 2413), 
as most recently amended by section 1202(b) 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2012 (Public Law 112–81; 125 
Stat. 1621), is further amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 2014’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2015’’. 

SA 2205. Mrs. GILLIBRAND sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 514. REVIEW OF DISCHARGE CHARACTER-

IZATION OF FORMER MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES WHO WERE DIS-
CHARGED BY REASON OF SEXUAL 
ORIENTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with this 
section, the appropriate discharge boards— 

(1) shall review the discharge characteriza-
tion of covered members at the request of 
the covered member; and 

(2) if such characterization is any charac-
terization except honorable, may change 
such characterization to honorable. 

(b) CRITERIA.—In changing the discharge 
characterization of a covered member to 
honorable under subsection (a)(2), the Sec-
retary of Defense shall ensure that such 
changes are carried out consistently and uni-
formly across the military departments 
using the following criteria: 

(1) The original discharge must be based on 
Don’t Ask Don’t Tell (in this Act referred to 
as ‘‘DADT’’) or a similar policy in place prior 
to the enactment of DADT. 

(2) Such discharge characterization shall 
be so changed if, with respect to the original 
discharge, there were no aggravating cir-
cumstances, such as misconduct, that would 
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have independently led to a discharge char-
acterization that was any characterization 
except honorable. For purposes of this para-
graph, such aggravating circumstances may 
not include— 

(A) an offense under section 925 of title 10, 
United States Code (article 125 of the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice), committed 
by a covered member against a person of the 
same sex with the consent of such person; or 

(B) statements, consensual sexual conduct, 
or consensual acts relating to sexual orienta-
tion or identity, or the disclosure of such 
statements, conduct, or acts, that were pro-
hibited at the time of discharge but after the 
date of such discharge became permitted. 

(3) When requesting a review, a covered 
member, or their representative, shall be re-
quired to provide either— 

(A) documents consisting of— 
(i) a copy of the DD–214 form of the mem-

ber; 
(ii) a personal affidavit of the cir-

cumstances surrounding the discharge; and 
(iii) any relevant records pertaining to the 

discharge; or 
(B) an affidavit certifying that the mem-

ber, or their representative, does not have 
the documents specified in subparagraph (A). 

(4) If a covered member provides an affi-
davit described in subparagraph (B) of para-
graph (3)— 

(A) the appropriate discharge board shall 
make every effort to locate the documents 
specified in subparagraph (A) of such para-
graph within the records of the Department 
of Defense; and 

(B) the absence of such documents may not 
be considered a reason to deny a change of 
the discharge characterization under sub-
section (a)(2). 

(c) REQUEST FOR REVIEW.—The appropriate 
discharge board shall ensure the mechanism 
by which covered members, or their rep-
resentative, may request to have the dis-
charge characterization of the covered mem-
ber reviewed under this section is simple and 
straightforward. 

(d) REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—After a request has been 

made under subsection (c), the appropriate 
discharge board shall review all relevant 
laws, records of oral testimony previously 
taken, service records, or any other relevant 
information regarding the discharge charac-
terization of the covered member. 

(2) ADDITIONAL MATERIALS.—If additional 
materials are necessary for the review, the 
appropriate discharge board— 

(A) may request additional information 
from the covered member or their represent-
ative, in writing, and specifically detailing 
what is being requested; and 

(B) shall be responsible for obtaining a 
copy of the necessary files of the covered 
member from the member, or when applica-
ble, from the Department of Defense. 

(e) CHANGE OF CHARACTERIZATION.—The ap-
propriate discharge board shall change the 
discharge characterization of a covered 
member to honorable if such change is deter-
mined to be appropriate after a review is 
conducted under subsection (d) pursuant to 
the criteria under subsection (b). A covered 
member, or the representative of the mem-
ber, may appeal a decision by the appro-
priate discharge board to not change the dis-
charge characterization by using the regular 
appeals process of the board. 

(f) CHANGE OF RECORDS.—For each covered 
member whose discharge characterization is 
changed under subsection (e), or for each 
covered member who was honorably dis-
charged but whose DD–214 form reflects the 
sexual orientation of the member, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall reissue to the mem-
ber or their representative a revised DD–214 
form that reflects the following: 

(1) For each covered member discharged, 
the Separation Code, Reentry Code, Nar-
rative Code, and Separation Authority shall 
not reflect the sexual orientation of the 
member and shall be placed under secretarial 
authority. Any other similar indication of 
the sexual orientation or reason for dis-
charge shall be removed or changed accord-
ingly to be consistent with this paragraph. 

(2) For each covered member whose dis-
charge occurred prior to the creation of gen-
eral secretarial authority, the sections of the 
DD–214 form referred to paragraph (1) shall 
be changed to similarly reflect a universal 
authority with codes, authorities, and lan-
guage applicable at the time of discharge. 

(g) STATUS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each covered member 

whose discharge characterization is changed 
under subsection (e) shall be treated without 
regard to the original discharge character-
ization of the member, including for pur-
poses of— 

(A) benefits provided by the Federal Gov-
ernment to an individual by reason of service 
in the Armed Forces; and 

(B) all recognitions and honors that the 
Secretary of Defense provides to members of 
the Armed Forces. 

(2) REINSTATEMENT.—In carrying out para-
graph (1)(B), the Secretary shall reinstate all 
recognitions and honors of a covered member 
whose discharge characterization is changed 
under subsection (e) that the Secretary with-
held because of the original discharge char-
acterization of the member. 

(h) REPORTS.— 
(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary of Defense 

shall conduct a review of the consistency and 
uniformity of the reviews conducted under 
this section. 

(2) REPORTS.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and 
each year thereafter for a four-year period, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the reviews under paragraph (1). 
Such reports shall include any comments or 
recommendations for continued actions. 

(i) HISTORICAL REVIEW.—The Secretary of 
each military department shall ensure that 
oral historians of such department— 

(1) review the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding the estimated 100,000 members of 
the Armed Forces discharged from the 
Armed Forces between World War II and Sep-
tember 2011 because of the sexual orientation 
of the member; and 

(2) receive oral testimony of individuals 
who personally experienced discrimination 
and discharge because of the actual or per-
ceived sexual orientation of the individual so 
that such testimony may serve as an official 
record of these discriminatory policies and 
their impact on American lives. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate discharge board’’ 

means the boards for correction of military 
records under section 1552 of title 10, United 
States Code, or the discharge review boards 
under section 1553 of such title, as the case 
may be. 

(2) The term ‘‘covered member’’ means any 
former member of the Armed Forces who was 
discharged from the Armed Forces because 
of the sexual orientation of the member. 

(3) The term ‘‘discharge characterization’’ 
means the characterization under which a 
member of the Armed Forces is discharged or 
released, including ‘‘dishonorable’’, ‘‘gen-
eral’’, ‘‘other than honorable’’, and ‘‘honor-
able’’. 

(4) The term ‘‘Don’t Ask Don’t Tell’’ means 
section 654 of title 10, United States Code, as 
in effect before such section was repealed 
pursuant to the Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell Repeal 
Act of 2010 (Public Law 111–321). 

(5) The term ‘‘representative’’ means the 
surviving spouse, next of kin, or legal rep-
resentative of a covered member 

SA 2206. Mrs. GILLIBRAND sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 353. ORDNANCE RELATED RECORDS REVIEW 

AND REPORTING REQUIREMENT 
FOR VIEQUES AND CULEBRA IS-
LANDS, PUERTO RICO. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF MILITARY MUNITIONS 
AND NAVY OPERATIONAL HISTORY.— 

(1) RECORDS REVIEW.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall conduct a review of all existing 
Department of Defense records to determine 
and describe the historical use of military 
munitions and military training on the is-
lands of Vieques and Culebra, Puerto Rico, 
and in the nearby cays and waters. The re-
view shall, to the extent practicable and 
based on historical documents available, 
identify the type of munitions, the quantity 
of munitions, and the location where such 
munitions may have potentially been used or 
may be remaining on the islands of Vieques 
and Culebra, Puerto Rico, and in the nearby 
cays or waters. The historical review shall 
also determine the type of various military 
training exercises that occurred on each is-
land and in the nearby cays and waters. 

(2) COOPERATION AND CONSULTATION.—The 
Secretary of Defense may request the assist-
ance of other Federal agencies and may con-
sult the Governor of Puerto Rico as may be 
determined appropriate in conducting the re-
view required by this subsection and in pre-
paring the report required by subsection (b). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 450 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate 
and the Committee on Armed Services of the 
House of Representatives, and shall make 
publicly available, a report detailing the 
findings and determinations of the review re-
quired by subsection (a). The report shall be 
organized to include the information de-
tailed in subsection (a) in addition to site 
history, site description, real estate owner-
ship information, and any other information 
about known military munitions and mili-
tary training that occurred historically on 
the islands of Vieques and Culebra, Puerto 
Rico, and in the nearby cays and waters. The 
report shall include any information and rec-
ommendations that the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate about the potential haz-
ards to the public associated with 
unexploded ordnance on the islands of 
Vieques and Culebra, Puerto Rico, and in the 
nearby cays and waters. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) MILITARY MUNITIONS.—The term ‘‘mili-

tary munitions’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 101(e)(4) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(2) UNEXPLODED ORDNANCE.—The term 
‘‘unexploded ordnance’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 101(e)(5) of title 
10, United States Code. 

SA 2207. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for 
himself and Mr. MORAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XV, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1522. REDUCTION IN FUNDING AVAILABLE 

FOR AFGHANISTAN SECURITY 
FORCES FUND FOR ROTARY WING 
AIRCRAFT. 

The amount authorized to be appropriated 
for fiscal year 2014 by section 1504 and avail-
able for Operation and Maintenance for Over-
seas Contingency Operations for the Afghan-
istan Security Forces Fund for the Ministry 
of Defense for equipment and transportation, 
as specified in the funding table in section 
4302, is hereby reduced by $345,000,000, with 
the amount of the reduction to be applied to 
amounts otherwise so available for rotary 
wing aircraft. 

SA 2208. Mr. CASEY (for himself and 
Mr. TOOMEY) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2833. LAND CONVEYANCE, PHILADELPHIA 

NAVAL SHIPYARD, PHILADELPHIA, 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of the Navy may convey to the Phila-
delphia Regional Port Authority (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Port Authority’’) all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to a parcel of real property, including 
any improvements thereon, consisting of ap-
proximately .595 acres located at the Phila-
delphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania. The Secretary may void any land 
use restrictions associated with the property 
to be conveyed under this subsection. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.— 
(1) AMOUNT AND DETERMINATION.—As con-

sideration for the conveyance under sub-
section (a), the Port Authority shall pay to 
the Secretary of the Navy an amount that is 
not less than the fair market value of the 
conveyed property, as determined by the 
Secretary. The Secretary’s determination of 
fair market value shall be final. In lieu of all 
or a portion of cash payment of consider-
ation, the Secretary may accept in-kind con-
sideration. 

(2) TREATMENT OF CASH CONSIDERATION.— 
The Secretary shall deposit any cash pay-
ment received under paragraph (1) in the spe-
cial account in the Treasury established for 
that Secretary under subsection (e) of sec-
tion 2667 of title 10, United States Code. The 
entire amount deposited shall be available 
for use in accordance with paragraph (1)(D) 
of such subsection. 

(c) PAYMENT OF COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.— 
(1) PAYMENT REQUIRED.—The Secretary 

shall require the Port Authority to cover 
costs (except costs for environmental reme-
diation of the property) to be incurred by the 
Secretary, or to reimburse the Secretary for 
costs incurred by the Secretary, to carry out 
the conveyance under subsection (a), includ-

ing survey costs, costs related to environ-
mental documentation, and any other ad-
ministrative costs related to the conveyance. 
If amounts are collected from the Port Au-
thority in advance of the Secretary incur-
ring the actual costs, and the amount col-
lected exceeds the costs actually incurred by 
the Secretary to carry out the conveyance, 
the Secretary shall refund the excess amount 
to the Port Authority. 

(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.— 
Amounts received under paragraph (1) as re-
imbursement for costs incurred by the Sec-
retary to carry out the conveyance under 
subsection (a) shall be credited to the fund or 
account that was used to cover those costs 
incurred by the Secretary in carrying out 
the conveyance. Amounts so credited shall 
be merged with amounts in such fund or ac-
count and shall be available for the same 
purposes, and subject to the same conditions 
and limitations, as amounts in such fund or 
account. 

(d) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the parcel of 
real property to be conveyed under sub-
section (a) shall be determined by a survey 
satisfactory to the Secretary. 

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
The Secretary may require such additional 
terms and conditions in connection with the 
conveyance under subsection (a) as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate to protect the 
interests of the United States. 

SA 2209. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. PRYOR, and Mr. 
CASEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill 
S. 1197, to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 226, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle A—TRICARE Program 
SEC. 701. FUTURE AVAILABILITY OF TRICARE 

PRIME FOR CERTAIN BENE-
FICIARIES ENROLLED IN TRICARE 
PRIME. 

Section 732 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public 
Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 1816) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) ACCESS TO TRICARE PRIME.— 
‘‘(1) ONE-TIME ELECTION.—Subject to para-

graph (3), the Secretary shall ensure that 
each affected eligible beneficiary who is en-
rolled in TRICARE Prime as of September 
30, 2013, may make a one-time election to 
continue such enrollment in TRICARE 
Prime, notwithstanding that a contract de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2)(A) does not allow 
for such enrollment based on the location in 
which such beneficiary resides. The bene-
ficiary may continue such enrollment in 
TRICARE Prime so long as the beneficiary 
resides in the same ZIP code as the ZIP Code 
in which the beneficiary resided at the time 
of such election. 

‘‘(2) ENROLLMENT IN TRICARE STANDARD.—If 
an affected eligible beneficiary makes the 
one-time election under paragraph (1), the 
beneficiary may thereafter elect to enroll in 
TRICARE Standard at any time in accord-
ance with a contract described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A). 

‘‘(3) RESIDENCE AT TIME OF ELECTION.—An 
affected eligible beneficiary may not make 

the one-time election under paragraph (1) if, 
at the time of such election, the beneficiary 
does not reside in a ZIP code that is in a re-
gion described in subsection (c)(1)(B).’’. 

SA 2210. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self, Mr. SCHATZ, and Mr. CASEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 226, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle A—TRICARE Program 
SEC. 701. MODIFICATIONS OR REALIGNMENTS OF 

THE TRICARE PROGRAM. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CHANGES OR RE-

ALIGNMENTS OF TRICARE PRIME SERVICE 
AREAS.—It is the sense of Congress that any 
changes or realignments of the service areas 
of the TRICARE Prime option of the 
TRICARE program that are implemented by 
the Department of Defense should minimize 
their impact on cost and beneficiary satis-
faction for current beneficiaries under the 
TRICARE program to the greatest extent 
practicable. 

(b) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF REDUC-
TIONS IN TRICARE PRIME SERVICE AREAS.— 

(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report setting forth the policy of the Depart-
ment of Defense on the implementation of 
reductions in the service areas of TRICARE 
Prime. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) A description of the implementation of 
the transition for eligible beneficiaries under 
the TRICARE program (other than eligible 
beneficiaries on active duty in the Armed 
Forces) who no longer have access to 
TRICARE Prime under current TRICARE 
managed care contracts, including the fol-
lowing: 

(i) The number of eligible beneficiaries who 
have transitioned from TRICARE Prime to 
the TRICARE Standard option of the 
TRICARE program since October 1, 2013. 

(ii) The number of affected eligible bene-
ficiaries who transferred their TRICARE 
Prime enrollment to a more distant avail-
able Prime Service Area to remain in 
TRICARE Prime, by State. 

(iii) The number of beneficiaries who were 
eligible to transfer to a more distant avail-
able Prime Service Area, but chose to use 
TRICARE Standard. 

(B) An estimate of the increased annual 
costs per beneficiary incurred for healthcare 
under the TRICARE program for eligible 
beneficiaries described in subparagraph (A). 

(C) A description of the plans of the De-
partment to assess the impact on access to 
healthcare and beneficiary satisfaction for 
eligible beneficiaries described in subpara-
graph (A). 

SA 2211. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self and Mr. DONNELLY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8225 November 19, 2013 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 514. REVIEW OF INTEGRATED DISABILITY 

EVALUATION SYSTEM. 

(a) REVIEW.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs, conduct a review of— 

(1) the backlog of pending cases in the In-
tegrated Disability Evaluation System with 
respect to members of the reserve compo-
nents of the Armed Forces for the purpose of 
addressing the matters specified in para-
graph (1) of subsection (b); and 

(2) the improvements to the Integrated 
Disability Evaluation System specified in 
paragraph (2) of such subsection. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress a report on 
the review under subsection (a). The report 
shall include the following: 

(1) With respect to the reserve components 
of the Armed Forces— 

(A) the number of pending cases that exist 
as of the date of the report, listed by mili-
tary department, component, and, with re-
spect to the National Guard, State; 

(B) as of the date of the report, the average 
time it takes each of the Department of De-
fense and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to process a case through each phase or 
step of the Integrated Disability Evaluation 
System under such Department’s control; 

(C) a description of the measures the Sec-
retary has taken and will take to resolve the 
backlog of cases in the Integrated Disability 
Evaluation System; and 

(D) the date by which the Secretary plans 
to resolve such backlog for each military de-
partment. 

(2) With respect to the regular components 
and reserve components of the Armed 
Forces— 

(A) a description of the progress being 
made by each of the Department of Defense 
and the Department of Veterans Affairs to 
transition the Integrated Disability Evalua-
tion System to an integrated and readily ac-
cessible electronic format that a member of 
the Armed Forces may access to see the sta-
tus of the member during each phase of the 
system; 

(B) an estimate of the cost to complete the 
transition to an integrated and readily ac-
cessible electronic format; and 

(C) an assessment of the feasibility of im-
proving in-transit visibility of pending cases, 
including by establishing a method of track-
ing a pending case when— 

(i) a military treatment facility is assigned 
a packet and pending case for action regard-
ing a member; and 

(ii) a packet is at the Veterans Tracking 
Application and Disability Rating Activity 
Site of the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 

Congress’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Armed Services and 

the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 
Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘pending case’’ means a case 
involving a member of the Armed Forces 
who, as of the date of the review under sub-
section (a), is within the Integrated Dis-
ability Evaluation System and has been re-
ferred to a medical evaluation board. 

SA 2212. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 593. COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES REPORT ON USE OF 
DETERMINATIONS OF PERSONALITY 
DISORDER OR ADJUSTMENT DIS-
ORDER AS BASIS TO SEPARATE 
MEMBERS FROM THE ARMED 
FORCES. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report setting forth an evaluation of the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The use by the Secretaries of the mili-
tary departments of the authority to sepa-
rate members of the Armed Forces from the 
Armed Forces due to unfitness for duty be-
cause of a mental condition not amounting 
to disability, including separation on the 
basis of a personality disorder or adjustment 
disorder, during the period beginning on Jan-
uary 1, 2007, and ending on the date of the en-
actment of this Act, including the total 
number of members separated on such basis 
during that period. 

(2) The extent to which the Secretaries of 
the military departments complied with De-
partment of Defense regulations in sepa-
rating members of the Armed Forces on the 
basis of a personality disorder or adjustment 
disorder during that period. 

(3) The impact of such a separation on the 
ability of veterans so separated to obtain 
service-connected disability compensation, 
disability severance pay, and disability re-
tirement pay. 

(4) The effectiveness of existing mecha-
nisms for members of the Armed Forces so 
separated to review or challenge separations 
on that basis. 

SA 2213. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self and Mr. ENZI) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 1197, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. GRANTS FOR EMERGENCY MEDICAL 

SERVICES PERSONNEL TRAINING 
FOR VETERANS. 

Section 330J(c) of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (42 U.S.C. 254c–15(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) provide to military veterans who were 

certified as military emergency medical 
technicians (or a substantially similar mili-
tary occupational specialty) with required 
coursework and training that take into ac-
count, and are not duplicative of, previous 

medical coursework and training received 
when such veterans were active members of 
the Armed Forces, to enable such veterans to 
satisfy emergency medical services per-
sonnel certification requirements, as deter-
mined by the appropriate State regulatory 
entity.’’. 

SA 2214. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self and Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. DESIGNATION OF MEDICAL FACILITIES 

OF THE DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS AS HEALTH PROFESSIONAL 
SHORTAGE AREAS. 

(a) PHSA.—Section 332(a)(1) of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254e(a)(1)) is 
amended in the second sentence by inserting 
‘‘and medical facilities of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs (including State homes, as 
defined in section 101(19) of title 38, United 
States Code)’’ after ‘‘(42 U.S.C. 1395x(aa)),’’. 

(b) CONCURRENT BENEFITS.— 
(1) SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.—Section 338A(b) 

of the Public Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 
254l(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’; 
(B) in paragraph (4), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(5) not be participating in the Depart-

ment of Veterans Affairs Health Profes-
sionals Educational Assistance Program 
under chapter 76 of title 38, United States 
Code.’’. 

(2) DEBT REDUCTION PROGRAM.—Section 
338B(b) of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 254l-1(b)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’; 
(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(4) not be participating in the Depart-

ment of Veterans Affairs Health Profes-
sionals Educational Assistance Program 
under chapter 76 of title 38, United States 
Code.’’. 

(c) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the Na-
tional Health Service Corps Program under 
subpart II of part D of title III of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254d et seq.), 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall consult with the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs with respect to health professional 
shortage areas that are medical facilities of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs (includ-
ing State homes, as defined in section 101(19) 
of title 38, United States Code). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date that is 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

SA 2215. Mr. REID submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
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year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title VI, add the 
following: 
SEC. 646. ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENT OF BOTH 

RETIRED PAY AND VETERANS’ DIS-
ABILITY COMPENSATION FOR CER-
TAIN MILITARY RETIREES WITH 
COMPENSABLE SERVICE-CON-
NECTED DISABILITIES. 

(a) EXTENSION OF CONCURRENT RECEIPT AU-
THORITY TO RETIREES WITH SERVICE-CON-
NECTED DISABILITIES RATED LESS THAN 50 
PERCENT.— 

(1) REPEAL OF 50 PERCENT REQUIREMENT.— 
Section 1414 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by striking paragraph (2) of sub-
section (a). 

(2) COMPUTATION.—Paragraph (1) of sub-
section (c) of such section is amended by 
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(G) For a month for which the retiree re-
ceives veterans’ disability compensation for 
a disability rated as 40 percent or less or has 
a service-connected disability rated as zero 
percent, $0.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) The heading of section 1414 of such title 

is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1414. Members eligible for retired pay who 

are also eligible for veterans’ disability 
compensation: concurrent payment of re-
tired pay and disability compensation’’. 
(2) The item relating to such section in the 

table of sections at the beginning of chapter 
71 of such title is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘1414. Members eligible for retired pay who 

are also eligible for veterans’ 
disability compensation: con-
current payment of retired pay 
and disability compensation.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
July 1, 2014, and shall apply to payments for 
months beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 647. COORDINATION OF SERVICE ELIGI-

BILITY FOR COMBAT-RELATED SPE-
CIAL COMPENSATION AND CONCUR-
RENT RECEIPT. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO STANDARDIZE SIMILAR 
PROVISIONS.— 

(1) QUALIFIED RETIREES.—Subsection (a) of 
section 1414 of title 10, United States Code, 
as amended by section 646(a), is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘a member or’’ and all that 
follows through ‘‘retiree’)’’ and inserting ‘‘a 
qualified retiree’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED RETIREES.—For purposes of 
this section, a qualified retiree, with respect 
to any month, is a member or former mem-
ber of the uniformed services who— 

‘‘(A) is entitled to retired pay (other than 
by reason of section 12731b of this title); and 

‘‘(B) is also entitled for that month to vet-
erans’ disability compensation.’’. 

(2) DISABILITY RETIREES.—Paragraph (2) of 
subsection (b) of section 1414 of such title is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR RETIREES WITH 
FEWER THAN 20 YEARS OF SERVICE.—The re-
tired pay of a qualified retiree who is retired 
under chapter 61 of this title with fewer than 
20 years of creditable service is subject to re-
duction by the lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the amount of the reduction under 
sections 5304 and 5305 of title 38; or 

‘‘(B) the amount (if any) by which the 
amount of the member’s retired pay under 
such chapter exceeds the amount equal to 21⁄2 
percent of the member’s years of creditable 
service multiplied by the member’s retired 
pay base under section 1406(b)(1) or 1407 of 
this title, whichever is applicable to the 
member.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
July 1, 2014, and shall apply to payments for 
months beginning on or after that date. 

SA 2216. Mr. REID submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. CREDITABLE SERVICE FOR FEDERAL 

RETIREMENT FOR CERTAIN INDIVID-
UALS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘‘unfunded liability’’ has the meaning given 
the term under section 8331 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(b) AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 8332(b) of title 5, 

United States Code, is amended— 
(A) in paragraph (16), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (17), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (17) the 

following: 
‘‘(18) any period of service performed— 
‘‘(A) not later than December 31, 1977; 
‘‘(B) while a citizen of the United States; 
‘‘(C) in the employ of— 
‘‘(i) Air America, Inc.; or 
‘‘(ii) any entity associated with, prede-

cessor to, or subsidiary to Air America, Inc., 
including— 

‘‘(I) Air Asia Company Limited; 
‘‘(II) CAT Incorporated; 
‘‘(III) Civil Air Transport Company Lim-

ited; and 
‘‘(IV) the Pacific Division of Southern Air 

Transport; and 
‘‘(D) during the period that Air America, 

Inc. or any other entity described in sub-
paragraph (C) was owned and controlled by 
the United States Government.’’; and 

(D) in the second undesignated paragraph 
following paragraph (18) (as added by sub-
paragraph (C)), by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘For purposes of this subchapter, 
service of the type described in paragraph 
(18) shall be considered to have been service 
as an employee.’’. 

(2) EXEMPTION FROM DEPOSIT REQUIRE-
MENT.—Section 8334(g) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) any period of service for which credit 

is allowed under section 8332(b)(18) of this 
title.’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to annuities commencing on or after the ef-
fective date of this section. 

(2) PROVISIONS RELATING TO CURRENT ANNU-
ITANTS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 
paragraph (4), any individual who is entitled 
to an annuity for the month in which this 
section becomes effective may elect to have 
the amount of the annuity recomputed as if 
the amendments made by this section had 
been in effect throughout all periods of serv-
ice on the basis of which the annuity is or 
may be based. 

(B) SUBMISSION OF ELECTION.—An election 
to have an annuity recomputed under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be submitted to the Of-
fice of Personnel Management not later than 
2 years after the effective date of this sec-
tion. 

(C) PROSPECTIVE APPLICATION OF RECOMPU-
TATION.—A recomputation under subpara-
graph (A) shall be effective as of the date of 
the first payment under the annuity that is 
made after the later of— 

(i) the date of the recomputation; or 
(ii) the effective date of this section. 
(D) NO RETROACTIVE PAYMENTS.—An indi-

vidual may not receive payments for any ad-
ditional amounts that would have been pay-
able, if the amendments made by this section 
had been in effect throughout all periods of 
service on the basis of which the annuity is 
or may be based, for periods before the first 
month for which recomputation is reflected 
in the regular monthly annuity payments of 
the individual. 

(3) PROVISIONS RELATING TO INDIVIDUALS EL-
IGIBLE FOR (BUT NOT CURRENTLY RECEIVING) AN 
ANNUITY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.— 
(i) ELECTION.—Except as provided under 

subparagraph (B)(ii) and paragraph (4), an in-
dividual not described in paragraph (2) who 
becomes eligible for an annuity or for an in-
creased annuity as a result of the enactment 
of this section may elect to have the rights 
of the individual under subchapter III of 
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, de-
termined as if the amendments made by this 
section had been in effect throughout all pe-
riods of service on the basis of which the an-
nuity is or would be based. 

(ii) SUBMISSION OF ELECTION.—An indi-
vidual shall make an election under clause 
(i) by submitting an appropriate application 
to the Office of Personnel Management not 
later than 2 years after the later of— 

(I) the effective date of this section; or 
(II) the date on which the individual sepa-

rates from service. 
(B) COMMENCEMENT DATE; RETROACTIVITY.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), any 

entitlement to an annuity or to an increased 
annuity resulting from an election under 
subparagraph (A) shall be effective as of the 
date on which regular monthly annuity pay-
ments begin to be made in accordance with 
the amendments made by this section. 

(ii) NO RETROACTIVE PAYMENTS.—An indi-
vidual may not receive payments for any 
amounts that would have been payable, if 
the amendments made by this section had 
been in effect throughout all periods of serv-
ice on the basis of which the annuity or in-
creased annuity is or may be based, for peri-
ods before the first month for which regular 
monthly annuity payments begin to be made 
in accordance with the amendments made by 
this section. 

(iii) RETROACTIVITY FOR PURPOSES OF ENTI-
TLEMENT TO ANNUITY.—Any determination of 
the amount of any annuity, all the require-
ments for entitlement to which (including 
separation, but not including any applica-
tion requirement) would have been satisfied 
before the effective date of this section if 
this section had been in effect (but would not 
then otherwise have been satisfied absent 
this section) shall be made as if application 
for the annuity had been submitted as of the 
earliest date that would have been allowable, 
after the date on which the individual sepa-
rated from service, if the amendments made 
by this section had been in effect throughout 
the periods of service referred to in subpara-
graph (A)(i). 

(4) NO RIGHT TO SURVIVOR ANNUITY.—Not-
withstanding section 8341 of title 5, United 
States Code, or any other provision of law, 
an individual shall not be entitled to an an-
nuity or increased annuity under subchapter 
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III of chapter 83 of such title based on service 
described in section 8332(b)(18) of such title 
(as added by subsection (b)(1)(C)) performed 
by a deceased individual. 

(d) FUNDING.—Any increase in the un-
funded liability of the Civil Service Retire-
ment System attributable to the enactment 
of this section shall be financed in accord-
ance with section 8348(f) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Personnel Management shall promul-
gate regulations necessary to carry out this 
section, which shall include provisions under 
which rules similar to those established 
under the amendments made by section 201 
of the Federal Employees’ Retirement Sys-
tem Act of 1986 (Public Law 99–335; 100 Stat. 
588) shall be applied with respect to any serv-
ice described in section 8332(b)(18) of title 5, 
United States Code (as amended by sub-
section (b)) that was subject to title II of the 
Social Security Act. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect on the first day of the first fiscal year 
beginning after the date of enactment of this 
section. 

SA 2217. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 722. MEDICAL RESEARCH ON HYDRO-

CEPHALUS. 
In conducting the Peer Reviewed Medical 

Research Program, the Secretary of Defense 
may select medical research projects relat-
ing to hydrocephalus under the program. 

SA 2218. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 514. INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT ON AD-

VANCEMENT OF WOMEN IN THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

(a) ASSESSMENT REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

shall provide for an independent assessment 
of the manner in which current laws, poli-
cies, and practices of the Department of De-
fense support the full integration of women 
into the Armed Forces throughout their 
military careers. 

(2) INDEPENDENT ENTITY.—The assessment 
shall be conducted by an independent, non- 
governmental entity selected by the Sec-
retary from among entities described in sec-
tion 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 and exempt from tax under section 
501(a) of such Code that have recognized ex-
pertise in national security and military af-
fairs and ready access to appropriate policy 
experts throughout the United States and 
internationally. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The assessment conducted 
pursuant to subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(1) A review of current Department of De-
fense policies intended to ensure the phys-
ical safety of women in the Armed Forces 
and the prevention of unwanted sexual con-
tact. 

(2) A review of current and emerging data 
on the impacts of broadening career opportu-
nities for women in the Armed Forces on the 
short-term and longer-term readiness of 
women for military service, as well as poten-
tial implications for the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

(3) An identification and assessment of bar-
riers to the equal advancement of women 
throughout their military careers. 

(4) An identification and assessment of op-
tions to enhance the physical safety, short- 
term and long-term medical readiness, and 
career advancement opportunities of women 
in the Armed Forces. 

(5) An identification and assessment of the 
views of policy leaders and experts from rel-
evant fields, including the view of inter-
national leaders and experts when applica-
ble, on the matters covered by the assess-
ment. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) SUBMITTAL TO SECRETARY OF DEFENSE.— 

Not later than 270 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the entity selected 
pursuant to subsection (a) to conduct the as-
sessment required by that subsection shall 
submit to the Secretary a report on the find-
ings of the entity as a result of the assess-
ment. The report shall be submitted in un-
classified form. 

(2) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the receipt of 
the report under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall transmit the report to the congres-
sional defense committees, together with 
such comments on the report as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate. 

(d) FUNDING.—Of the amount authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by sec-
tion 301 and available for Operation and 
Maintenance, Defense-wide, for the Office of 
Secretary of Defense Studies Fund as speci-
fied in the funding tables in section 4301, 
$800,000 shall be available for the assessment 
required by subsection (a). 

SA 2219. Mr. MENENDEZ (for him-
self, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. VITTER, Mr. NELSON, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. 
HEITKAMP, Ms. WARREN, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. MANCHIN, Mr. BOOKER, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. CASEY, Mr. HOEVEN, 
Mrs. HAGAN, and Mr. MERKLEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of Division A, add the following: 
TITLE XVI—FLOOD INSURANCE 

SECTION 1601. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Homeowner 

Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 1602. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this title, the following defini-
tions shall apply: 

(1) ADJUSTED BASE FLOOD ELEVATION.—For 
purposes of rating a floodproofed covered 

structure, the term ‘‘adjusted base flood ele-
vation’’ means the base flood elevation for a 
covered structure on the applicable effective 
flood insurance rate map, plus 1 foot. 

(2) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’ means the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency. 

(3) AFFORDABILITY AUTHORITY BILL.—The 
term ‘‘affordability authority bill’’ means a 
non-amendable bill that if enacted would 
only grant the Administrator the authority 
necessary to promulgate regulations in ac-
cordance with the criteria set forth in sec-
tion 1603(d)(2). 

(4) AFFORDABILITY STUDY.—The term ‘‘af-
fordability study’’ means the study required 
under section 100236 of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 957). 

(5) APPLICABLE FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT 
MEASURES.—The term ‘‘applicable flood plain 
management measures’’ means flood plain 
management measures adopted by a commu-
nity under section 60.3(c) of title 44, Code of 
Federal Regulations. 

(6) COVERED STRUCTURE.—The term ‘‘cov-
ered structure’’ means a residential struc-
ture— 

(A) that is located in a community that 
has adopted flood plain management meas-
ures that are approved by the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency and that satisfy 
the requirements for an exception for 
floodproofed residential basements under 
section 60.6(c) of title 44, Code of Federal 
Regulations; and 

(B) that was built in compliance with the 
applicable flood plain management meas-
ures. 

(7) DRAFT AFFORDABILITY FRAMEWORK.—The 
term ‘‘draft affordability framework’’ means 
the draft programmatic and regulatory 
framework required to be prepared by the 
Administrator and submitted to Congress 
under section 1603(d) addressing the issues of 
affordability of flood insurance sold under 
the National Flood Insurance Program, in-
cluding issues identified in the affordability 
study. 

(8) FLOODPROOFED ELEVATION.—The term 
‘‘floodproofed elevation’’ means the height of 
floodproofing on a covered structure, as iden-
tified on the Residential Basement 
Floodproofing Certificate for the covered 
structure. 

(9) NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM.— 
The term ‘‘National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram’’ means the program established under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.). 

SEC. 1603. DELAYED IMPLEMENTATION OF 
FLOOD INSURANCE RATE IN-
CREASES; DRAFT AFFORDABILITY 
FRAMEWORK. 

(a) DELAYED IMPLEMENTATION OF FLOOD IN-
SURANCE RATE INCREASES.— 

(1) GRANDFATHERED PROPERTIES.—Begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator may not increase risk pre-
mium rates for flood insurance for any prop-
erty located in an area subject to the pre-
mium adjustment required under section 
1308(h) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(h)). 

(2) PRE-FIRM PROPERTIES.—Beginning on 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator may not reduce the risk pre-
mium rate subsidies for flood insurance for 
any property— 

(A) described under section 1307(g)(1) of the 
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4014(g)(1)); or 

(B) described under 1307(g)(3) of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4014(g)(3)), provided that the decision of the 
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policy holder to permit a lapse in flood in-
surance coverage was as a result of the prop-
erty no longer being required to retain such 
coverage. 

(3) EXPIRATION.—The prohibitions set forth 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) shall expire 6 
months after the later of— 

(A) the date on which the Administrator 
proposes the draft affordability framework; 

(B) the date on which any regulations pro-
posed pursuant to the authority that the Ad-
ministrator is granted in the affordability 
authority bill, if such bill is enacted, become 
final; or 

(C) the date on which the Administrator 
certifies in writing to Congress that the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency has im-
plemented a flood mapping approach that 
utilizes sound scientific and engineering 
methodologies to determine varying levels of 
flood risk in all areas participating in the 
National Flood Insurance Program. 

(b) PROPERTY SALE TRIGGER.—Section 
1307(g)(2) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(g)(2)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(2) any property purchased after the expi-
ration of the 6-month period set forth under 
section 1603(a)(3) of the Homeowner Flood In-
surance Affordability Act of 2013;’’. 

(c) TREATMENT OF PRE-FIRM PROP-
ERTIES.—Beginning on the date of enactment 
of this Act and ending upon the expiration of 
the 6-month period set forth under sub-
section (a)(3), the Administrator shall re-
store the risk premium rate subsidies for 
flood insurance estimated under section 
1307(a)(2) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(a)(2)) for any prop-
erty described in subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of subsection (a)(2) and in section 1307(g)(2) 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4014(g)(2)). 

(d) DRAFT AFFORDABILITY FRAMEWORK.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

prepare a draft affordability framework that 
proposes to address, via programmatic and 
regulatory changes, the issues of afford-
ability of flood insurance sold under the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program, including 
issues identified in the affordability study. 

(2) CRITERIA.—In carrying out the require-
ments under paragraph (1), the Adminis-
trator shall consider the following criteria: 

(A) Accurate communication to consumers 
of the flood risk associated with their prop-
erty. 

(B) Targeted assistance to flood insurance 
policy holders based on their financial abil-
ity to continue to participate in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. 

(C) Individual or community actions to 
mitigate the risk of flood or lower the cost of 
flood insurance. 

(D) The impact of increases in risk pre-
mium rates on participation in the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 

(E) The impact flood insurance rate map 
updates have on the affordability of flood in-
surance. 

(3) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—Not later 
than 18 months after the date on which the 
Administrator submits the affordability 
study, the Administrator shall submit to the 
full Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs and the full Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate and the full Com-
mittee on Financial Services and the full 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives the draft affordability 
framework. 

(e) CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF 
FEMA AFFORDABILITY AUTHORITIES.— 

(1) NO REFERRAL.—Upon introduction in ei-
ther House of Congress, an affordability au-
thority bill shall not be referred to a com-
mittee and shall immediately be placed on 
the calendar. 

(2) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.— 

(A) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—It 
shall be in order to move to proceed to con-
sider the affordability authority bill in the 
House. All points of order against the motion 
are waived. Such a motion shall not be in 
order after the House has disposed of a mo-
tion to proceed with respect to the afford-
ability authority bill. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the motion 
to its adoption without intervening motion. 
The motion shall not be debatable. A motion 
to reconsider the vote by which the motion 
is disposed of shall not be in order. 

(B) CONSIDERATION.—The affordability au-
thority bill shall be considered as read. All 
points of order against the affordability au-
thority bill and against its consideration are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the affordability au-
thority bill to its passage without inter-
vening motion except 10 hours of debate 
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent. A motion to recon-
sider the vote on passage of the affordability 
authority bill shall not be in order. 

(3) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.— 
(A) PLACEMENT ON THE CALENDAR.—Upon 

introduction in the Senate, an affordability 
authority bill shall be immediately placed 
on the calendar. 

(B) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—Notwith-
standing Rule XXII of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, it is in order, at any time begin-
ning on the day after the 6th day after the 
date of introduction of an affordability au-
thority bill (even if a previous motion to the 
same effect has been disagreed to) to move to 
proceed to the consideration of the afford-
ability authority bill and all points of order 
against consideration of the affordability au-
thority bill are waived. The motion to pro-
ceed is not debatable. The motion is not sub-
ject to a motion to postpone. A motion to re-
consider the vote by which the motion is 
agreed to or disagreed to shall not be in 
order. If a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of the affordability authority bill is 
agreed to, the affordability authority bill 
shall remain the unfinished business until 
disposed of. 

(C) CONSIDERATION.—All points of order 
against the affordability authority bill are 
waived. Consideration of the affordability 
authority bill and of all debatable motions 
and appeals in connection therewith shall be 
limited to not more than 10 hours which 
shall be divided equally between the major-
ity and minority leaders or their designees. 
A motion further to limit debate on the af-
fordability authority bill is in order, and is 
not debatable. 

(D) NO AMENDMENTS.—An amendment to 
the affordability authority bill, or a motion 
to postpone, or a motion to proceed to the 
consideration of other business, or a motion 
to commit or recommit the affordability au-
thority bill, is not in order. 

(E) VOTE ON PASSAGE.—If the Senate has 
voted to proceed to the affordability author-
ity bill, the vote on passage of the afford-
ability authority bill shall occur imme-
diately following the conclusion of consider-
ation of the affordability authority bill, and 
a single quorum call at the conclusion of the 
debate if requested in accordance with the 
rules of the Senate. 

(4) AMENDMENT.—The affordability author-
ity bill shall not be subject to amendment in 
either the House of Representatives or the 
Senate. 

(5) CONSIDERATION BY THE OTHER HOUSE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—If, before passing the af-

fordability authority bill, one House receives 
from the other an affordability authority 
bill— 

(i) the affordability authority bill of the 
other House shall not be referred to a com-
mittee; and 

(ii) the procedure in the receiving House 
shall be the same as if no affordability au-
thority bill had been received from the other 
House except that the vote on passage shall 
be on the affordability authority bill of the 
other House. 

(B) REVENUE MEASURE.—This subsection 
shall not apply to the House of Representa-
tives if the affordability authority bill re-
ceived from the Senate is a revenue measure. 

(6) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER 
HOUSE.— 

(A) TREATMENT OF AFFORDABILITY AUTHOR-
ITY BILL OF OTHER HOUSE.—If the Senate fails 
to introduce or consider a affordability au-
thority bill under this section, the afford-
ability authority bill of the House shall be 
entitled to expedited floor procedures under 
this section. 

(B) TREATMENT OF COMPANION MEASURES IN 
THE SENATE.—If following passage of the af-
fordability authority bill in the Senate, the 
Senate then receives the affordability au-
thority bill from the House of Representa-
tives, the House-passed affordability author-
ity bill shall not be debatable. 

(C) VETOES.—If the President vetoes the af-
fordability authority bill, debate on a veto 
message in the Senate under this section 
shall be 1 hour equally divided between the 
majority and minority leaders or their des-
ignees. 

(7) RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AND SENATE.—This subsection is en-
acted by Congress— 

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such it is deemed 
a part of the rules of each House, respec-
tively, but applicable only with respect to 
the procedure to be followed in that House in 
the case of an affordability authority bill, 
and it supersedes other rules only to the ex-
tent that it is inconsistent with such rules; 
and 

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change its 
rules at any time, in the same manner, and 
to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 

(f) INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS.—The Ad-
ministrator may enter into an agreement 
with another Federal agency to— 

(1) complete the affordability study; or 
(2) prepare the draft affordability frame-

work. 
(g) CLEAR COMMUNICATIONS.—The Adminis-

trator shall clearly communicate full flood 
risk determinations to individual property 
owners regardless of whether their premium 
rates are full actuarial rates. 

(h) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to provide the 
Administrator with the authority to provide 
assistance to homeowners based on afford-
ability that was not available prior to the 
enactment of the Biggert-Waters Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112– 
141; 126 Stat. 916). 

SEC. 1604. AFFORDABILITY STUDY AND REPORT. 

Notwithstanding the deadline under sec-
tion 100236(c) of the Biggert-Waters Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112– 
141; 126 Stat. 957), not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit to the full Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs and the full Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the full Committee 
on Financial Services and the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives the affordability study and 
report required under such section. 
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SEC. 1605. AFFORDABILITY STUDY FUNDING. 

Section 100236(d) of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 957) is amended by 
striking ‘‘not more than $750,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘such amounts as may be necessary’’. 
SEC. 1606. FUNDS TO REIMBURSE HOMEOWNERS 

FOR SUCCESSFUL MAP APPEALS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1363(f) of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4104(f)) is amended by striking the second 
sentence and inserting the following: ‘‘The 
Administrator may use such amounts from 
the National Flood Insurance Fund estab-
lished under section 1310 as may be necessary 
to carry out this subsection.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1310(a) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) for carrying out section 1363(f).’’. 

SEC. 1607. FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS. 
(a) ADEQUATE PROGRESS ON CONSTRUCTION 

OF FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS.—Section 
1307(e) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(e)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘or 
reconstruction’’ after ‘‘construction’’; 

(2) by amending the second sentence to 
read as follows: ‘‘The Administrator shall 
find that adequate progress on the construc-
tion or reconstruction of a flood protection 
system, based on the present value of the 
completed flood protection system, has been 
made only if (1) 100 percent of the cost of the 
system has been authorized, (2) at least 60 
percent of the cost of the system has been 
appropriated, (3) at least 50 percent of the 
cost of the system has been expended, and (4) 
the system is at least 50 percent com-
pleted.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, in determining whether a community 
has made adequate progress on the construc-
tion, reconstruction, or improvement of a 
flood protection system, the Administrator 
shall consider all sources of funding, includ-
ing Federal, State, and local funds.’’. 

(b) COMMUNITIES RESTORING DISACCREDITED 
FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS.—Section 1307(f) 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4014(f)) is amended by amending 
the first sentence to read as follows: ‘‘Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, this 
subsection shall apply to riverine and coast-
al levees that are located in a community 
which has been determined by the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency to be in the process of restor-
ing flood protection afforded by a flood pro-
tection system that had been previously ac-
credited on a Flood Insurance Rate Map as 
providing 100-year frequency flood protection 
but no longer does so, and shall apply with-
out regard to the level of Federal funding of 
or participation in the construction, recon-
struction, or improvement of the flood pro-
tection system.’’. 
SEC. 1608. TREATMENT OF FLOODPROOFED RESI-

DENTIAL BASEMENTS. 
Notwithstanding the Biggert-Waters Flood 

Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 
112–141; 126 Stat. 916), the amendments made 
by that Act, or any other provision of law, 
the Administrator shall rate a covered struc-
ture using the elevation difference between 
the floodproofed elevation of the covered 
structure and the adjusted base flood ele-
vation of the covered structure. 
SEC. 1609. DESIGNATION OF FLOOD INSURANCE 

ADVOCATE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

designate a Flood Insurance Advocate to ad-

vocate for the fair treatment of policy hold-
ers under the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram and property owners in the mapping of 
flood hazards, the identification of risks 
from flood, and the implementation of meas-
ures to minimize the risk of flood. 

(b) DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.—The du-
ties and responsibilities of the Flood Insur-
ance Advocate designated under subsection 
(a) shall be to— 

(1) educate property owners and policy-
holders under the National Flood Insurance 
Program on— 

(A) individual flood risks; 
(B) flood mitigation; and 
(C) measures to reduce flood insurance 

rates through effective mitigation; and 
(D) the flood insurance rate map review 

and amendment process; 
(2) assist policy holders under the National 

Flood Insurance Program and property own-
ers to understand the procedural require-
ments related to appealing preliminary flood 
insurance rate maps and implementing 
measures to mitigate evolving flood risks; 

(3) assist in the development of regional 
capacity to respond to individual constituent 
concerns about flood insurance rate map 
amendments and revisions; 

(4) coordinate outreach and education with 
local officials and community leaders in 
areas impacted by proposed flood insurance 
rate map amendments and revisions; and 

(5) aid potential policy holders under the 
National Flood Insurance Program in obtain-
ing and verifying accurate and reliable flood 
insurance rate information when purchasing 
or renewing a flood insurance policy. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out the duties and respon-
sibilities of the Flood Insurance Advocate. 

SA 2220. Mr. TOOMEY (for himself 
and Mr. CASEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES REPORT ON ASSESS-
MENT OF ARMY STUDY ON THE COM-
BAT VEHICLE INDUSTRIAL BASE. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a report setting forth an 
assessment by the Comptroller General of 
the study of the Army on the Bradley Fight-
ing Vehicle industrial base submitted to 
Congress pursuant to the Conference Report 
to Accompany H.R. 4310 (112th Congress), the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2013 (House Report 112–705). 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall— 

(1) address each of the combat vehicles in-
cluded in the study of the Army; 

(2) include an assessment of the reason-
ableness of the study’s methods including, 
but not limited to the sufficiency, validity, 
and reliability of the data used to conduct 
the study; and 

(3) include findings and recommendations 
on the combat vehicle industrial base, but 
should not replicate the study of the Army. 

SA 2221. Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. 
KIRK, and Mr. DURBIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. CLARIFICATION OF VETERAN STATUS 

OF INDIVIDUALS WHO ATTENDED 
PREPARATORY SCHOOL OF SERVICE 
ACADEMY. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF MILI-
TARY SERVICE.—Section 101 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (21)(D), by inserting after 
‘‘Naval Academy’’ the following: ‘‘(but, ex-
cept for purposes of chapter 17 of this title in 
accordance with section 107(e)(2), does not 
include any service performed by a student 
at a preparatory school of a service academy 
who is not otherwise a member of the Armed 
Forces)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (22), by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘or, ex-
cept for purposes of chapter 17 of this title in 
accordance with section 107(e)(2), duty per-
formed by a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy who is not otherwise a 
member of the Armed Forces’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (23), by adding after the 
period at the end the following: ‘‘Except for 
purposes of chapter 17 of this title in accord-
ance with section 107(e)(2), such term does 
not include duty performed by a student at a 
preparatory school of a service academy who 
is not otherwise a member of the Armed 
Forces.’’. 

(b) SERVICE DEEMED NOT TO BE ACTIVE 
SERVICE.—Section 107 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e)(1) Except as provided by paragraph (2), 
duty performed by a student at a pre-
paratory school of a service academy who is 
not otherwise a member of the Armed Forces 
shall not be deemed to have been active mili-
tary, naval, or air service for the purposes of 
any of the laws administered by the Sec-
retary, regardless of whether the student was 
injured or disabled as a result of such duty. 

‘‘(2) Chapter 17 of this title shall apply to 
an individual described in paragraph (1) with 
respect to furnishing hospital care and med-
ical services solely for an injury or disability 
incurred by the individual as a result of mili-
tary training related to future active duty 
service performed as a student during the 
course of required training at a preparatory 
school of a service academy. An individual 
who receives such care and services under 
this paragraph may not be treated as a vet-
eran for the purposes of any other provision 
of law solely by reason of receiving such care 
and services under this paragraph.’’. 

(c) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—Section 
8127(l) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) The term ‘veteran’, in accordance with 
sections 101 and 107 of this title, does not in-
clude an individual whose veteran status is 
based solely on the attendance of the indi-
vidual as a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy, regardless of whether 
the individual was injured or disabled as a 
result of duty performed as such a student.’’. 

(d) PREFERENCE ELIGIBLE.—Section 2108 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 
and inserting a semicolon; 
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(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(6) an individual whose veteran status is 

based solely on the attendance of the indi-
vidual as a student at a preparatory school 
of a service academy, regardless of whether 
the individual was injured or disabled as a 
result of duty performed as such a student, 
may not be treated as a ‘veteran’, ‘disabled 
veteran’, or ‘preference eligible’.’’. 

SA 2222. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SECTION 1082. PURCHASE OF PRISON-MADE 

PRODUCTS BY FEDERAL DEPART-
MENTS. 

(a) REPEAL OF PURCHASE REQUIREMENT.— 
Section 4124 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘shall purchase’’ and in-

serting ‘‘may purchase’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘and services’’ after ‘‘such 

products’’; and 
(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘subject 

to the requirements of subsection (a)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘that purchases such products or 
services of the industries authorized by this 
chapter’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 8504 of title 41, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) IN 
GENERAL.—’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b). 
SEC. 1083. PROHIBITION ON AWARD OF CERTAIN 

CONTRACTS TO FEDERAL PRISON 
INDUSTRIES, INC.. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, a Federal agency may not award a con-
tract to Federal Prison Industries after com-
petition restricted to small business con-
cerns under section 15 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 644) or the program estab-
lished under section 8(a) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)). 
SEC. 1084. SHARE OF INDEFINITE DELIVERY/IN-

DEFINITE QUANTITY CONTRACTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Federal Acquisition Regulatory Council 
shall amend the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion to require that if the head of an execu-
tive agency reduces the quantity of items or 
services to be delivered under an indefinite 
delivery/indefinite quantity contract to 
which Federal Prison Industries is a party, 
the head of the executive agency shall reduce 
Federal Prison Industries’s share of the 
items or services to be delivered under the 
contract by the same percentage by which 
the total number of items or services to be 
delivered under the contract from all sources 
is reduced. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘executive agency’’ has the 

meaning given the term in section 133 of 
title 41, United States Code; and 

(2) the term ‘‘Federal Acquisition Regu-
latory Council’’ means the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulatory Council established under 
section 1302(a) of title 41, United States 
Code. 

SA 2223. Mr. PAUL (for himself, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CHALLENGES TO GOVERNMENT SUR-

VEILLANCE. 
Section 702 of the Foreign Intelligence Sur-

veillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1881a) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(m) CHALLENGES TO GOVERNMENT SUR-
VEILLANCE.— 

‘‘(1) INJURY IN FACT.—In any claim in a 
civil action brought in a court of the United 
States relating to surveillance conducted 
under this section, the person asserting the 
claim has suffered an injury in fact if the 
person— 

‘‘(A) has a reasonable basis to believe that 
the person’s communications will be ac-
quired under this section; and 

‘‘(B) has taken objectively reasonable steps 
to avoid surveillance under this section. 

‘‘(2) REASONABLE BASIS.—A person shall be 
presumed to have demonstrated a reasonable 
basis to believe that the communications of 
the person will be acquired under this sec-
tion if the profession of the person requires 
the person regularly to communicate foreign 
intelligence information with persons who— 

‘‘(A) are not United States persons; and 
‘‘(B) are located outside the United States. 
‘‘(3) OBJECTIVE STEPS.—A person shall be 

presumed to have taken objectively reason-
able steps to avoid surveillance under this 
section if the person demonstrates that the 
steps were taken in reasonable response to 
rules of professional conduct or analogous 
professional rules.’’. 

SA 2224. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. IMPROVED ENUMERATION OF MEM-

BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES IN 
ANY TABULATION OF TOTAL POPU-
LATION BY SECRETARY OF COM-
MERCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 141 of title 13, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-
section (h); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) Effective beginning with the 2020 de-
cennial census of population, in taking any 
tabulation of total population by States, the 
Secretary shall take appropriate measures to 
ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, 
that all members of the Armed Forces de-
ployed abroad on the date of taking such 
tabulation are— 

‘‘(1) fully and accurately counted; and 

‘‘(2) properly attributed to the State in 
which their residence at their permanent 
duty station or homeport is located on such 
date.’’. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall not be construed to 
affect the residency status of any member of 
the Armed Forces under any provision of law 
other than title 13, United States Code. 

SA 2225. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. EXTENSION OF PERIOD FOR USE OF 

ENTITLEMENT TO POST-9/11 EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR INDI-
VIDUALS WITH POST-TRAUMATIC 
STRESS DISORDER OR TRAUMATIC 
BRAIN INJURY. 

(a) EXTENDED PERIOD.—Section 3312 of title 
38, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘in sub-
sections (b) and (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘in sub-
sections (b), (c), and (d)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(d) EXTENDED PERIOD FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH POST-TRAUMATIC STRESS DISORDER OR 
TRAUMATIC BRAIN INJURY.—Subject to sec-
tion 3695 of this title and except as provided 
in subsections (b) and (c), an individual enti-
tled to educational assistance under this 
chapter who has a service-connected dis-
ability consisting of post-traumatic stress 
disorder or traumatic brain injury is entitled 
to a number of months of educational assist-
ance under section 3313 of this title equal to 
54 months.’’. 

(b) REDUCED AMOUNT.—Section 3313 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(j) REDUCED AMOUNT FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WITH EXTENDED PERIOD OF ASSISTANCE.—The 
amount of educational assistance payable 
under this section to an individual described 
in section 3312(d) of this title shall be 67 per-
cent of the amount otherwise payable to 
such individual under this section.’’. 

SA 2226. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SECTION 1082. PRESERVING FREEDOM FROM UN-

WARRANTED SURVEILLANCE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as the ‘‘Preserving Freedom from Un-
warranted Surveillance Act of 2013’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘drone’’ has the meaning 

given the term ‘‘unmanned aircraft’’ in sec-
tion 331 of the FAA Modernization and Re-
form Act of 2012 (49 U.S.C. 40101 note); and 

(2) the term ‘‘law enforcement party’’ 
means a person or entity authorized by law, 
or funded by the Government of the United 
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States, to investigate or prosecute offenses 
against the United States. 

(c) PROHIBITED USE OF DRONES.—Except as 
provided in subsection (d), a person or entity 
acting under the authority, or funded in 
whole or in part by, the Government of the 
United States shall not use a drone to gather 
evidence or other information pertaining to 
criminal conduct or conduct in violation of a 
statute or regulation except to the extent 
authorized in a warrant that satisfies the re-
quirements of the Fourth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. 

(d) EXCEPTIONS.—This Act does not pro-
hibit any of the following: 

(1) PATROL OF BORDERS.—The use of a drone 
to patrol national borders to prevent or 
deter illegal entry of any persons or illegal 
substances. 

(2) EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES.—The use of a 
drone by a law enforcement party when exi-
gent circumstances exist. For the purposes 
of this paragraph, exigent circumstances 
exist when the law enforcement party pos-
sesses reasonable suspicion that under par-
ticular circumstances, swift action to pre-
vent imminent danger to the life of an indi-
vidual is necessary. 

(3) HIGH RISK.—The use of a drone to 
counter a high risk of a terrorist attack by 
a specific individual or organization, when 
the Secretary of Homeland Security deter-
mines credible intelligence indicates there is 
such a risk. 

(e) REMEDIES FOR VIOLATION.—Any ag-
grieved party may in a civil action obtain all 
appropriate relief to prevent or remedy a 
violation of this section. 

(f) PROHIBITION ON USE OF EVIDENCE.—No 
evidence obtained or collected in violation of 
this section may be admissible as evidence in 
a criminal prosecution in any court of law in 
the United States. 

SA 2227. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1208. LIMITATION ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

TO PAKISTAN. 
No amounts may be obligated or expended 

to provide any direct United States assist-
ance to the Government of Pakistan unless 
the President certifies to Congress that— 

(1) Dr. Shakil Afridi has been released from 
prison in Pakistan; 

(2) any criminal charges brought against 
Dr. Afridi, including treason, have been 
dropped; and 

(3) if necessary to ensure his freedom, Dr. 
Afridi has been allowed to leave Pakistan. 

SA 2228. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 

SEC. 1082. AUDIT REFORM AND TRANSPARENCY 
FOR THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF 
THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
714 of title 31, United States Code, or any 
other provision of law, an audit of the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
and the Federal reserve banks under sub-
section (b) of such section 714 shall be com-
pleted within 12 months of the date of enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A report on the audit re-

quired under subsection (a) shall be sub-
mitted by the Comptroller General to the 
Congress before the end of the 90-day period 
beginning on the date on which such audit is 
completed and made available to the Speak-
er of the House, the majority and minority 
leaders of the House of Representatives, the 
majority and minority leaders of the Senate, 
the Chairman and Ranking Member of the 
committee and each subcommittee of juris-
diction in the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, and any other Member of Con-
gress who requests it. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report under paragraph 
(1) shall include a detailed description of the 
findings and conclusion of the Comptroller 
General with respect to the audit that is the 
subject of the report, together with such rec-
ommendations for legislative or administra-
tive action as the Comptroller General may 
determine to be appropriate. 

(c) REPEAL OF CERTAIN LIMITATIONS.—Sub-
section (b) of section 714 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended by striking all after 
‘‘in writing.’’. 

(d) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 714 of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended by striking subsection (f). 
SEC. 1083. AUDIT OF LOAN FILE REVIEWS RE-

QUIRED BY ENFORCEMENT AC-
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct an audit 
of the review of loan files of homeowners in 
foreclosure in 2009 or 2010, required as part of 
the enforcement actions taken by the Board 
of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
against supervised financial institutions. 

(b) CONTENT OF AUDIT.—The audit carried 
out pursuant to subsection (a) shall consider, 
at a minimum— 

(1) the guidance given by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System to 
independent consultants retained by the su-
pervised financial institutions regarding the 
procedures to be followed in conducting the 
file reviews; 

(2) the factors considered by independent 
consultants when evaluating loan files; 

(3) the results obtained by the independent 
consultants pursuant to those reviews; 

(4) the determinations made by the inde-
pendent consultants regarding the nature 
and extent of financial injury sustained by 
each homeowner as well as the level and type 
of remediation offered to each homeowner; 
and 

(5) the specific measures taken by the inde-
pendent consultants to verify, confirm, or 
rebut the assertions and representations 
made by supervised financial institutions re-
garding the contents of loan files and the ex-
tent of financial injury to homeowners. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than the end of the 
6-month period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall issue a report to the Congress con-
taining all findings and determinations made 
in carrying out the audit required under sub-
section (a). 

SA 2229. Mr. PAUL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 

military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1220. REPEAL OF AUTHORIZATION FOR USE 

OF MILITARY FORCE AGAINST IRAQ. 
The Authorization for Use of Military 

Force Against Iraq Resolution of 2002 (Public 
Law 107–243; 116 Stat. 1498; 50 U.S.C. 1541 
note) is repealed effective on the date of the 
enactment of this Act or January 1, 2014, 
whichever occurs later. 

SA 2230. Mr. PORTMAN (for himself 
and Mr. TESTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 931 and insert the following: 
SEC. 931. PERSONNEL SECURITY. 

(a) COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall, acting 
through the Director of Cost Assessment and 
Program Evaluation and in coordination 
with the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, submit to Congress a re-
port setting forth a comprehensive analysis 
comparing the cost, schedule, and perform-
ance of personnel security clearance inves-
tigations and reinvestigations for employees 
and contractor personnel of the Department 
of Defense that are conducted by the Office 
of Personnel Management with the cost, 
schedule, and performance of personnel secu-
rity clearance investigations and reinves-
tigations for such personnel that are con-
ducted by the components of the Department 
of Defense. 

(2) ELEMENTS OF ANALYSIS.—The analysis 
under paragraph (1) shall do the following: 

(A) Determine, for each of the Office of 
Personnel Management and the components 
of the Department that conduct personnel 
security investigations, the cost, schedule, 
and performance associated with personnel 
security investigations and reinvestigations 
of each type and level of clearance, and iden-
tify the elements that contribute to such 
cost, schedule, and performance. 

(B) Identify mechanisms for permanently 
improving the transparency of the cost 
structure of personnel security investiga-
tions and reinvestigations. 

(b) PERSONNEL SECURITY FOR DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE EMPLOYEES AND CONTRACTORS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of De-
fense determines that the current approach 
for obtaining personnel security investiga-
tions and reinvestigations for employees and 
contractor personnel of the Department of 
Defense is not the most advantageous ap-
proach for the Department, the Secretary 
shall develop a plan, by not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2014, for the transition of personnel se-
curity investigations and reinvestigations to 
the approach preferred by the Secretary. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In selecting the most 
advantageous approach preferred for the De-
partment under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall consider ways in which cost, schedule, 
and performance could be improved while 
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conducting or providing supporting informa-
tion for, personnel security investigations 
and reinvestigations for employees and con-
tractor personnel of the Department. 

(c) STRATEGY FOR CONTINUOUS MODERNIZA-
TION OF PERSONNEL SECURITY.— 

(1) STRATEGY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense, the Director of National Intel-
ligence, and the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall jointly de-
velop and implement a strategy to continu-
ously modernize all aspects of personnel se-
curity for the Department of Defense with 
the objectives of lowering costs, increasing 
efficiencies, enabling and encouraging reci-
procity, and improving security. 

(2) METRICS.— 
(A) METRICS REQUIRED.—In developing the 

strategy required by paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary and the Directors shall jointly estab-
lish metrics to measure the effectiveness of 
the strategy in meeting the objectives speci-
fied in that paragraph. 

(B) REPORT.—At the same time the budget 
of the President for each of fiscal years 2015 
through 2018 is submitted to Congress pursu-
ant to section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code, the Secretary and the Directors shall 
jointly submit to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress a report on the metrics es-
tablished under paragraph (1), including an 
assessment using the metrics of the effec-
tiveness of the strategy in meeting the ob-
jectives specified in paragraph (1). 

(3) ELEMENTS.—In developing the strategy 
required by paragraph (1), the Secretary and 
the Directors shall consider, and may adopt, 
mechanisms for the following: 

(A) Elimination of manual or inefficient 
processes in investigations and reinvestiga-
tions for personnel security, wherever prac-
ticable, and automating and integrating the 
elements of the investigation process, in-
cluding in the following: 

(i) The clearance application process. 
(ii) Case management. 
(iii) Adjudication management. 
(iv) Investigation methods for the collec-

tion, analysis, storage, retrieval, and trans-
fer of data and records. 

(v) Records management for access and eli-
gibility determinations. 

(B) Elimination or reduction, where pos-
sible, of the use of databases and information 
sources that cannot be accessed and proc-
essed automatically electronically, or modi-
fication of such databases and information 
sources, if appropriate and cost-effective, to 
enable electronic access and processing with-
in and between agencies. 

(C) Access and analysis of government, 
publically available, and commercial data 
sources, including social media, that provide 
independent information pertinent to adju-
dication guidelines to improve quality and 
timeliness, and reduce costs, of investiga-
tions and reinvestigations. 

(D) Use of government-developed and com-
mercial technology for continuous moni-
toring and evaluation of government and 
commercial data sources that can identify 
and flag information pertinent to adjudica-
tion guidelines and eligibility determina-
tions. 

(E) Standardization of forms used for rou-
tine reporting required of cleared personnel 
(such as travel, foreign contacts, and finan-
cial disclosures) and use of continuous moni-
toring technology to access databases con-
taining such reportable information to inde-
pendently obtain and analyze reportable 
data and events. 

(F) Establishment of an authoritative cen-
tral repository of personnel security infor-
mation that is accessible electronically at 
multiple levels of classification and elimi-
nates technical barriers to rapid access to in-
formation necessary for eligibility deter-

minations and reciprocal recognition there-
of. 

(G) Elimination or reduction of the scope 
of, or alteration of the schedule for, periodic 
reinvestigations of cleared personnel, when 
such action is appropriate in light of the in-
formation provided by continuous moni-
toring or evaluation technology. 

(H) Electronic integration of personnel se-
curity processes and information systems 
with insider threat detection and monitoring 
systems, and pertinent law enforcement, 
counterintelligence and intelligence infor-
mation, for threat detection and correlation. 

(I) Determination of the net value of im-
plementing phased investigative approaches 
designed to reach an adjudicative decision 
sooner than is currently achievable by trun-
cating investigations based on thresholds 
where no derogatory information or clearly 
unacceptably derogatory information is ob-
tained through initial background checks. 

(d) RECIPROCITY OF CLEARANCES.—The Sec-
retary of Defense and the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall jointly ensure that 
the transition of personnel security clear-
ances between and among Department of De-
fense components, Department contractors, 
and Department contracts proceeds as rap-
idly and inexpensively as possible, including 
through the following: 

(1) By providing for reciprocity of per-
sonnel security clearances among positions 
requiring personnel holding secret, top se-
cret, or sensitive compartmented informa-
tion clearances (the latter with a counter-
intelligence polygraph examination), to the 
maximum extent feasible consistent with na-
tional security requirements. 

(2) By permitting personnel, when feasible 
and consistent with national security re-
quirements, to begin work in positions re-
quiring additional security requirements, 
such as a full-scope polygraph examination, 
pending satisfaction of such additional re-
quirements. 

(e) BENCHMARKS.—For purposes of carrying 
out the requirements of this section, the 
Secretary of Defense and the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence shall jointly determine, 
by not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the following: 

(1) The current level of mobility and per-
sonnel security clearance reciprocity of 
cleared personnel as personnel make a tran-
sition between Department of Defense com-
ponents, between Department contracts, and 
between government and the private sector. 

(2) The costs due to lost productivity in in-
efficiencies in such transitions arising from 
personnel security clearance matters. 

(f) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW.— 
(1) REVIEW REQUIRED.—Not later than 150 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall carry out a review of the per-
sonnel security process. 

(2) OBJECTIVE OF REVIEW.—The objective of 
the review required by paragraph (1) shall be 
to identify the following: 

(A) Differences between the metrics used 
by the Department of Defense and other de-
partments and agencies that grant security 
clearances in granting reciprocity for secu-
rity clearances, and the manner in which 
such differences can be harmonized. 

(B) The extent to which existing Federal 
Investigative Standards are relevant, com-
plete, and sufficient for guiding agencies and 
individual investigators as they conduct 
their security clearance background inves-
tigations. 

(C) The processes agencies have imple-
mented to ensure quality in the security 
clearance background investigation process. 

(D) The extent to which agencies have de-
veloped and implemented outcome-focused 
performance measures to track the quality 

of security clearance investigations and any 
insights from these measures. 

(E) The processes agencies have imple-
mented for resolving incomplete or subpar 
investigations, and the actions taken against 
government employees and contractor per-
sonnel who have demonstrated a consistent 
failure to abide by quality assurance meas-
ures. 

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress a report on 
the results of the review required by para-
graph (1). 

(g) TASK FORCE ON RECORDS ACCESS FOR SE-
CURITY CLEARANCE BACKGROUND INVESTIGA-
TIONS.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Suitability and 
Security Clearance Performance Account-
ability Council, as established by Executive 
Order No. 13467, shall convene a task force to 
examine the different policies and proce-
dures that determine the level of access to 
public records provided by State and local 
authorities in response to investigative re-
quests by Federal Government employees or 
contracted employees carrying out back-
ground investigations to determine an indi-
vidual’s suitability for access to classified 
information or secure government facilities. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The members of the task 
force shall include, but need not be limited 
to, the following: 

(A) The Chair of the Suitability and Secu-
rity Clearance Performance and Account-
ability Council, who shall serve as chair of 
the task force. 

(B) Representative from the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. 

(C) Representative from the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence. 

(D) Representative from the Department of 
Defense responsible for administering secu-
rity clearance background investigations. 

(E) Representatives from Federal law en-
forcement agencies within the Department 
of Justice and the Department of Homeland 
Security involved in security clearance 
background investigations. 

(F) Representatives from State and local 
law enforcement agencies, including— 

(i) agencies in rural areas that have lim-
ited resources and less than 500 officers; and 

(ii) agencies that have more than 1,000 offi-
cers and significant technological resources. 

(G) Representative from Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement associations in-
volved with security clearance background 
administrative actions and appeals. 

(H) Representatives from Federal, State, 
and local judicial systems involved in the 
sharing of records to support security clear-
ance background investigations. 

(3) INITIAL MEETING.—The task force shall 
convene its initial meeting not later than 45 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(4) DUTIES.—The task force shall do the fol-
lowing: 

(A) Analyze the degree to which State and 
local authorities comply with investigative 
requests made by Federal Government em-
ployees or contractor employees carrying 
out background investigations to determine 
an individual’s suitability for access to clas-
sified information or secure government fa-
cilities, including the degree to which inves-
tigative requests are required but never for-
mally requested. 

(B) Analyze limitations on the access to 
public records provided by State and local 
authorities in response to investigative re-
quests by Federal Government employees 
and contractor employees described in sub-
paragraph (A), including, but not be limited 
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to, limitations relating to budget and staff-
ing constraints on State and local authori-
ties, any procedural and legal obstacles im-
pairing Federal access to State and local law 
enforcement records, or inadequate inves-
tigative procedural standards for background 
investigators. 

(C) Provide recommendations for improv-
ing the degree of cooperation and records- 
sharing between State and local authorities 
and Federal Government employees and con-
tractor employees described in subparagraph 
(A). 

(5) REPORT.—Not later than 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
task force shall submit to the appropriate 
committees of Congress a report setting 
forth a detailed statement of the findings 
and conclusions of the task force pursuant to 
this subsection, together with the rec-
ommendations of the task force for such leg-
islative or administrative action as the task 
force considers appropriate. 

(h) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs, the Committee on Appro-
priations, and the Select Committee on In-
telligence of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, the Committee on Appropriations, 
and the Permanent Select Committee on In-
telligence of the House of Representatives. 

SA 2231. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. SENSE OF SENATE ON OBSERVANCE 

OF NATIONWIDE MOMENT OF RE-
MEMBRANCE ON MEMORIAL DAY TO 
APPROPRIATELY HONOR UNITED 
STATES PATRIOTS LOST IN THE PUR-
SUIT OF PEACE AND LIBERTY 
AROUND THE WORLD. 

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

(1) The preservation of basic freedoms and 
world peace has always been a valued objec-
tive of the United States. 

(2) Thousands of United States men and 
women have selflessly given their lives in 
service as peacemakers and peacekeepers. 

(3) The American people should continue to 
demonstrate the appreciation and gratitude 
these patriots deserve and to commemorate 
the ultimate sacrifice they made. 

(4) Memorial Day is the day of the year for 
the United States to appropriately remember 
United States heroes by inviting the people 
of the United States to respectfully honor 
them at a designated time. 

(5) The playing of ‘‘Taps’’ symbolizes the 
solemn and patriotic recognition of those 
Americans who died in service to the United 
States. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that— 

(1) the people of the United States should, 
as part of a moment of remembrance on Me-
morial Day each year, observe that moment 
with the playing of ‘‘Taps’’ in honor of the 
people of the United States who gave their 
lives in the pursuit of freedom and peace; 
and 

(2) that playing of ‘‘Taps’’ should take 
place at widely-attended public events on 
Memorial Day, including sporting events and 
civic ceremonies. 

SA 2232. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. HATCH, 
and Mr. LEE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. REFUND OF FUNDS USED BY STATES 

TO OPERATE NATIONAL PARKS DUR-
ING SHUTDOWN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Park Service shall refund to each 
State all funds of the State that were used to 
reopen and temporarily operate a unit of the 
National Park System during the period in 
October 2013 in which there was a lapse in 
appropriations for the unit. 

(b) FUNDING.—Funds of the National Park 
Service that are appropriated after the date 
of enactment of this Act shall be used to 
carry out this section. 

SA 2233. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. 
COONS, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BROWN, and Ms. 
STABENOW) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. NATIONAL MANUFACTURING COM-

PETITIVENESS STRATEGIC PLAN. 
Section 102 of the America COMPETES Re-

authorization Act of 2010 (42 U.S.C. 6622) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph 
(7) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(7) develop and update a national manu-
facturing competitiveness strategic plan in 
accordance with subsection (c).’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (c) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(c) NATIONAL MANUFACTURING COMPETI-
TIVENESS STRATEGIC PLAN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of the Amer-
ican Manufacturing Competitiveness Act of 
2013, the President shall submit to Congress, 
and publish on an Internet website that is 
accessible to the public, the strategic plan 
developed under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT.—The Committee shall 
develop (and update as required under para-
graph (8)), in coordination with the National 
Economic Council, a strategic plan to im-
prove Government coordination and provide 
long-term guidance for Federal programs 
and activities in support of United States 
manufacturing competitiveness, including 
advanced manufacturing research and devel-
opment. 

‘‘(3) COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON.—In devel-
oping and updating the strategic plan, the 
Secretary of Commerce, or a designee of the 

Secretary, shall serve as the chairperson of 
the Committee. 

‘‘(4) GOALS.—The goals of such strategic 
plan shall be to— 

‘‘(A) promote growth, job creation, sus-
tainability, and competitiveness in the 
United States manufacturing sector; 

‘‘(B) support the development of a skilled 
manufacturing workforce; 

‘‘(C) enable innovation and investment in 
domestic manufacturing; and 

‘‘(D) support national security. 
‘‘(5) CONTENTS.—Such strategic plan shall— 
‘‘(A) specify and prioritize near-term and 

long-term objectives to meet the goals of the 
plan, including research and development ob-
jectives, the anticipated timeframe for 
achieving the objectives, and the metrics for 
use in assessing progress toward the objec-
tives; 

‘‘(B) describe the progress made in achiev-
ing the objectives from prior strategic plans, 
including a discussion of why specific objec-
tives were not met; 

‘‘(C) specify the role, including the pro-
grams and activities, of each relevant Fed-
eral agency in meeting the objectives of the 
strategic plan; 

‘‘(D) describe how the Federal agencies and 
federally funded research and development 
centers supporting advanced manufacturing 
research and development will foster the 
transfer of research and development results 
into new manufacturing technologies and 
United States based manufacturing of new 
products and processes for the benefit of so-
ciety to ensure national, energy, and eco-
nomic security; 

‘‘(E) describe how such Federal agencies 
and centers will strengthen all levels of man-
ufacturing education and training programs 
to ensure an adequate, well-trained work-
force; 

‘‘(F) describe how such Federal agencies 
and centers will assist small and medium- 
sized manufacturers in developing and imple-
menting new products and processes; 

‘‘(G) take into consideration and include a 
discussion of the analysis conducted under 
paragraph (6); and 

‘‘(H) solicit public input (which may be ac-
complished through the establishment of an 
advisory panel under paragraph (7)), includ-
ing the views of a wide range of stake-
holders, and consider relevant recommenda-
tions of Federal advisory committees. 

‘‘(6) PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of developing 

such strategic plan, the Committee, in col-
laboration with Federal departments and 
agencies whose missions contribute to or are 
affected by manufacturing, shall conduct an 
analysis of factors that impact the competi-
tiveness and growth of the United States 
manufacturing sector, including— 

‘‘(i) research, development, innovation, 
transfer of technologies to the marketplace, 
and commercialization activities in the 
United States; 

‘‘(ii) the adequacy of the industrial base for 
maintaining national security; 

‘‘(iii) the state and capabilities of the do-
mestic manufacturing workforce; 

‘‘(iv) export opportunities and domestic 
trade enforcement policies; 

‘‘(v) financing, investment, and taxation 
policies and practices; 

‘‘(vi) the state of emerging technologies 
and markets; and 

‘‘(vii) efforts and policies related to manu-
facturing promotion undertaken by com-
peting nations. 

‘‘(B) RELIANCE ON EXISTING INFORMATION.— 
To the extent practicable, in completing the 
analysis under subparagraph (A), the Com-
mittee shall use existing information and 
the results of previous studies and reports. 

‘‘(7) ADVISORY PANEL.— 
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‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The chairperson of 

the Committee may appoint an advisory 
panel of private sector and nonprofit leaders 
to provide input, perspective, and rec-
ommendations to assist in the development 
of the strategic plan under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) MEMBERSHIP.—The panel shall have no 
more than 15 members, and shall include rep-
resentatives of manufacturing businesses, 
labor representatives of the manufacturing 
workforce, academia, and groups rep-
resenting interests affected by manufac-
turing activities. 

‘‘(C) APPLICATION OF FEDERAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE ACT.—The Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.), other than sec-
tion 14 of such Act, shall apply to the Advi-
sory Panel. 

‘‘(8) UPDATES.—Not later than May 1, 2018, 
and not less frequently than once every 4 
years thereafter, the President shall submit 
to Congress, and publish on an Internet 
website that is accessible to the public, an 
update of the strategic plan transmitted 
under paragraph (1). Such updates shall be 
developed in accordance with the procedures 
set forth under this subsection. 

‘‘(9) REQUIREMENT TO CONSIDER STRATEGY IN 
THE BUDGET.—In preparing the budget for a 
fiscal year under section 1105(a) of title 31, 
United States Code, the President shall in-
clude information regarding the consistency 
of the budget with the goals and rec-
ommendations included in the strategic plan 
developed under this subsection applying to 
that fiscal year.’’. 

SA 2234. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself, 
Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and 
Mr. MURPHY) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2833. LAND CONVEYANCES RELATED TO 

ARMY RESERVE CENTERS IN NEW 
HAMPSHIRE AND CONNECTICUT. 

(a) CONVEYANCES AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of the Army may convey without con-
sideration the following parcels to the des-
ignated entities for the specific purposes: 

(1) Approximately 3.4 acres and improve-
ments known as the Paul A. Doble Army Re-
serve Center in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, 
to the City of Portsmouth for the public ben-
efit of a public park or recreational use. 

(2) Approximately 5.11 acres and improve-
ments known as the LT John S. Turner 
Army Reserve Center in Fairfield, Con-
necticut, to the City of Fairfield for the pub-
lic benefit of a public park or recreational 
use. 

(3) Approximately 6.9 acres and improve-
ments known as the Paul J. Sutcovoy Army 
Reserve Center in Waterbury, Connecticut, 
to the City of Waterbury for the public ben-
efit of emergency services and public safety 
activities. 

(b) REVERSION.—Any deed of conveyance 
authorized under this section shall provide 
that all of the property be used and main-
tained for the purpose for which it was con-
veyed. If the Secretary determines at any 
time that any real property conveyed under 
subsection (a) ceases to be used or main-
tained in accordance with the purposes of 
the conveyances specified in such subsection, 
all right, title, and interest in and to the 

property shall revert, at the option of the 
Secretary, to the United States, and the 
United States shall have the right of imme-
diate entry onto the property. Any deter-
mination of the Secretary under this sub-
section shall be made on the record after an 
opportunity for a hearing. 

(c) PAYMENT OF CONSIDERATION IN LIEU OF 
REVERSION.—If the Secretary determines at 
any time that the real property conveyed 
under subsection (a) is not being used in ac-
cordance with the purpose of the conveyance 
specified in such subsection, the Secretary 
may, in lieu of exercising the right of rever-
sion specified under subsection (b), require 
the recipient City to pay to the United 
States an amount equal to the fair market 
value of the property conveyed. The fair 
market value of the property shall be deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(d) PAYMENT OF COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.— 
(1) PAYMENT REQUIRED.—The Secretary 

shall require the recipient City to cover 
costs (except costs for environmental reme-
diation of the property) to be incurred by the 
Secretary, or to reimburse the Secretary for 
costs incurred by the Secretary, to carry out 
the conveyance under subsection (a), includ-
ing survey costs, costs related to environ-
mental documentation, and any other ad-
ministrative costs related to the conveyance. 
If amounts are collected in advance of the 
Secretary incurring the actual costs, and the 
amount collected exceeds the costs actually 
incurred by the Secretary to carry out the 
conveyance, the Secretary shall refund the 
excess amount to the recipient City. 

(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.— 
Amounts received as reimbursement under 
paragraph (1) shall be credited to the fund or 
account that was used to cover those costs 
incurred by the Secretary in carrying out 
the conveyance. Amounts so credited shall 
be merged with amounts in such fund or ac-
count and shall be available for the same 
purposes, and subject to the same conditions 
and limitations, as amounts in such fund or 
account. 

(e) TREATMENT OF CASH CONSIDERATION RE-
CEIVED.—Any cash payment received by the 
United States as consideration for the con-
veyance or in lieu of reversion hereunder 
shall be deposited in the special account in 
the Treasury established under subsection 
(b) of section 572 of title 40, United States 
Code, and shall be available in accordance 
with paragraph (5)(B) of such subsection. 

(f) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of each parcel 
of real property to be conveyed under sub-
section (a) shall be determined by a survey 
satisfactory to the Secretary of the Army. 

(g) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
The Secretary of the Army may require such 
additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyances under subsection 
(a) as the Secretary considers appropriate to 
protect the interests of the United States. 

SA 2235. Mrs. GILLIBRAND sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 237. UNITED STATES-ISRAEL MISSILE DE-

FENSE COOPERATION. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 

(1) The State of Israel remains under the 
threat of continuing attack from missiles, 
rockets, and mortars fired at Israel by mili-
tants from terrorist organizations on its 
southern border and by Hezbollah on its 
northern border, which have killed and 
wounded many innocent Israeli civilians. 
Israel also faces significant ballistic missile 
threats from Iran and Syria. 

(2) The National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181) 
expressed the sense of Congress that the 
United States should have an active program 
of ballistic missile defense cooperation with 
Israel, and should take steps to improve the 
coordination, interoperability, and integra-
tion of United States and Israeli missile de-
fense capabilities, and to enhance the capa-
bility of both nations to defend against bal-
listic missile threats present in the Middle 
East region. 

(3) The United States-Israel Enhanced Se-
curity Cooperation Act of 2012 (22 U.S.C. 8601 
et seq.) states the policy of the United States 
to support the inherent right of Israel to 
self-defense and expresses the sense of Con-
gress that the United States Government 
should provide the Government of Israel 
such support as may be necessary to increase 
development and production of joint missile 
defense systems, particularly such systems 
that defend against the urgent threat posed 
to Israel and United States forces in the re-
gion. 

(4) It is central to the national security in-
terests of the United States to support 
Israel’s ability to defend itself against mis-
siles and rockets, including through joint co-
operation on the Arrow Weapon System 
(with Arrow–2 and Arrow–3 interceptors) and 
the David’s Sling Weapons System, along 
with continued support for the Iron Dome 
short-range rocket defense system. 

(5) The Arrow Weapon System, deployed 
with the Arrow–2 interceptor jointly devel-
oped by Israel and the United States, has 
been operational since 2000 and defends Israel 
against medium-range ballistic missiles. 

(6) The Arrow–3 interceptor, being jointly 
developed by the United States and Israel, is 
designed to intercept ballistic missiles with 
nuclear or chemical warheads at high alti-
tude. The Arrow–3 interceptor completed a 
successful fly-out test in February 2013. 

(7) The David’s Sling Weapon System, 
being jointly developed by the United States 
and Israel, is designed to intercept short- 
range ballistic missiles, medium-range and 
long-range rockets, and cruise missiles. The 
David’s Sling Weapon System successfully 
intercepted an inert medium-range rocket 
target in a November 2012 test. 

(8) The Israeli Defense Forces report that, 
during Operation Pillar of Defense in Novem-
ber 2012, the Iron Dome short-range rocket 
defense system achieved a success rate of 
about 85 percent against rockets bound for 
Israeli population centers and infrastruc-
ture, thus averting large-scale casualties in 
Israel and enhancing Israel’s operational 
flexibility during the conflict. 

(9) Continued missile defense cooperation 
between the United States and Israel will 
further develop and enhance the missile de-
fense capability, and thus the security, of 
both the United States and Israel. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress— 
(1) reaffirms its commitment to the secu-

rity of our strategic partner Israel; 
(2) supports maintenance of an active pro-

gram of ballistic missile defense cooperation 
with Israel; 

(3) supports efforts to enhance the capa-
bility of both the United States and Israel to 
defend against ballistic missile threats 
present in the Middle East region; and 
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(4) urges the Department of Defense to 

take all appropriate steps as may be nec-
essary to improve the coordination, inter-
operability, and integration of United States 
and Israeli missile defense capabilities. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
on the status of missile defense cooperation 
between the United States and Israel. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report under this sub-
section shall include the following: 

(A) A description of the current program of 
ballistic missile defense cooperation between 
the United States and Israel, including its 
objectives and results to date. 

(B) A description of the actions taken 
within the previous year to improve the co-
ordination, interoperability, and integration 
of the missile defense capabilities of the 
United States and Israel. 

(C) A description of the actions planned to 
be taken by the Government of the United 
States and the Government Israel over the 
next year to improve the coordination, inter-
operability, and integration of their missile 
defense capabilities. 

(D) A description of the joint efforts of the 
United States and Israel to develop ballistic 
missile defense technologies and capabilities. 

(E) A description of the joint missile de-
fense exercises and training that have been 
conducted by the United States and Israel, 
and the lessons learned from those exercises. 

(F) A description of the cooperation by the 
United States and Israel in sharing ballistic 
missile threat assessments. 

(G) Any other matters the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

SA 2236. Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for 
himself and Mrs. GILLIBRAND) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 353. LIMITED DECONTAMINATION AUTHOR-

ITY FOR PORTIONS OF FORMER 
NAVAL BOMBARDMENT AREA, 
CULEBRA ISLAND, PUERTO RICO. 

(a) DECONTAMINATION AUTHORITY.—Not-
withstanding section 204(c) of the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1974 (Public 
Law 93–166; 87 Stat. 668), and paragraph 9 of 
the quitclaim deed relating to the transfer of 
the former bombardment area on the island 
of Culebra in the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Secretary of Defense may author-
ize and conduct activities for the removal of 
unexploded ordnance and munitions scrap 
from those portions of the former bombard-
ment area that were explicitly identified as 
having regular public access in the Depart-
ment of Defense study entitled ‘‘Study Re-
lating to the Presence of Unexploded Ord-
nance in a Portion of the Former Naval 
Bombardment Area of Culebra Island, Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico’’ and dated April 
20, 2012, which was prepared in accordance 
with section 2815 of the Ike Skelton National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2011 (Public Law 111–383; 124 Stat. 4464). 

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—In authorizing and con-
ducting activities for the removal of 
unexploded ordnance and munitions scrap 

within the transferred former bombardment 
area, as authorized by subsection (a), the 
Secretary of Defense may exclude areas of 
dense vegetation and steep terrain that— 

(1) make public access difficult and public 
use infrequent; and 

(2) would severely hamper the effectiveness 
and increase the cost of removal activities. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘quitclaim deed’’ refers to the 

quitclaim deed from the United States to the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, signed by the 
Secretary of the Interior on August 11, 1982, 
for that portion of Tract (1b) consisting of 
the former bombardment area on the island 
of Culebra, Puerto Rico. 

(2) The term ‘‘unexploded ordnance’’ has 
the meaning given that term by section 
101(e)(5) of title 10, United States Code. 

SA 2237. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1054. PROTECTION OF DEPARTMENT OF DE-

FENSE INSTALLATIONS. 
(a) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AUTHORITY.— 

Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting after section 2671 the 
following new section: 
‘‘§ 2672. Protection of property 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall protect the buildings, grounds, 
and property that are under the jurisdiction, 
custody, or control of the Department of De-
fense and the persons on that property. 

‘‘(b) OFFICERS AND AGENTS.—(1)(A) The 
Secretary may designate military or civilian 
personnel of the Department of Defense as 
officers and agents to perform the functions 
of the Secretary under subsection (a), includ-
ing, with regard to civilian officers and 
agents, duty in areas outside the property 
specified in that subsection to the extent 
necessary to protect that property and per-
sons on that property. 

‘‘(B) A designation under subparagraph (A) 
may be made by individual, by position, by 
installation, or by such other category of 
personnel as the Secretary determines appro-
priate. 

‘‘(C) In making a designation under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to any category 
of personnel, the Secretary shall specify 
each of the following: 

‘‘(i) The personnel or positions to be in-
cluded in the category. 

‘‘(ii) Which authorities provided for in 
paragraph (2) may be exercised by personnel 
in that category. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of civilian personnel in 
that category— 

‘‘(I) which authorities provided for in para-
graph (2), if any, are authorized to be exer-
cised outside the property specified in sub-
section (a); and 

‘‘(II) with respect to the exercise of any 
such authorities outside the property speci-
fied in subsection (a), the circumstances 
under which coordination with law enforce-
ment officials outside of the Department of 
Defense should be sought in advance. 

‘‘(D) The Secretary may make a designa-
tion under subparagraph (A) only if the Sec-
retary determines, with respect to the cat-
egory of personnel to be covered by that des-
ignation, that— 

‘‘(i) the exercise of each specific authority 
provided for in paragraph (2) to be delegated 
to that category of personnel is necessary for 
the performance of the duties of the per-
sonnel in that category and such duties can-
not be performed as effectively without such 
authorities; and 

‘‘(ii) the necessary and proper training for 
the authorities to be exercised is available to 
the personnel in that category. 

‘‘(2) Subject to subsection (h) and to the 
extent specifically authorized by the Sec-
retary, while engaged in the performance of 
official duties pursuant to this section, an 
officer or agent designated under this sub-
section may— 

‘‘(A) enforce Federal laws and regulations 
for the protection of persons and property; 

‘‘(B) carry firearms; 
‘‘(C) make arrests— 
‘‘(i) without a warrant for any offense 

against the United States committed in the 
presence of the officer or agent; or 

‘‘(ii) for any felony cognizable under the 
laws of the United States if the officer or 
agent has reasonable grounds to believe that 
the person to be arrested has committed or 
is committing a felony; 

‘‘(D) serve warrants and subpoenas issued 
under the authority of the United States; 
and 

‘‘(E) conduct investigations, on and off the 
property in question, of offenses that may 
have been committed against property under 
the jurisdiction, custody, or control of the 
Department of Defense or persons on such 
property. 

‘‘(c) REGULATIONS.—(1) The Secretary may 
prescribe regulations, including traffic regu-
lations, necessary for the protection and ad-
ministration of property under the jurisdic-
tion, custody, or control of the Department 
of Defense and persons on that property. The 
regulations may include reasonable pen-
alties, within the limits prescribed in para-
graph (2), for violations of the regulations. 
The regulations shall be posted and remain 
posted in a conspicuous place on the prop-
erty to which they apply. 

‘‘(2) A person violating a regulation pre-
scribed under this subsection shall be fined 
under title 18, imprisoned for not more than 
30 days, or both. 

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON DELEGATION OF AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority of the Secretary of De-
fense under subsections (b) and (c) may be 
exercised only by the Secretary or the Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense. 

‘‘(e) DISPOSITION OF PERSONS ARRESTED.—A 
person who is arrested pursuant to authority 
exercised under subsection (b) may not be 
held in a military confinement facility, 
other than in the case of a person who is sub-
ject to chapter 47 of this title (the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice). 

‘‘(f) FACILITIES AND SERVICES OF OTHER 
AGENCIES.—In implementing this section, 
when the Secretary determines it to be eco-
nomical and in the public interest, the Sec-
retary may use the facilities and services of 
Federal, State, tribal, and local law enforce-
ment agencies, with the consent of those 
agencies, and may reimburse those agencies 
for the use of their facilities and services. 

‘‘(g) AUTHORITY OUTSIDE FEDERAL PROP-
ERTY.—For the protection of property under 
the jurisdiction, custody, or control of the 
Department of Defense and persons on that 
property, the Secretary may enter into 
agreements with Federal agencies and with 
State, tribal, and local governments to ob-
tain authority for civilian officers and 
agents designated under this section to en-
force Federal laws and State, tribal, and 
local laws concurrently with other Federal 
law enforcement officers and with State, 
tribal, and local law enforcement officers. 

‘‘(h) ATTORNEY GENERAL APPROVAL.—The 
powers granted pursuant to subsection (b)(2) 
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to officers and agents designated under sub-
section (b)(1) shall be exercised in accord-
ance with guidelines approved by the Attor-
ney General. 

‘‘(i) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued— 

‘‘(1) to preclude or limit the authority of 
any Federal law enforcement agency; 

‘‘(2) to restrict the authority of the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security under the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 101 
et seq.) or the authority of the Adminis-
trator of General Services, including the au-
thority to promulgate regulations affecting 
property under the custody and control of 
that Secretary or the Administrator, respec-
tively; 

‘‘(3) to expand or limit section 21 of the In-
ternal Security Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. 797); 

‘‘(4) to affect chapter 47 of this title (the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice); or 

‘‘(5) to restrict any other authority of the 
Secretary of Defense or the Secretary of a 
military department.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 159 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 2671 the following 
new item: 
‘‘2672. Protection of property.’’. 

SA 2238. Mr. BAUCUS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 2100 submitted by Mr. 
WYDEN (for himself and Mr. HEINRICH) 
and intended to be proposed to the bill 
S. 1197, to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 37, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

(f) PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the land 
withdrawn under subsection (a) shall be con-
sidered to be and treated as entitlement land 
(as defined in section 6901 of title 31, United 
States Code). 

SA 2239. Mr. HEINRICH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XXXI, add 
the following: 
SEC. 31ll. REPORT ON STATUS OF PILOT PRO-

GRAM FOR TECHNOLOGY COMMER-
CIALIZATION. 

(a) APPOINTMENT OF TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 
COORDINATOR.—Section 1001(a) of the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16391(a)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014, the 
Secretary’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Energy shall submit to Congress a 
report on the status of the pilot program au-
thorized under section 3165 of the National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2013 (50 U.S.C. 2794 note; Public Law 112–239). 

SA 2240. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself 
and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 153. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON NONKINETIC 

COUNTER-ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS. 
It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) in carrying out the developmental plan-

ning effort of the Air Force for nonkinetic 
counter-electronics, the Secretary of Defense 
should consider the results of the successful 
joint technology capability demonstration 
conducted by the counter-electronics high 
power microwave missile project in 2012; 

(2) an analysis of alternatives is an impor-
tant step in the long term-term development 
of a nonkinetic counter-electronic system; 

(3) the Secretary should pursue both near- 
term and long-term joint nonkinetic 
counter-electronic systems; and 

(4) the counter-electronics high power 
microwave missile project (or a variant 
thereof) should be considered among the op-
tions for a possible materiel solution in re-
sponse to any near-term joint urgent oper-
ational need, joint emergent operational 
need, or combatant command integrated pri-
ority for a nonkinetic counter-electronic 
system. 

SA 2241. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself 
and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XV, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1534. USE OF PRE-DETONATION TECH-

NOLOGY TO EXPEDITE DEVELOP-
MENT OF NEXT GENERATION 
COUNTER IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE 
DEVICES. 

In developing and procuring capabilities to 
defeat improvised explosive devices, the 
Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat 
Organization (JIEDDO) shall leverage (in-
cluding through the use of funds) existing 
pre-detonation technology demonstrated 
during the Max Power Operational Evalua-
tion to expedite technology development of a 
next generation operational counter impro-
vised explosive device system. 

SA 2242. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself 
and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-

ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. REIMBURSEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE FOR ASSISTANCE PRO-
VIDED TO NONGOVERNMENTAL EN-
TERTAINMENT-ORIENTED MEDIA 
PRODUCERS. 

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

(1) The Department of Defense benefits 
when the entertainment industry produces 
media portraying the skill, heroism, capa-
bility, and challenges of members of the 
Armed Forces and their families through in-
creased morale, better recruitment and re-
tention, and improved understanding by the 
public. 

(2) The Department of Defense is in often 
the best position to ensure realism in pro-
ductions. 

(3) The Department of Defense is some-
times forced to decline assisting in produc-
tions because expenses incurred are not re-
imbursed to the accounts withdrawn. 

(b) REIMBURSEMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

134 of title 10, United States Code, is amend-
ed by inserting after section 2263 the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘§ 2264. Reimbursement for assistance pro-

vide to nongovernmental entertainment- 
oriented media producers 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be credited 

to the applicable appropriations account or 
fund from which the expenses described in 
subsection (b) were charged any amounts re-
ceived by the Department of Defense as re-
imbursement for such expenses. 

‘‘(b) DESCRIPTION OF EXPENSES.—The ex-
penses referred to in subsection (a) are any 
expenses— 

‘‘(1) incurred by the Department of Defense 
as a result of providing assistance to a non-
governmental entertainment-oriented media 
producer; 

‘‘(2) for which the Department of Defense 
requires reimbursement under section 9701 of 
title 31, United States Code, or any other 
provision of law; and 

‘‘(3) for which the Department of Defense 
received reimbursement after the date of the 
enactment of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2014.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of such subchapter 
is amended by adding after the item relating 
to section 2263 the following new item: 
‘‘2264. Reimbursement for assistance provide 

to nongovernmental entertain-
ment-oriented media pro-
ducers.’’. 

SA 2243. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, and Mr. 
BENNET) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title IX, add the 
following: 
SEC. 922. REPORT ON ORS-5 MISSION OF THE 

OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE 
SPACE PROGRAM. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 
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(1) it remains the policy of the United 

States, as expressed in section 913(a) of the 
John Warner National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364; 
120 Stat. 2355), to demonstrate, acquire, and 
deploy an effective capability for operation-
ally responsive space to support military 
users and operations from space, which shall 
consist of— 

(A) responsive satellite payloads and 
busses built to common technical standards; 

(B) low-cost space launch vehicles and sup-
porting range operations that facilitate the 
timely launch and on-orbit operations of sat-
ellites; 

(C) responsive command and control capa-
bilities; and 

(D) concepts of operations, tactics, tech-
niques, and procedures that permit the use of 
responsive space assets for combat and mili-
tary operations other than war; and 

(2) the Operationally Responsive Space 
Program Office has demonstrated through 
multiple launches since 2009 an ability to ac-
complish each policy objective of the Oper-
ationally Responsive Space Program through 
specific missions, but has not executed a 
mission that leverages all policy objectives 
of that Program in a single mission. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Executive Agent for Space of the 
Department of Defense shall report to the 
congressional defense committees on the sta-
tus of the ORS-5 mission, which seeks to le-
verage all policy objectives of the Operation-
ally Responsive Space Program in a single 
mission. 

SA 2244. Mr. HEINRICH (for himself, 
Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 237. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR CO-PRO-

DUCTION OF IRON DOME SHORT- 
RANGE ROCKET DEFENSE SYSTEM 
IN THE UNITED STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by 
section 201 and available for Research, De-
velopment, Test, and Evaluation, Defense- 
wide for the Missile Defense Agency as speci-
fied in the funding tables in section 4201, up 
to $15,000,000 may be obligated or expended 
for nonrecurring engineering costs in con-
nection with the establishment of a capacity 
for production in the United States by 
United States industry of parts and compo-
nents for the Iron Dome short-range rocket 
defense program. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS ONLY PURSUANT TO 
AGREEMENT.—Funds may be obligated and 
expended under subsection (a) only pursuant 
to an agreement between the United States 
and Israel for co-production of Iron Dome 
parts and components in the United States. 

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
30 days after obligating or expending funds 
authorized by subsection (a), the Director of 
the Missile Defense Agency shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port on the plan to implement the agreement 
described in subsection (b), including the fol-
lowing: 

(1) A description of the estimated cost of 
implementing the agreement, including the 
costs to be paid by industry. 

(2) The expected schedule to implement the 
agreement. 

(3) A description of any efforts to minimize 
the costs of the agreement to the United 
States Government. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION OF AUTHORITY WITH PRO-
CUREMENT OF IRON DOME.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to alter or effect 
the procurement schedule, or anticipated 
procurement numbers, under the Iron Dome 
short-range rocket defense program. 

SA 2245. Mr. BEGICH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2815. COMPREHENSIVE ALASKA INSTALLA-

TION ENERGY REPORT. 
(a) REPORT.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Installations and Environment, in con-
junction with the Service Assistant Secre-
taries responsible for Installations and Envi-
ronment for the military services, shall sub-
mit a report to the congressional defense 
committees detailing the current cost and 
sources of energy at each military installa-
tion in Alaska, and viable and feasible op-
tions for achieving energy efficiency and 
cost savings at Alaska military installa-
tions. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following ele-
ments: 

(A) A comprehensive, installation specific 
assessment of feasible and mission appro-
priate energy initiatives supporting energy 
production and consumption at military in-
stallations. 

(B) An assessment of current sources of en-
ergy in Alaska and potential future sources 
that are technologically feasible, cost effec-
tive, and mission appropriate. 

(C) A comprehensive implementation 
strategy to include required investment for 
feasible energy efficiency options determined 
to be the most beneficial and cost effective 
where appropriate and consistent with de-
partment priorities. 

(D) An explanation on how military serv-
ices are working collaboratively in order to 
leverage lessons learned on potential energy 
efficiency solutions. 

(E) An assessment of State and local part-
nership opportunities that would achieve ef-
ficiency and cost savings, and any legislative 
authorities required to carry out such part-
nerships or agreements. 

(3) UTILIZATION OF OTHER EFFORTS.—In pre-
paring the report required under paragraph 
(1), the Under Secretary shall take into con-
sideration completed and ongoing efforts by 
agencies of the Federal Government to ana-
lyze and develop energy efficient solutions in 
the state of Alaska, including the Depart-
ment of Defense information available in the 
Annual Energy Management Report. 

(4) COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 
AND OTHER ENTITIES.—In preparing the report 
required under paragraph (1), the Under Sec-
retary is encouraged to work in conjunction 
and coordinate with the State of Alaska, 

local communities, and other Federal de-
partments and agencies. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term 
‘‘Alaska military installation’’ includes to 
Clear Air Force Station, Eielson Air Force 
Base, Fort Wainwright, Joint Base Elmen-
dorf-Richardson, Fort Greely, and Eareckson 
Air Station. 

SA 2246. Mr. FRANKEN (for himself 
and Mr. HELLER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. ENHANCED TRANSPARENCY OF FOR-

EIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE 
ACT OF 1978 ACTIVITIES. 

(a) ENHANCED PUBLIC REPORTING FOR OR-
DERS UNDER THE FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE SUR-
VEILLANCE ACT OF 1978.— 

(1) ENHANCED REPORTING FOR ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE ORDERS.—Section 107 of the 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1807) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 107. REPORT OF ELECTRONIC SURVEIL-

LANCE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In April of each year, 

the Attorney General shall transmit to the 
Administrative Office of the United States 
Court and to Congress a report setting forth 
with respect to the preceding calendar year— 

‘‘(1) the total number of applications made 
for orders and extensions of orders approving 
electronic surveillance under this title; 

‘‘(2) the total number of such orders and 
extensions either granted, modified, or de-
nied; 

‘‘(3) the total number of individuals who 
were subject to electronic surveillance con-
ducted under an order entered under this 
title, provided that if this number is fewer 
than 500, it shall exclusively be expressed as 
a numerical range of ‘fewer than 500’ and 
shall not be expressed as an individual num-
ber; and 

‘‘(4) the total number of citizens of the 
United States and aliens lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence (as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)) who were 
subject to electronic surveillance conducted 
under an order entered under this title, pro-
vided that if this number is fewer than 500, it 
shall exclusively be expressed as a numerical 
range of ‘fewer than 500’ and shall not be ex-
pressed as an individual number. 

‘‘(b) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report re-
quired by this section shall be submitted in 
unclassified form and shall be made avail-
able to the public 7 days after the date such 
report is submitted to Congress.’’. 

(2) ENHANCED REPORTING FOR PEN REGISTERS 
AND TRAP AND TRACE DEVICES.—Section 406 of 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 
1978 (50 U.S.C. 1846) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORT ON USE OF PEN REG-
ISTER AND TRAP AND RACE DEVICES.— 

‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), in April of each 
year, the Attorney General shall submit to 
Congress a report setting forth with respect 
to the preceding year— 

‘‘(A) the total number of applications made 
for orders approving the use of a pen register 
and trap and trace devices under this title; 

‘‘(B) the total number of such orders either 
granted, modified, or denied; 
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‘‘(C) a good faith estimate of the total 

number of individual persons whose elec-
tronic or wire communications information 
was obtained through the use of pen register 
or trap and trace devices authorized under 
an order entered under this title; 

‘‘(D) good faith estimates of the total num-
bers of United States persons— 

‘‘(i) whose electronic or wire communica-
tions information was obtained through the 
use of pen register or trap and trace devices 
authorized under an order entered under this 
title; 

‘‘(ii) whose electronic communications in-
formation was obtained through the use of 
pen register or trap and trace devices au-
thorized under an order entered under this 
title, and the number of such persons whose 
information was subsequently reviewed or 
accessed by a Federal officer, employee, or 
agent; and 

‘‘(iii) whose wire communications informa-
tion was obtained through the use of pen reg-
ister or trap and trace devices authorized 
under an order entered under this title, and 
the number of such persons whose informa-
tion was subsequently reviewed or accessed 
by a Federal officer, employee, or agent; and 

‘‘(E) the total number of computer-assisted 
search queries initiated by a Federal officer, 
employee, or agent in any database of elec-
tronic or wire communications information 
obtained through the use of a pen register or 
trap and trace device authorized under an 
order entered under this title, and the num-
ber of such queries whose search terms in-
cluded information from the electronic or 
wire communications information of a 
United States person. 

‘‘(2) STATEMENT OF NUMERICAL RANGE.—If 
an estimate specified in subparagraphs (C) or 
(D) of paragraph (1) is fewer than 500, it shall 
exclusively be expressed as a numerical 
range of ‘fewer than 500’ and shall not be ex-
pressed as an individual number. 

‘‘(3) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report under 
this section shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form and shall be made available to the 
public 7 days after the date such report is 
submitted to Congress. 

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to authorize or in 
any other way affect the lawfulness or un-
lawfulness of installing or using a pen reg-
ister or trap and trace device. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION AND WIRE 

COMMUNICATION.—The terms ‘electronic com-
munication’ and ‘wire communication’ have 
the meanings given those terms in section 
2510 of title 18, United States Code. 

‘‘(B) INDIVIDUAL PERSON.—The term ‘indi-
vidual person’ means any individual and ex-
cludes any group, entity, association, cor-
poration, or governmental entity. 

‘‘(C) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘United States person’ means a citizen of the 
United States or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence (as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)).’’. 

(3) ENHANCED REPORTING FOR BUSINESS 
RECORDS REQUESTS.—Section 502 of the For-
eign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 
U.S.C. 1862) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (b)(3), by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(F) Records concerning electronic com-
munications. 

‘‘(G) Records concerning wire communica-
tions. 

‘‘(H) Information described in subpara-
graph (A), (B), (D), (E), or (F) of section 
2703(c)(2) of title 18, United States Code.’’; 
and 

(B) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORT ON SECTION 501 OR-
DERS.— 

‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (2), in April of each 
year, the Attorney General shall submit to 
Congress a report setting forth with respect 
to the preceding year— 

‘‘(A) the total number of applications made 
for orders approving requests for the produc-
tion of tangible things under section 501; 

‘‘(B) the total number of such orders either 
granted, modified, or denied; 

‘‘(C) a good faith estimate of the total 
number of individual persons whose tangible 
things were produced under an order entered 
under section 501; 

‘‘(D) good faith estimates of the total num-
bers of United States persons— 

‘‘(i) whose tangible things were produced 
under an order entered under section 501; 

‘‘(ii) who were a party to an electronic 
communication of which a record was pro-
duced under an order entered under section 
501, and the number of such persons whose 
records were subsequently reviewed or 
accessed by a Federal officer, employee, or 
agent; 

‘‘(iii) who were a party to a wire commu-
nication of which a record was produced 
under an order entered under section 501, and 
the number of such persons whose records 
were subsequently reviewed or accessed by a 
Federal officer, employee, or agent; and 

‘‘(iv) who were subscribers or customers of 
an electronic communication service or re-
mote computing service and whose records, 
as described in subparagraph (A), (B), (D), 
(E), or (F) of section 2703(c)(2) of title 18, 
United States Code, were produced under an 
order entered under section 501, and the 
number of such persons whose records were 
subsequently reviewed by a Federal officer, 
employee, or agent; 

‘‘(E) the total number of computer-assisted 
search queries initiated by a Federal officer, 
employee or agent in any database of tan-
gible things produced under an order entered 
under section 501, and the number of such 
queries whose search terms included infor-
mation from the electronic or wire commu-
nications contents or records of a United 
States person; and 

‘‘(F) a certification confirming that in the 
course of the preceding year no orders en-
tered under section 501 were used to obtain 
the contents of an electronic or wire commu-
nication. 

‘‘(2) STATEMENT OF NUMERICAL RANGE.—If 
an estimate described in subparagraph (C) or 
(D) of paragraph (1) is fewer than 500, it shall 
exclusively be expressed as a numerical 
range of ‘fewer than 500’ and shall not be ex-
pressed as an individual number. 

‘‘(3) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report under 
this subsection shall be submitted in unclas-
sified form and shall be made available to 
the public 7 days after the date such report 
is submitted to Congress. 

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to authorize or in 
any other way affect the lawfulness or un-
lawfulness of using an order for the produc-
tion of tangible things under section 501 to 
obtain any of the items described in subpara-
graphs (A) through (H) of subsection (b)(3). 

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘contents’, 

‘electronic communication’, ‘electronic com-
munication service’, and ‘wire communica-
tion’ shall have the meanings given those 
terms in section 2510 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(B) INDIVIDUAL PERSON.—The term ‘indi-
vidual person’ means any individual and ex-
cludes any group, entity, association, cor-
poration, or governmental entity. 

‘‘(C) REMOTE COMPUTING SERVICE.—The 
term ‘remote computing service’ has the 

meaning given that term in section 2711 of 
title 18, United States Code. 

‘‘(D) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘United States person’ means a citizen of the 
United States or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence (as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)).’’. 

(4) ENHANCED REPORTING FOR ADDITIONAL 
PROCEDURES REGARDING CERTAIN PERSONS 
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.—Section 707 of 
the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 
1978 (50 U.S.C. 1881f) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(c) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT FOR REPORT.—In April of 

each year, the Attorney General shall sub-
mit to Congress a report setting forth with 
respect to the preceding year— 

‘‘(A) the total number of— 
‘‘(i) directives issued under section 702; 
‘‘(ii) orders granted under section 703; and 
‘‘(iii) orders granted under section 704; 
‘‘(B) good faith estimates of the total num-

bers of individual persons whose electronic 
or wire communications or communications 
records were collected pursuant to— 

‘‘(i) a directive issued under section 702; 
‘‘(ii) an order granted under section 703; 

and 
‘‘(iii) an order granted under section 704; 

and 
‘‘(C) good faith estimates of the total num-

bers of United States persons— 
‘‘(i) whose electronic or wire communica-

tions contents or records were collected pur-
suant to— 

‘‘(I) a directive issued under section 702; 
‘‘(II) an order granted under section 703; 

and 
‘‘(III) an order granted under section 704; 
‘‘(ii) who were a party to an electronic 

communication whose contents were col-
lected pursuant to a directive issued under 
section 702, and the number of such persons 
whose communication contents were subse-
quently reviewed or accessed by a Federal of-
ficer, employee, or agent; 

‘‘(iii) who were a party to an electronic 
communication whose records (other than 
content) were collected pursuant to a direc-
tive issued under section 702, and the number 
of such persons whose communication 
records were subsequently reviewed or 
accessed by a Federal officer, employee, or 
agent; 

‘‘(iv) who were a party to a wire commu-
nication whose contents were collected pur-
suant to a directive issued under section 702, 
and the number of such persons whose com-
munication contents were subsequently re-
viewed or accessed by a Federal officer, em-
ployee, or agent; 

‘‘(v) who were a party to a electronic com-
munication whose records (other than con-
tent) were collected pursuant to a directive 
issued under section 702, and the number of 
such persons whose communication records 
were subsequently reviewed or accessed by a 
Federal officer, employee, or agent; and 

‘‘(vi) who were subscribers or customers of 
an electronic communication service or re-
mote computing service whose records, as 
described in subparagraphs (A), (B), (D), (E), 
and (F) of section 2703(c)(2) of title 18, United 
States Code, were produced pursuant to a di-
rective issued under section 702, and the 
number of such persons whose records were 
subsequently reviewed or accessed by a Fed-
eral officer, employee, or agent. 

‘‘(2) STATEMENT OF NUMERICAL RANGE.—If 
an estimate specified in subparagraphs (B) or 
(C) of paragraph (1) is fewer than 500, it shall 
exclusively be expressed as a numerical 
range of ‘fewer than 500’ and shall not be ex-
pressed as an individual number. 

‘‘(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—Each report 
under this subsection shall be submitted in 
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unclassified form and shall be made avail-
able to the public 7 days after the date such 
report is submitted to Congress. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘contents’, 

‘electronic communication’, ‘electronic com-
munication service’, and ‘wire communica-
tion’ have the same meanings given those 
terms in section 2510 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(B) INDIVIDUAL PERSON.—The term ‘indi-
vidual person’ means any individual and ex-
cludes any group, entity, association, cor-
poration, or governmental entity. 

‘‘(C) REMOTE COMPUTING SERVICE.—The 
term ‘remote computing service’ shall have 
the same meaning given that term in section 
2711 of title 18, United States Code. 

‘‘(D) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘United States person’ means a citizen of the 
United States or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence (as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(20) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(20)). 

‘‘(5) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to authorize or in 
any other way affect the lawfulness or un-
lawfulness of using an order or directive 
under section 702, 703, or 704 to collect any of 
the information described in subparagraph 
(B) or (C) of paragraph (1).’’. 

(5) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subsection or the amendments made by 
this subsection shall be construed— 

(A) to authorize the collection of any addi-
tional information, other than public demo-
graphic data, for the purpose of complying 
with the reporting requirements of this sec-
tion; or 

(B) to authorize an amount of additional 
appropriations to carry out this subsection 
that is more than the amount authorized for 
that purpose for fiscal year 2013. 

(b) PUBLIC DISCLOSURES OF AGGREGATE IN-
FORMATION RELATED TO ORDERS UNDER THE 
FOREIGN INTELLIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978.— 

(1) DISCLOSURES.—The Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 1801 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘TITLE IX—PUBLIC DISCLOSURES OF 
AGGREGATE INFORMATION. 

‘‘SEC. 901. PUBLIC DISCLOSURES OF AGGREGATE 
INFORMATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided 
under subsection (c), a person that has re-
ceived an order under section 105, 402, or 501, 
or an order or a directive under section 702, 
703, or 704 may, every six months with re-
spect to the preceding six month period, dis-
close to the public information with respect 
to each statutory authority as follows: 

‘‘(1) The total number of orders or direc-
tives received under the authority. 

‘‘(2) The percentage or total number of 
such orders or directives complied with, in 
whole or in part. 

‘‘(3) The total number of individual per-
sons, users, or accounts whose information 
of any kind was produced to the Govern-
ment, or was obtained or collected by the 
Government, under an order or directive re-
ceived under the authority. 

‘‘(b) NATURE OF PRODUCTION.—Except as 
provided under subsection (c), a person that 
has received an order under section 402 or 
501, or an order or a directive under section 
702 may, every six months with respect to 
the preceding six month period, disclose to 
the public the total number of individual 
persons, users, or accounts for whom the fol-
lowing information was produced to the Gov-
ernment, or was obtained or collected by the 
Government, with respect to each such au-
thority, if applicable: 

‘‘(1) The contents of electronic commu-
nications. 

‘‘(2) The contents of wire communications. 
‘‘(3) Records concerning electronic commu-

nications. 
‘‘(4) Records concerning wire communica-

tions. 
‘‘(5) Information described in subparagraph 

(A), (B), (D), (E), or (F) of section 2703(c)(2) of 
title 18. 

‘‘(c) STATEMENT OF NUMERICAL RANGE.—If 
the total number of individual persons, 
users, or accounts specified in paragraph (3) 
of subsection (a) or in paragraphs (1), (2), (3), 
(4), or (5) of subsection (b) is fewer than 500, 
it shall exclusively be expressed as a numer-
ical range of ‘fewer than 500’ and shall not be 
expressed as an individual number. 

‘‘(d) PERMITTED DISCLOSURE.—No cause of 
action shall lie in any court against any per-
son for making a disclosure in accordance 
with this section. 

‘‘(e) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed— 

‘‘(1) to authorize or in any other way affect 
the lawfulness or unlawfulness of using an 
order or directive described in subsection (a) 
to obtain, collect, or secure the production 
of information described in paragraphs (1), 
(2), (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (b); or 

‘‘(2) to prohibit, implicitly preclude, or in 
any other way affect the lawfulness or un-
lawfulness of a disclosure not authorized by 
this section. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘contents’, 

‘electronic communication’, and ‘wire com-
munication’ have the meanings given those 
terms in section 2510 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

‘‘(2) INDIVIDUAL PERSON.—The term ‘indi-
vidual person’ means any individual and ex-
cludes any group, entity, association, cor-
poration, or governmental entity. 

‘‘(3) PERSON.—The term ‘person’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 101.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 is 
amended— 

(A) in section 402(d)(2)(B)(ii)(I) (50 U.S.C. 
1842(d)(2)(B)(ii)(I)), by inserting ‘‘except as 
permitted by section 901,’’ before ‘‘shall not 
disclose’’; and 

(B) in section 501(d) (50 U.S.C. 1861(d))— 
(i) in paragraph (1)— 
(I) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(II) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting a semicolon and 
‘‘or’’; and 

(III) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) the public as permitted by section 

901.’’; and 
(ii) in paragraph (2)(A) by inserting ‘‘sub-

paragraph (A), (B), or (C) of’’ after ‘‘pursuant 
to’’. 

(3) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—The 
table of contents in the first section of th 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 
(50 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘TITLE IX—PUBLIC DISCLOSURES OF 
AGGREGATE INFORMATION. 

‘‘Sec. 901. Public disclosures of aggregate in-
formation.’’. 

SA 2247. Mr. SCHATZ (for himself, 
Mr. BARRASSO, and Mr. BEGICH) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. NATIVE AMERICAN VETERANS’ MEMO-

RIAL ACT AMENDMENTS. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH MEMORIAL.— 

Section 3 of the Native American Veterans’ 
Memorial Establishment Act of 1994 (20 
U.S.C. 80q-5 note; 108 Stat. 4067) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘within 
the interior structure of the facility’’ and in-
serting ‘‘on property under the jurisdiction 
of the Smithsonian Institution’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘, in 
consultation with the Museum, is’’ and in-
serting ‘‘and the National Museum of the 
American Indian are’’. 

(b) PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.—Section 4(a) of 
the Native American Veterans’ Memorial Es-
tablishment Act of 1994 (20 U.S.C. 80q-5 note; 
108 Stat. 4067) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND NA-
TIONAL MUSEUM OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN’’ 
after ‘‘AMERICAN INDIANS’’; and 

(2) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘shall 
be solely’’ and inserting ‘‘and the National 
Museum of the American Indian shall be’’. 

SA 2248. Mr. KING (for himself and 
Ms. COLLINS) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. HUBZONES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(p)(5)(A)(i)(I) of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632(p)(5)(A)(i)(I)) is amended— 

(1) in item (aa), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) by redesignating item (bb) as item (cc); 
and 

(3) by inserting after item (aa) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(bb) pursuant to subparagraph (A), (B), 
(C), (D), or (E) of paragraph (3), that its prin-
cipal office is located in a HUBZone de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(E) (relating to base 
closure areas) (in this item referred to as the 
‘base closure HUBZone’), and that not fewer 
than 35 percent of its employees reside in— 

‘‘(AA) a HUBZone; 
‘‘(BB) the census tract in which the base 

closure HUBZone is wholly contained; 
‘‘(CC) a census tract the boundaries of 

which intersect the boundaries of the base 
closure HUBZone; or 

‘‘(DD) a census tract the boundaries of 
which are contiguous to a census tract de-
scribed in subitem (BB) or (CC); or’’. 

(b) PERIOD FOR BASE CLOSURE AREAS.— 
(1) AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 152(a)(2) of title I 

of division K of the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2005 (15 U.S.C. 632 note) is amended 
by striking ‘‘5 years’’ and inserting ‘‘10 
years’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1698(b)(2) of National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (15 U.S.C. 632 note) 
is amended by striking ‘‘5 years’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘10 years’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICABILITY.—The 
amendments made by paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) take effect on the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(B) apply to— 
(i) a base closure area (as defined in sec-

tion 3(p)(4)(D) of the Small Business Act (15 
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U.S.C. 632(p)(4)(D))) that, on the day before 
the date of enactment of this Act, is treated 
as a HUBZone described in section 3(p)(1)(E) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
632(p)(1)(E)) under— 

(I) section 152(a)(2) of title I of division K 
of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 
(15 U.S.C. 632 note); or 

(II) section 1698(b)(2) of National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (15 
U.S.C. 632 note); and 

(ii) a base closure area relating to the clo-
sure of a military instillation under the au-
thority described in clauses (i) through (iv) 
of section 3(p)(4)(D) of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p)(4)(D)) that occurs on or 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 2249. Mr. TESTER (for himself, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 514. REVIEW BY PHYSICAL DISABILITY 

BOARD OF REVIEW OF MILITARY 
SEPARATION ON BASIS OF A MEN-
TAL CONDITION NOT AMOUNTING 
TO DISABILITY. 

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

(1) Since September 11, 2001, approximately 
30,000 veterans have been separated from the 
Armed Forces on the basis of a personality 
disorder or adjustment disorder. 

(2) Nearly all veterans who are separated 
on the basis of a personality or adjustment 
disorder are prohibited from accessing serv-
ice-connected disability compensation, dis-
ability severance pay, and disability retire-
ment pay. 

(3) Many veterans who are separated on the 
basis of a personality or adjustment disorder 
are unable to find employment because of 
the ‘‘personality disorder’’ or ‘‘adjustment 
disorder’’ label on their Certificate of Re-
lease or Discharge from Active Duty. 

(4) The Government Accountability Office 
has found that the regulatory compliance of 
the Department of Defense in separating 
members of the Armed Forces on the basis of 
a personality or adjustment disorder was as 
low as 40 percent between 2001 and 2007. 

(5) Expansion of the authority of the Phys-
ical Disability Board of Review to include re-
view of the separation of members of the 
Armed Forces on the basis of a mental condi-
tion not amounting to disability, including 
separation on the basis of a personality or 
adjustment disorder, is warranted in order to 
ensure that any veteran wrongly separated 
on such basis will have the ability to access 
disability benefits and employment opportu-
nities available to veterans. 

(b) MEMBERS ENTITLED TO REVIEW BY PHYS-
ICAL DISABILITY BOARD OF REVIEW.—Section 
1554a of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘dis-
ability determinations of covered individuals 
by Physical Evaluation Boards’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘disability and separation determina-
tions regarding certain members and former 
members of the armed forces described in 
subsection (b)’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(b) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—For purposes 
of this section, covered individuals are mem-
bers and former members of the armed forces 
who— 

‘‘(1) during the period beginning on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, and ending on December 31, 
2014, are separated from the armed forces due 
to unfitness for duty because of a medical 
condition with a disability rating of 20 per-
cent disabled or less and are found to be not 
eligible for retirement; or 

‘‘(2) before December 31, 2014, are separated 
from the armed forces due of unfitness for 
duty because of a mental condition not 
amounting to disability, including separa-
tion on the basis of a personality disorder or 
adjustment disorder.’’. 

(c) NATURE AND SCOPE OF REVIEW.—Such 
section is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection (d): 

‘‘(d) REVIEW OF SEPARATIONS DUE TO 
UNFITNESS FOR DUTY BECAUSE OF A MENTAL 
CONDITION NOT AMOUNTING TO DISABILITY.— 
(1) Upon the request of a covered individual 
described in paragraph (2) of subsection (b), 
or a surviving spouse, next of kin, or legal 
representative of a covered individual de-
scribed in such paragraph, the Physical Dis-
ability Board of Review shall review the 
findings and decisions of the Physical Eval-
uation Board with respect to such covered 
individual. In addition, the Physical Dis-
ability Board of Review may review, upon its 
own motion, the findings and decisions of the 
Physical Evaluation Board with respect to a 
covered individual described in such para-
graph. 

‘‘(2) Whenever a review is conducted under 
paragraph (1), the members of the Physical 
Disability Board of Review shall include at 
least one licensed psychologist and one li-
censed psychiatrist who has not had any fi-
duciary responsibility to the Department of 
Defense since December 31, 2001. 

‘‘(3) In conducting the review under para-
graph (1), the Physical Disability Board of 
Review shall consider— 

‘‘(A) the findings of the psychologist or 
psychiatrist of the Department of Defense 
who diagnosed the mental condition; 

‘‘(B) the findings and decisions of the sepa-
ration authority with respect to the covered 
individual; and 

‘‘(C) whether the separation authority cor-
rectly followed the process for separation as 
set forth in law, including Department of De-
fense regulations, directives, and policies. 

‘‘(4) The review by the Physical Disability 
Board of Review under paragraph (1) shall be 
based on the records of the Department of 
Defense and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs and such other evidence as may be pre-
sented to the Board. The Board shall con-
sider any and all evidence to be considered, 
including private mental health records sub-
mitted by the covered individual in support 
of the claim. 

‘‘(5) If the Physical Disability Board of Re-
view proposes, upon its own motion, to con-
duct a review under paragraph (1) with re-
spect to a covered individual, the Board shall 
notify the covered individual, or a surviving 
spouse, next of kin, or legal representative of 
the covered individual, of the proposed re-
view and obtain the consent of the covered 
individual or a surviving spouse, next of kin, 
or legal representative of the covered indi-
vidual before proceeding with the review. 

‘‘(6) After the Physical Disability Board of 
Review has completed the review under this 
subsection with respect to the separation of 
a covered individual, the Board shall provide 
the claimant with a statement of reasons 
concerning the Board’s decision. The covered 

individual has the right to raise with the 
Board a motion for reconsideration if— 

‘‘(A) new evidence can be presented that 
would address the issues raised in the 
Board’s statement of reasons; or 

‘‘(B) the Board has made a plain error in 
making its recommendation.’’. 

(d) CORRECTION OF MILITARY RECORDS.— 
Subsection (f) of such section, as redesig-
nated by subsection (c)(1), is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(f) CORRECTION OF MILITARY RECORDS.—(1) 
The Secretary of the military department 
concerned shall correct the military records 
of a covered individual in accordance with 
the recommendation made by the Physical 
Disability Board of Review under subsection 
(e) unless the Secretary determines that the 
Board has made a clearly erroneous rec-
ommendation. Any such correction shall be 
made effective as of the date of the separa-
tion of the covered individual. 

‘‘(2) In the case of a covered individual pre-
viously separated with a lump-sum or other 
payment of back pay and allowances at sepa-
ration, the amount of pay or other monetary 
benefits to which such individual would be 
entitled based on the individual’s military 
record as corrected shall be adjusted to take 
into account receipt of such lump-sum or 
other payment in such manner as the Sec-
retary of the military department concerned 
considers appropriate. 

‘‘(3) If the Physical Disability Board of Re-
view makes a recommendation not to correct 
the military records of a covered individual, 
the action taken on the report of the Phys-
ical Evaluation Board to which such rec-
ommendation relates shall be treated as 
final as of the date of such action.’’. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by inserting after ‘‘REVIEW’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘OF SEPARATIONS DUE TO UNFITNESS 
FOR DUTY BECAUSE OF MEDICAL CONDITION 
WITH A LOW DISABILITY RATING’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘described in paragraph (1) 

of subsection (b)’’ after ‘‘a covered indi-
vidual’’ the first place it appears; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘described in such para-
graph’’ after ‘‘a covered individual’’ the sec-
ond place it appears; and 

(iii) by striking the second sentence and 
inserting the following new sentence: ‘‘In ad-
dition, the Physical Disability Board of Re-
view may review, upon its own motion, the 
findings and decisions of the Physical Eval-
uation Board with respect to a covered indi-
vidual described in such paragraph.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (e), as redesignated by 
subsection (c)(1), by striking ‘‘under sub-
section (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘conducted under 
subsection (c) or (d)’’. 

(f) NOTIFICATION OF NEW AVAILABILITY OF 
REVIEW.— 

(1) NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—In the case 
of individuals described in subsection (b)(2) 
of section 1554a of title 10, United States 
Code, as amended by subsection (b), who 
have been separated from the Armed Forces 
during the period beginning on September 11, 
2001, and ending on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act or who are separated after 
that date, the Secretary of Defense shall en-
sure, to the greatest extent practicable, that 
such individuals receive oral and written no-
tification of their right to a review of their 
separation from the Armed Forces under 
such section 1554a. 

(2) COMPLIANCE.—The Secretary of the 
military department with jurisdiction over 
the Armed Force in which the individual 
served immediately before separation shall 
be responsible for providing to the individual 
the notification required by paragraph (1). 
The Secretary of Defense shall monitor com-
pliance with this notification requirement 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8241 November 19, 2013 
and promptly notify Congress of any failures 
to comply. 

(3) LEGAL COUNSEL.—The notification re-
quired by paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) inform the individual of the right to 
obtain legal or non-legal counsel to rep-
resent the individual before the Physical 
Disability Board of Review; and 

(B) include a list of organizations that may 
provide such counsel at no cost to the indi-
vidual. 

(g) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) SECTION HEADING.—The heading of such 

section is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1554a. Physical Disability Board of Review: 

review of separations with disability rating 
of 20 percent or less and separations on 
basis of mental condition not amounting to 
disability’’. 
(2) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-

tions at the beginning of chapter 79 of such 
title is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 1554a and inserting the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘1554a. Physical Disability Board of Review: 

review of separations with dis-
ability rating of 20 percent or 
less and separations on basis of 
mental condition not amount-
ing to disability.’’. 

SA 2250. Mr. TESTER (for himself, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. BEGICH) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 529. DEFERRAL FOR CERTAIN PERIOD IN 

CONNECTION WITH RECEIPT OF OR-
DERS FOR MOBILIZATION FOR WAR 
OR NATIONAL EMERGENCY. 

(a) FEDERAL FAMILY EDUCATION LOANS.— 
Section 428(b)(1)(M) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)(M)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘, during any period’’; 

(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘during which’’ 
and inserting ‘‘during any period during 
which’’; 

(3) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘during 
which’’ and inserting ‘‘during any period 
during which’’; 

(4) in clause (iii)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘during which’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘during any period during which’’; and 
(B) in the matter following subclause (II), 

by striking ‘‘ or’’ after the semicolon; 
(5) by redesignating clause (iv) as clause 

(vi); 
(6) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(iv) in the case of any borrower who has 

received a call or order to duty described in 
subclause (I) or (II) of clause (iii), during the 
shorter of— 

‘‘(I) the period beginning on the date such 
call or order to duty is received by the bor-
rower and ending on the first day of the serv-
ice described in subclause (I) or (II) of clause 
(iii); and 

‘‘(II) the 180-day period preceding the first 
day of such service; 

‘‘(v) notwithstanding clause (iv)— 
‘‘(I) in the case of any borrower described 

in such clause whose call or order to duty is 

cancelled before the first day of the service 
described in subclause (I) or (II) of clause 
(iii) because of a personal injury in connec-
tion with training to prepare for such serv-
ice, during the period described in clause (iv) 
and during an additional period equal to the 
duration of such service, as specified by or 
otherwise determined in the original call or 
order to duty; and 

‘‘(II) in the case of any borrower whose call 
or order to duty is cancelled before the first 
day of such service for a reason other than 
an injury described in subclause (I), during 
the period beginning on the date the call or 
order to duty is received by the borrower and 
ending on the date that is 14 days after such 
call or order to duty is cancelled; and’’; and 

(7) in clause (vi) (as redesignated by para-
graph (5)), by striking ‘‘not in excess’’ and 
inserting ‘‘during any period not in excess’’. 

(b) DIRECT LOANS.—Section 455(f)(2) of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1087e(f)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘during any period’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘dur-
ing which’’ and inserting ‘‘during any period 
during which’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘not in 
excess’’ and inserting ‘‘during any period not 
in excess’’; 

(4) in subparagraph (C)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘during which’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘during any period during which’’; and 
(B) in the matter following clause (ii), by 

striking ‘‘ or’’ after the semicolon; 
(5) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 

subparagraph (F); 
(6) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 

following: 
‘‘(D) in the case of any borrower who has 

received a call or order to duty described in 
clause (i) or (ii) of subparagraph (C), during 
the shorter of— 

‘‘(i) the period beginning on the date such 
call or order to duty is received by the bor-
rower and ending on the first day of the serv-
ice described in clause (i) or (ii) of subpara-
graph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) the 180-day period preceding the first 
day of such service; 

‘‘(E) notwithstanding subparagraph (D)— 
‘‘(i) in the case of any borrower described 

in such subparagraph whose call or order to 
duty is cancelled before the first day of the 
service described in clause (i) or (ii) of sub-
paragraph (C) because of a personal injury in 
connection with training to prepare for such 
service, during the period described in sub-
paragraph (D) and during an additional pe-
riod equal to the duration of such service, as 
specified by or otherwise determined in the 
original call or order to duty; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of any borrower whose call 
or order to duty is cancelled before the first 
day of such service for a reason other than 
an injury described in clause (i), during the 
period beginning on the date the call or 
order to duty is received by the borrower and 
ending on the date that is 14 days after such 
call or order to duty is cancelled; and’’; and 

(7) in subparagraph (F) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (5)), by striking ‘‘not in excess’’ 
and inserting ‘‘during any period not in ex-
cess’’. 

(c) PERKINS LOANS.—Section 464(c)(2)(A) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1087dd(c)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘during any period’’; 

(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘during which’’ 
and inserting ‘‘during any period during 
which’’; 

(3) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘not in ex-
cess’’ and inserting ‘‘during any period not 
in excess’’; 

(4) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘during 
which’’ and inserting ‘‘during any period 
during which’’; 

(5) by redesignating clauses (iv) and (v) as 
clauses (vi) and (vii), respectively; 

(6) by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(iv) in the case of any borrower who has 
received a call or order to duty described in 
subclause (I) or (II) of clause (iii), during the 
shorter of— 

‘‘(I) the period beginning on the date such 
call or order to duty is received by the bor-
rower and ending on the first day of the serv-
ice described in subclause (I) or (II) of clause 
(iii); and 

‘‘(II) the 180-day period preceding the first 
day of such service; 

‘‘(v) notwithstanding clause (iv)— 
‘‘(I) in the case of any borrower described 

in such clause whose call or order to duty is 
cancelled before the first day of the service 
described in subclause (I) or (II) of clause 
(iii) because of a personal injury in connec-
tion with training to prepare for such serv-
ice, during the period described in clause (iv) 
and during an additional period equal to the 
duration of such service, as specified by or 
otherwise determined in the original call or 
order to duty; and 

‘‘(II) in the case of any borrower whose call 
or order to duty is cancelled before the first 
day of such service for a reason other than 
an injury described in subclause (I), during 
the period beginning on the date the call or 
order to duty is received by the borrower and 
ending on the date that is 14 days after such 
call or order to duty is cancelled;’’; 

(7) in clause (vi) (as redesignated by para-
graph (5)), by striking ‘‘not in excess’’ and 
inserting ‘‘during any period not in excess’’; 
and 

(8) in clause (vii) (as redesignated by para-
graph (5)), by striking ‘‘during which’’ and 
inserting ‘‘during any period during which’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Title IV of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070 et seq.) is further amended— 

(1) in section 428B(d)(1)(A)(ii) (20 U.S.C. 
1078–2(d)(1)(A)(ii)), by striking 
‘‘428(b)(1)(M)(i)(I)’’ and inserting ‘‘or clause 
(i)(I), (iv), or (v) of section 428(b)(1)(M)’’; and 

(2) in section 493D(a) (20 U.S.C. 1098f(a)), by 
striking ‘‘section 428(b)(1)(M)(iii), 455(f)(2)(C), 
or 464(c)(2)(A)(iii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (iii) 
or (iv) of section 428(b)(1)(M), subparagraph 
(C) or (D) of section 455(f)(2), or clause (iii) or 
(iv) of section 464(c)(2)(A)’’. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in the 
amendments made by this section shall be 
construed to authorize any refunding of any 
repayment of a loan. 

(f) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply with respect to all 
loans made, insured, or guaranteed under 
title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
(20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

SA 2251. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself 
and Mr. TOOMEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
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SEC. 1066. SENSE OF SENATE ON ANNUAL RE-

PORTS TO CONGRESS ON PLANS FOR 
THE SIZE, FORCE STRUCTURE, AND 
READINESS OF THE COMPONENTS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES TO SUP-
PORT THE NATIONAL SECURITY 
STRATEGY. 

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

(1) The strategic environment remains un-
certain and dangerous, as threats to our na-
tional security persist and continue to 
emerge. 

(2) The fiscal environment is also uncer-
tain, with constrained resources and declin-
ing budgets. 

(3) The Nation will need trained and ready 
active and reserve component forces regard-
less of size or force structure and budgetary 
pressures. The Department of Defense is ex-
pected to provide sufficient military capa-
bility at an affordable cost to protect and 
promote our security interests at acceptable 
levels of risk. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the Secretary of Defense should 
provide a report to the congressional defense 
committees not later than 180 days after en-
actment of this Act, and every year there-
after for the next five years, on the Depart-
ment’s analysis, plans, and progress on the 
implementation of such plans with respect to 
the size, force structure, and readiness of the 
active and reserve components of the mili-
tary departments that are necessary to sup-
port the national security strategy or other 
strategic guidance. Each report should in-
clude— 

(1) end-strengths of the active and reserve 
components of the Armed Forces, and pro-
jected changes by year over the future years 
defense program; 

(2) force structures of the active and re-
serve components of the Armed Forces, and 
projected changes by year over the future 
years defense program; and 

(3) an assessment of the risk associated 
with the analysis and plans included in para-
graphs (1) and (2), and how risk is projected 
to change over the future years defense pro-
gram. 

(c) FORM.—The reports described in sub-
section (b) may be in unclassified or classi-
fied form. 

SA 2252. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself 
and Mr. MORAN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 510. TREATMENT OF MILITARY TECHNI-

CIANS (DUAL STATUS) AS ESSENTIAL 
OR EXCEPTED EMPLOYEES OF THE 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN THE 
EVENT OF A LAPSE IN APPROPRIA-
TIONS. 

Notwithstanding section 1341 of title 31, 
United States Code, or any other provision of 
law, if members of the Armed Forces on ac-
tive duty are designated as essential or ex-
cepted personnel during a lapse in appropria-
tions, military technicians (dual status) 
shall be deemed to be essential or excepted 
employees during that lapse in appropria-
tions. 

SA 2253. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. GRASSLEY) sub-

mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

Strike section 841 and insert the following: 
SEC. 841. MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ALLOWABLE 

COSTS OF SALARIES OF CON-
TRACTOR EMPLOYEES. 

(a) AMENDMENT TO COST PRINCIPLES.—Sec-
tion 2324(e)(1)(P) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘the benchmark’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘section 1127 of title 
41’’ and inserting ‘‘$230,700 per year, adjusted 
annually to reflect the change in the Em-
ployment Cost Index for all workers, as cal-
culated by the Bureau of Labor Statistics’’; 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘scientists and engineers’’ 
and inserting ‘‘scientists, engineers, medical 
professionals, cybersecurity experts, and 
other workers with unique areas of exper-
tise’’. 

(b) REVIEW.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Defense shall review alternative 
benchmarks and industry standards for com-
pensation and provide the congressional de-
fense committees with the views of the De-
partment of Defense as to whether any such 
benchmarks or standards would provide a 
more appropriate measure of allowable com-
pensation for the purposes of section 
2324(e)(1)(P) of title 10, United States Code, 
as amended by subsection (a), as it relates to 
compensation of scientists, engineers, med-
ical professionals, cybersecurity experts, and 
other workers with unique areas of expertise. 

(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 

after the end of each fiscal year, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall submit a report on contractor com-
pensation to the congressional defense com-
mittees, the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs of the Senate, 
and the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall include— 

(A) the total number of contractor employ-
ees, by executive agency, in the narrowly 
targeted exception positions described under 
section 2324(e)(1)(P) of title 10, United States 
Code, during the preceding fiscal year; 

(B) the taxpayer-funded compensation 
amounts received by each contractor em-
ployee in a narrowly targeted exception posi-
tion during such fiscal year; and 

(C) the duties and services performed by 
contractor employees in the narrowly tar-
geted exception positions during such fiscal 
year. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
January 1, 2014, and shall apply with respect 
to costs of compensation incurred on or after 
that date under contracts entered into be-
fore, on, or after that date. 

SA 2254. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself 
and Mr. TESTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-

ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle E of title V, 
add the following: 
SEC. 547. COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 

UNITED STATES REPORT ON THE 
SEXUAL ASSAULT PREVENTION AC-
TIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE AND THE ARMED FORCES. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2015, the Comptroller General of 
the United States shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a report on 
the sexual assault prevention activities of 
the Department of Defense and the Armed 
Forces. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An assessment of the sexual assault pre-
vention strategy of the Department of De-
fense. 

(2) A description and assessment of the ac-
tions taken by each of the Army, the Navy, 
the Air Force, and the Marine Corps to im-
plement the sexual assault prevention strat-
egy of such Armed Force. 

(3) A comprehensive description of the sex-
ual assault prevention activities of the 
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Ma-
rine Corps, as of the submittal of the report 
and of those planned for the 12 months there-
after. 

(4) A comprehensive description of the sex-
ual assault prevention activities at joint in-
stallations, and an assessment of the col-
laborative efforts of the military depart-
ments involved, as of the submittal of the re-
port and of those planned for the 12 months 
thereafter. 

(5) A comparative assessment of the sexual 
assault prevention activities of the Army, 
the Navy, the Air Force, and the Marine 
Corps, including an assessment of the extent 
to which any differences among such activi-
ties arise from unique qualities of a par-
ticular Armed Force or the efforts of an 
Armed Force to pursue an innovative ap-
proach to sexual assault prevention. 

(6) A description and assessment of the 
procedures and mechanisms used by each of 
the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the 
Marine Corps to ensure that the sexual as-
sault prevention strategy of such Armed 
Force, and the training provided pursuant to 
such strategy, are effective in achieving the 
intended objectives of such strategy. 

(7) Such other recommendations on the 
sexual assault prevention activities of the 
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the Ma-
rine Corps as the Comptroller General con-
siders appropriate. 

SA 2255. Ms. AYOTTE (for herself, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. 
FISCHER, Mr. ENZI, Mr. RUBIO, and Mr. 
BARRASSO) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

Strike section 1031 and insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1031. REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATIONS 

RELATING TO THE TRANSFER OF 
DETAINEES AT UNITED STATES 
NAVAL STATION, GUANTANAMO BAY, 
CUBA, TO FOREIGN COUNTRIES AND 
OTHER FOREIGN ENTITIES. 

(a) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED PRIOR TO 
TRANSFER.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2) and subsection (d), the Sec-
retary of Defense may not use any amounts 
authorized to be appropriated or otherwise 
available to the Department of Defense to 
transfer any individual detained at Guanta-
namo to the custody or control of the indi-
vidual’s country of origin, any other foreign 
country, or any other foreign entity unless 
the Secretary submits to Congress the cer-
tification described in subsection (b) not 
later than 30 days before the transfer of the 
individual. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any action taken by the Secretary 
to transfer any individual detained at Guan-
tanamo to effectuate an order affecting the 
disposition of the individual that is issued by 
a court or competent tribunal of the United 
States having lawful jurisdiction (which the 
Secretary shall notify Congress of promptly 
after issuance). 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—A certification de-
scribed in this subsection is a written certifi-
cation made by the Secretary of Defense, 
with the concurrence of the Secretary of 
State and in consultation with the Director 
of National Intelligence, that— 

(1) the government of the foreign country 
or the recognized leadership of the foreign 
entity to which the individual detained at 
Guantanamo is to be transferred— 

(A) is not a designated state sponsor of ter-
rorism or a designated foreign terrorist orga-
nization; 

(B) maintains control over each detention 
facility in which the individual is to be de-
tained if the individual is to be housed in a 
detention facility; 

(C) is not, as of the date of the certifi-
cation, facing a threat that is likely to sub-
stantially affect its ability to exercise con-
trol over the individual; 

(D) has taken or agreed to take effective 
actions to ensure that the individual cannot 
take action to threaten the United States, 
its citizens, or its allies in the future; 

(E) has taken or agreed to take such ac-
tions as the Secretary of Defense determines 
are necessary to ensure that the individual 
cannot engage or reengage in any terrorist 
activity; and 

(F) has agreed to share with the United 
States any information that— 

(i) is related to the individual or any asso-
ciates of the individual; and 

(ii) could affect the security of the United 
States, its citizens, or its allies; and 

(2) includes an assessment, in classified or 
unclassified form, of the capacity, willing-
ness, and past practices (if applicable) of the 
foreign country or entity in relation to the 
Secretary’s certifications. 

(c) PROHIBITION IN CASES OF PRIOR CON-
FIRMED RECIDIVISM.— 

(1) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2) and subsection (d), the Sec-
retary of Defense may not use any amounts 
authorized to be appropriated or otherwise 
made available to the Department of Defense 
to transfer any individual detained at Guan-
tanamo to the custody or control of the indi-
vidual’s country of origin, any other foreign 
country, or any other foreign entity if there 
is a confirmed case of any individual who 
was detained at United States Naval Station, 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, at any time after 
September 11, 2001, who was transferred to 
such foreign country or entity and subse-
quently engaged in any terrorist activity. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to any action taken by the Secretary 
to transfer any individual detained at Guan-
tanamo to effectuate an order affecting the 
disposition of the individual that is issued by 
a court or competent tribunal of the United 
States having lawful jurisdiction (which the 

Secretary shall notify Congress of promptly 
after issuance). 

(d) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

may waive the applicability to a detainee 
transfer of a certification requirement speci-
fied in subparagraph (D) or (E) of subsection 
(b)(1) or the prohibition in subsection (c), if 
the Secretary certifies the rest of the cri-
teria required by subsection (b) for transfers 
prohibited by (c) and, with the concurrence 
of the Secretary of State and in consultation 
with the Director of National Intelligence, 
determines that— 

(A) alternative actions will be taken to ad-
dress the underlying purpose of the require-
ment or requirements to be waived; 

(B) in the case of a waiver of subparagraph 
(D) or (E) of subsection (b)(1), it is not pos-
sible to certify that the risks addressed in 
the paragraph to be waived have been com-
pletely eliminated, but the actions to be 
taken under subparagraph (A) will substan-
tially mitigate such risks with regard to the 
individual to be transferred; 

(C) in the case of a waiver of subsection (c), 
the Secretary has considered any confirmed 
case in which an individual who was trans-
ferred to the country subsequently engaged 
in terrorist activity, and the actions to be 
taken under subparagraph (A) will substan-
tially mitigate the risk of recidivism with 
regard to the individual to be transferred; 
and 

(D) the transfer is in the national security 
interests of the United States. 

(2) REPORTS.—Whenever the Secretary 
makes a determination under paragraph (1), 
the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress, not later 
than 30 days before the transfer of the indi-
vidual concerned, the following: 

(A) A copy of the determination and the 
waiver concerned. 

(B) A statement of the basis for the deter-
mination, including— 

(i) an explanation why the transfer is in 
the national security interests of the United 
States; 

(ii) in the case of a waiver of paragraph (D) 
or (E) of subsection (b)(1), an explanation 
why it is not possible to certify that the 
risks addressed in the paragraph to be 
waived have been completely eliminated; and 

(iii) a classified summary of— 
(I) the individual’s record of cooperation 

while in the custody of or under the effective 
control of the Department of Defense; and 

(II) the agreements and mechanisms in 
place to provide for continuing cooperation. 

(C) A summary of the alternative actions 
to be taken to address the underlying pur-
pose of, and to mitigate the risks addressed 
in, the paragraph or subsection to be waived. 

(D) The assessment required by subsection 
(b)(2). 

(e) RECORD OF COOPERATION.—In assessing 
the risk that an individual detained at Guan-
tanamo will engage in terrorist activity or 
other actions that could affect the security 
of the United States if released for the pur-
pose of making a certification under sub-
section (b) or a waiver under subsection (d), 
the Secretary of Defense may give favorable 
consideration to any such individual— 

(1) who has substantially cooperated with 
United States intelligence and law enforce-
ment authorities, pursuant to a pre-trial 
agreement, while in the custody of or under 
the effective control of the Department of 
Defense; and 

(2) for whom agreements and effective 
mechanisms are in place, to the extent rel-
evant and necessary, to provide for contin-
ued cooperation with United States intel-
ligence and law enforcement authorities. 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) The term ‘‘appropriate committees of 
Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) The term ‘‘individual detained at Guan-
tanamo’’ means any individual located at 
United States Naval Station, Guantanamo 
Bay, Cuba, as of October 1, 2009, who— 

(A) is not a citizen of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(B) is— 
(i) in the custody or under the control of 

the Department of Defense; or 
(ii) otherwise under detention at United 

States Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, 
Cuba. 

(3) The term ‘‘foreign terrorist organiza-
tion’’ means any organization so designated 
by the Secretary of State under section 219 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1189). 

Strike section 1032. 
Strike section 1033 and insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. 1033. PROHIBITION ON THE USE OF FUNDS 

FOR THE TRANSFER OR RELEASE OF 
INDIVIDUALS DETAINED AT UNITED 
STATES NAVAL STATION, GUANTA-
NAMO BAY, CUBA. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act for fiscal 
year 2014 may be used to transfer, release, or 
assist in the transfer or release to or within 
the United States, or the territories or pos-
sessions of the United States, of Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed or any other detainee 
who— 

(1) is not a United States citizen or a mem-
ber of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 

(2) is or was held on or after January 20, 
2009, at United States Naval Station, Guan-
tanamo Bay, Cuba, by the Department of De-
fense. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to an individual 
who is transferred to United States Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, after the 
date of the enactment of this Act for the 
purpose of interrogation by the United 
States. 

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1035. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO 

CONSTRUCT OR MODIFY FACILITIES 
IN THE UNITED STATES TO HOUSE 
DETAINEES TRANSFERRED FROM 
UNITED STATES NAVAL STATION, 
GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts authorized to 
be appropriated or otherwise made available 
for fiscal year 2014 by this Act or any other 
Act may be used to construct or modify any 
facility in the United States, its territories, 
or possessions to house any individual de-
tained at Guantanamo for the purposes of de-
tention or imprisonment unless authorized 
by Congress. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to any modifica-
tion of facilities at United States Naval Sta-
tion, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 

(c) INDIVIDUAL DETAINED AT GUANTANAMO 
DEFINED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In this section, the term 
‘‘individual detained at Guantanamo’’ means 
any individual located at United States 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, as of 
October 1, 2009, who— 

(A) is not a citizen of the United States or 
a member of the Armed Forces of the United 
States; and 
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(B) is— 
(i) in the custody or under the control of 

the Department of Defense; or 
(ii) otherwise under detention at United 

States Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, 
Cuba. 

(2) EXCLUSION.—The term does not mean 
any individual transferred to United States 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, after 
October 1, 2009, who was not located at 
United States Naval Station, Guantanamo 
Bay, Cuba, on that date. 
SEC. 1036. PROHIBITION ON TRANSFER OR RE-

LEASE TO YEMEN OF INDIVIDUALS 
DETAINED AT UNITED STATES 
NAVAL STATION, GUANTANAMO BAY, 
CUBA. 

None of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated or otherwise available to the De-
partment of Defense may be used to transfer, 
release, or assist in the transfer or release, 
during the period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this Act and ending on De-
cember 31, 2014, of any individual detained in 
the custody or under the control of the De-
partment of Defense at United States Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to the cus-
tody or control of the Republic of Yemen or 
any entity within Yemen. 

SA 2256. Mr. BEGICH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2815. COMPREHENSIVE ALASKA INSTALLA-

TION ENERGY REPORT. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) According to a 2012 Total Energy Cost 

Analysis conducted by the Alaska Command 
Energy Steering Group, there exists a sig-
nificant disparity between the costs of power 
at all military installations in Alaska. 

(2) Military installations differ in energy 
sources and operating entities by utilizing 
both public and private means and methods 
of operation: three interior installations, 
Clear Air Force Station, Eielson Air Force 
Base, and Fort Wainwright use coal cogen-
eration heat and electric plants; fuel oil heat 
and commercial electric power is used to 
power Fort Greely; and natural gas heat and 
commercial electric power is used at Joint 
Base Elmendorf-Richardson. 

(3) Electricity infrastructure in Alaska dif-
fers from other States because most con-
sumers in Alaska are not interconnected to 
large grids through transmission and dis-
tribution lines. 

(4) Alaska has more fossil and renewable 
energy resources than any other State. 

(5) Alaska has the potential for long-term 
sustainable energy production through de-
velopment of its natural gas, coal, oil, hydro-
power, tidal, geothermal and wind resources 
to meet the energy needs of the State and 
beyond. 

(6) Renewable energy, when combined with 
advanced micro-grid and storage tech-
nologies, can significantly reduce the energy 
costs at military installations. 

(7) The Department of the Air Force has 
successfully partnered with the municipality 
of Anchorage and a local utility company on 
a renewable energy project converting meth-
ane gas into fuel useable for a military in-
stallation. 

(8) Over the past three years, the Depart-
ment of the Air Force has invested over 
$25,000,000 in renewable energy projects at 
Alaska military installations. 

(9) The Department of Defense prepares an 
Annual Energy Management Report in ac-
cordance with section 2925 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) energy security is critical to United 
States national security; 

(2) cost-saving opportunities exist at Alas-
ka military installations if energy efficiency 
solutions are sought after and implemented; 

(3) evaluating energy efficiency measures 
at Alaska military installations is essential 
in order to determine enduring cost-effective 
energy production and consumption solu-
tions and ensure mission effectiveness; and 

(4) a comprehensive and detailed study of 
energy efficiency options at military instal-
lations in the state of Alaska is needed due 
to its complex and challenging geography, 
distance from the lower 48 states, resource 
availability, and lack of energy infrastruc-
ture. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 

days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
for Installations and Environment, in con-
junction with the Service Assistant Secre-
taries responsible for Installations and Envi-
ronment for the military services, shall sub-
mit a report to the congressional defense 
committees detailing the current cost and 
sources of energy at each military installa-
tion in Alaska, and viable and feasible op-
tions for achieving energy efficiency and 
cost savings at Alaska military installa-
tions. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following ele-
ments: 

(A) A comprehensive, installation specific 
assessment of feasible and mission appro-
priate energy initiatives supporting energy 
production and consumption at military in-
stallations. 

(B) An assessment of current sources of en-
ergy in Alaska and potential future sources 
that are technologically feasible, cost effec-
tive, and mission appropriate. 

(C) A comprehensive implementation 
strategy to include required investment for 
feasible energy efficiency options determined 
to be the most beneficial and cost effective 
where appropriate and consistent with de-
partment priorities. 

(D) An explanation on how military serv-
ices are working collaboratively in order to 
leverage lessons learned on potential energy 
efficiency solutions. 

(E) An assessment of State and local part-
nership opportunities that would achieve ef-
ficiency and cost savings, and any legislative 
authorities required to carry out such part-
nerships or agreements. 

(3) UTILIZATION OF OTHER EFFORTS.—In pre-
paring the report required under paragraph 
(1), the Under Secretary shall take into con-
sideration completed and ongoing efforts by 
agencies of the Federal Government to ana-
lyze and develop energy efficient solutions in 
the state of Alaska, including the Depart-
ment of Defense information available in the 
Annual Energy Management Report. 

(4) COORDINATION WITH STATE AND LOCAL 
AND OTHER ENTITIES.—In preparing the report 
required under paragraph (1), the Under Sec-
retary is encouraged to work in conjunction 
and coordinate with the State of Alaska, 
local communities, and other Federal de-
partments and agencies. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the term 
‘‘Alaska military installation’’ includes 
Clear Air Force Station, Eielson Air Force 

Base, Fort Wainwright, Joint Base Elmen-
dorf-Richardson, Fort Greely, and Eareckson 
Air Station. 

SA 2257. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. REED) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 126. LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF 

FUNDS FOR LITTORAL COMBAT 
SHIP. 

The Secretary of the Navy may not obli-
gate or expend funds for construction or ad-
vanced procurement of materials for the Lit-
toral Combat Ships (LCS) designated as LCS 
25 or LCS 26 until the Secretary submits to 
Congress each of the following: 

(1) The report required by section 125(a). 
(2) A coordinated determination by the Di-

rector of Operational Test and Evaluation 
and the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology, and Logistics that 
successful completion of the test evaluation 
master plan for both seaframes and each 
mission module will demonstrate oper-
ational effectiveness and operational suit-
ability. 

(3) A certification that the Joint Require-
ments Oversight Council— 

(A) has reviewed the capabilities of the leg-
acy systems that the Littoral Combat Ship 
is planned to replace and has compared these 
capabilities to those to be provided by the 
Littoral Combat Ship; 

(B) has assessed the adequacy of the cur-
rent Capabilities Development Document 
(CDD) for the Littoral Combat Ship to meet 
combatant command requirements and to 
address future threats as reflected in the lat-
est assessment by the defense intelligence 
community; and 

(C) has either validated the current Capa-
bilities Development Document or directed 
the Secretary to update the current Capa-
bilities Development Document based on the 
performance of the Littoral Combat Ship and 
mission modules to date. 

(4) A report on the expected performance of 
each seaframe variant and mission module 
against the current or updated Capabilities 
Development Document. 

(5) Certification that a Capability Produc-
tion Document (CPD) for the seaframes has 
been completed. 

(6) Certification that a Capability Produc-
tion Document will be completed for each 
mission module before operational testing. 

SA 2258. Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and 
Mr. REED) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 20, strike lines 13 and 14 and insert 
the following: 
costs of that ship that are attributable sole-
ly to an urgent and unforeseen requirement 
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identified as a result of the shipboard test 
program.’’. 

(c) LIMITATION ON SHIPBOARD TEST PRO-
GRAM COST ADJUSTMENT.—The Secretary of 
the Navy may use the authority under para-
graph (7) of section 122(b) of the John Warner 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2007, as added by subsection (b), to 
adjust the amount set forth in section 
122(a)(1) of that Act, as amended by sub-
section (a), for the ship referred to in such 
paragraph with respect to an urgent and un-
foreseen requirement identified as a result of 
the shipboard test program only if— 

(1) the Secretary determines, and certifies 
to the congressional defense committees, 
that such requirement was not known before 
the date of the submittal to Congress of the 
budget for fiscal year 2014 (as submitted pur-
suant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code); 

(2) the Secretary determines, and certifies 
to the congressional defense committees, 
that waiting on an action by Congress to 
raise the cost cap specified in such section 
122(a)(1) to account for such requirement will 
result in a delay in the delivery of that ship 
or a delay in the date of initial operating ca-
pability of that ship; and 

(3) the Secretary submits to Congress a re-
port setting forth a description of such re-
quirement before the obligation of additional 
funds pursuant to such authority. 

SA 2259. Mr. BARRASSO submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 510. NATIONAL GUARD CONDUCT OF FIRE-

FIGHTING HOMELAND DEFENSE 
MISSIONS WHILE IN STATE STATUS. 

(a) NATIONAL GUARD SUPPORT FOR FEDERAL 
AND STATE CIVIL AUTHORITIES.—Section 
502(f)(2) of title 32, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) Support of operations, missions, or ac-
tivities undertaken in support of a civil au-
thority of a Federal or State agency when 
expenses related to such operations, mis-
sions, or activities are reimbursed.’’. 

(b) ACTIVE GUARD AND RESERVE DUTY.— 
Section 328(b) of such title is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘A member’’; 
(2) in paragraph (1), as so designated, by in-

serting ‘‘subparagraphs (A) and (B) of’’ after 
‘‘additional duties specified in’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(2) A member of the National Guard per-
forming duty under subsection (a) may per-
form the additional duties specified in sub-
paragraph (C) of section 502(f)(2) of this title 
without regard to any limitation in para-
graph (1).’’. 

(c) FEDERAL TECHNICIAN OPERATIONAL SUP-
PORT FOR FEDERAL AND STATE CIVIL AUTHORI-
TIES.—Section 709(a)(3) of such title is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) Support of operations, missions, or 
activities undertaken in support of a civil 
authority of a Federal or State agency pur-
suant to section 502(f)(2)(C) of this title.’’. 

SA 2260. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. CONTINGENT LIMITATION ON AVAIL-

ABILITY OF FUNDS FOR UNITED 
STATES PARTICIPATION IN JOINT 
MILITARY EXERCISES WITH EGYPT. 

(a) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act may be 
made used for United States participation in 
joint military exercises with Egypt if the 
Government of Egypt abrogates, terminates, 
or withdraws from the 1979 Egypt-Israel 
peace treaty signed at Washington, D.C., on 
March 26, 1979. 

(b) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
limitation in subsection (a) if the President 
certifies to Congress in writing that the 
waiver is in the national security interests 
of the United States. 

SA 2261. Mr. GRASSLEY submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In division C, between titles XXXII and 
XXXV, insert the following: 

TITLE XXXIII—NUCLEAR TERRORISM 
CONVENTIONS AND MARITIME SAFETY 

SEC. 3301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Nuclear 

Terrorism Conventions Implementation and 
Safety of Maritime Navigation Act of 2012’’. 

Subtitle A—Safety of Maritime Navigation 
SEC. 3311. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 2280 OF 

TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE. 
Section 2280 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(1) in subsection (b)(1)(A)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘a ship flying 

the flag of the United States’’ and inserting 
‘‘a vessel of the United States or a vessel 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States (as defined in section 70502 of title 
46)’’; 

(B) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘, including 
the territorial seas’’ after ‘‘in the United 
States’’; and 

(C) in clause (iii), by inserting ‘‘, by a 
United States corporation or legal entity,’’ 
after ‘‘by a national of the United States’’; 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 
2(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 13(c)’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (d) and (e) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section and in 
sections 2280a, 2281, and 2281a: 

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE TREATY.—The term ‘appli-
cable treaty’ means— 

‘‘(A) the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, done at The 
Hague on 16 December 1970; 

‘‘(B) the Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Civil 
Aviation, done at Montreal on 23 September 
1971; 

‘‘(C) the Convention on the Prevention and 
Punishment of Crimes against Internation-
ally Protected Persons, including Diplomatic 

Agents, adopted by the General Assembly of 
the United Nations on 14 December 1973; 

‘‘(D) International Convention against the 
Taking of Hostages, adopted by the General 
Assembly of the United Nations on 17 De-
cember 1979; 

‘‘(E) the Convention on the Physical Pro-
tection of Nuclear Material, done at Vienna 
on 26 October 1979; 

‘‘(F) the Protocol for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts of Violence at Airports Serv-
ing International Civil Aviation, supple-
mentary to the Convention for the Suppres-
sion of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of 
Civil Aviation, done at Montreal on 24 Feb-
ruary 1988; 

‘‘(G) the Protocol for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Fixed 
Platforms Located on the Continental Shelf, 
done at Rome on 10 March 1988; 

‘‘(H) International Convention for the Sup-
pression of Terrorist Bombings, adopted by 
the General Assembly of the United Nations 
on 15 December 1997; and 

‘‘(I) International Convention for the Sup-
pression of the Financing of Terrorism, 
adopted by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations on 9 December 1999. 

‘‘(2) ARMED CONFLICT.—The term ‘armed 
conflict’ does not include internal disturb-
ances and tensions, such as riots, isolated 
and sporadic acts of violence, and other acts 
of a similar nature. 

‘‘(3) BIOLOGICAL WEAPON.—The term ‘bio-
logical weapon’ means— 

‘‘(A) microbial or other biological agents, 
or toxins whatever their origin or method of 
production, of types and in quantities that 
have no justification for prophylactic, pro-
tective, or other peaceful purposes; or 

‘‘(B) weapons, equipment, or means of de-
livery designed to use such agents or toxins 
for hostile purposes or in armed conflict. 

‘‘(4) CHEMICAL WEAPON.—The term ‘chem-
ical weapon’ means, together or separately— 

‘‘(A) toxic chemicals and their precursors, 
except if intended for— 

‘‘(i) industrial, agricultural, research, med-
ical, pharmaceutical, or other peaceful pur-
poses; 

‘‘(ii) protective purposes, namely those 
purposes directly related to protection 
against toxic chemicals and to protection 
against chemical weapons; 

‘‘(iii) military purposes not connected with 
the use of chemical weapons and not depend-
ent on the use of the toxic properties of 
chemicals as a method of warfare; or 

‘‘(iv) law enforcement, including domestic 
riot control purposes, if the types and quan-
tities are consistent with such purposes; 

‘‘(B) munitions and devices, specifically de-
signed to cause death or other harm through 
the toxic properties of those toxic chemicals 
specified in subparagraph (A), which would 
be released as a result of the employment of 
such munitions and devices; and 

‘‘(C) any equipment specifically designed 
for use directly in connection with the em-
ployment of munitions and devices specified 
in subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(5) COVERED SHIP.—The term ‘covered 
ship’ means a ship that is navigating or is 
scheduled to navigate into, through or from 
waters beyond the outer limit of the terri-
torial sea of a single country or a lateral 
limit of that country’s territorial sea with 
an adjacent country. 

‘‘(6) EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS.—The term ‘ex-
plosive materials’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 841(c) and includes an explo-
sive (as defined in section 844(j)). 

‘‘(7) INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITY.—The term 
‘infrastructure facility’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 2332f(e)(5). 

‘‘(8) INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION.—The 
term ‘international organization’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 831(f)(3). 
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‘‘(9) MILITARY FORCES OF A STATE.—The 

term ‘military forces of a state’ means the 
armed forces of a state which are organized, 
trained, and equipped under its internal law 
for the primary purpose of national defense 
or security, and persons acting in support of 
those armed forces who are under their for-
mal command, control, and responsibility. 

‘‘(10) NATIONAL OF THE UNITED STATES.—The 
term ‘national of the United States’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)). 

‘‘(11) NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY.—The 
term ‘Non-Proliferation Treaty’ means the 
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, done at Washington, London, and 
Moscow on 1 July 1968. 

‘‘(12) NON-PROLIFERATION STATE PARTY.— 
The term ‘Non-Proliferation Treaty State 
Party’ means any State Party to the Non- 
Proliferation Treaty, to include Taiwan, 
which shall be considered to have the obliga-
tions under the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 
a party to that treaty other than a Nuclear 
Weapon State Party to the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. 

‘‘(13) NUCLEAR WEAPON STATE PARTY TO THE 
NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY.—The term ‘Nu-
clear Weapon State Party to the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty’ means a State Party to 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty that is a nu-
clear-weapon State, as that term is defined 
in Article IX(3) of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty. 

‘‘(14) PLACE OF PUBLIC USE.—The term 
‘place of public use’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2332f(e)(6). 

‘‘(15) PRECURSOR.—The term ‘precursor’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
229F(6)(A). 

‘‘(16) PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.—The 
term ‘public transportation system’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 2332f(e)(7). 

‘‘(17) SERIOUS INJURY OR DAMAGE.—The 
term ‘serious injury or damage’ means— 

‘‘(A) serious bodily injury, 
‘‘(B) extensive destruction of a place of 

public use, State or government facility, in-
frastructure facility, or public transpor-
tation system, resulting in major economic 
loss, or 

‘‘(C) substantial damage to the environ-
ment, including air, soil, water, fauna, or 
flora. 

‘‘(18) SHIP.—The term ‘ship’ means a vessel 
of any type whatsoever not permanently at-
tached to the sea-bed, including dynamically 
supported craft, submersibles, or any other 
floating craft, but does not include a war-
ship, a ship owned or operated by a govern-
ment when being used as a naval auxiliary or 
for customs or police purposes, or a ship 
which has been withdrawn from navigation 
or laid up. 

‘‘(19) SOURCE MATERIAL.—The term ‘source 
material’ has the meaning given that term 
in the International Atomic Energy Agency 
Statute, done at New York on 26 October 
1956. 

‘‘(20) SPECIAL FISSIONABLE MATERIAL.—The 
term ‘special fissionable material’ has the 
meaning given that term in the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency Statute, 
done at New York on 26 October 1956. 

‘‘(21) TERRITORIAL SEA OF THE UNITED 
STATES.—The term ‘territorial sea of the 
United States’ means all waters extending 
seaward to 12 nautical miles from the base-
lines of the United States determined in ac-
cordance with international law. 

‘‘(22) TOXIC CHEMICAL.—The term ‘toxic 
chemical’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 229F(8)(A). 

‘‘(23) TRANSPORT.—The term ‘transport’ 
means to initiate, arrange or exercise effec-
tive control, including decision making au-

thority, over the movement of a person or 
item. 

‘‘(24) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘United 
States’, when used in a geographical sense, 
includes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, and all territories and possessions of 
the United States. 

‘‘(e) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 
apply to— 

‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties. 

‘‘(f) DELIVERY OF SUSPECTED OFFENDER.— 
The master of a covered ship flying the flag 
of the United States who has reasonable 
grounds to believe that there is on board 
that ship any person who has committed an 
offense under section 2280 or section 2280a 
may deliver such person to the authorities of 
a country that is a party to the Convention 
for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against 
the Safety of Maritime Navigation. Before 
delivering such person to the authorities of 
another country, the master shall notify in 
an appropriate manner the Attorney General 
of the United States of the alleged offense 
and await instructions from the Attorney 
General as to what action to take. When de-
livering the person to a country which is a 
state party to the Convention, the master 
shall, whenever practicable, and if possible 
before entering the territorial sea of such 
country, notify the authorities of such coun-
try of the master’s intention to deliver such 
person and the reasons therefor. If the mas-
ter delivers such person, the master shall 
furnish to the authorities of such country 
the evidence in the master’s possession that 
pertains to the alleged offense. 

‘‘(g)(1) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Any real or per-
sonal property used or intended to be used to 
commit or to facilitate the commission of a 
violation of this section, the gross proceeds 
of such violation, and any real or personal 
property traceable to such property or pro-
ceeds, shall be subject to forfeiture. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—Seizures 
and forfeitures under this section shall be 
governed by the provisions of chapter 46 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to civil 
forfeitures, except that such duties as are 
imposed upon the Secretary of the Treasury 
under the customs laws described in section 
981(d) shall be performed by such officers, 
agents, and other persons as may be des-
ignated for that purpose by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Attorney General, 
or the Secretary of Defense.’’. 
SEC. 3312. VIOLENCE AGAINST MARITIME NAVI-

GATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2280 the following: 
‘‘§ 2280a. Violence against maritime naviga-

tion and maritime transport involving 
weapons of mass destruction 
‘‘(a) OFFENSES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the excep-

tions set forth in subsection (c), a person 
who unlawfully and intentionally— 

‘‘(A) when the purpose of the act, by its na-
ture or context, is to intimidate a popu-
lation, or to compel a government or an 
international organization to do or to ab-
stain from doing any act— 

‘‘(i) uses against or on a ship or discharges 
from a ship any explosive or radioactive ma-
terial, biological, chemical, or nuclear weap-
on or other nuclear explosive device in a 
manner that causes or is likely to cause 
death to any person or serious injury or 
damage; 

‘‘(ii) discharges from a ship oil, liquefied 
natural gas, or another hazardous or noxious 
substance that is not covered by clause (i), in 
such quantity or concentration that causes 
or is likely to cause death to any person or 
serious injury or damage; or 

‘‘(iii) uses a ship in a manner that causes 
death to any person or serious injury or 
damage; 

‘‘(B) transports on board a ship— 
‘‘(i) any explosive or radioactive material, 

knowing that it is intended to be used to 
cause, or in a threat to cause, death to any 
person or serious injury or damage for the 
purpose of intimidating a population, or 
compelling a government or an international 
organization to do or to abstain from doing 
any act; 

‘‘(ii) any biological, chemical, or nuclear 
weapon or other nuclear explosive device, 
knowing it to be a biological, chemical, or 
nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 
device; 

‘‘(iii) any source material, special fission-
able material, or equipment or material es-
pecially designed or prepared for the proc-
essing, use, or production of special fission-
able material, knowing that it is intended to 
be used in a nuclear explosive activity or in 
any other nuclear activity not under safe-
guards pursuant to an International Atomic 
Energy Agency comprehensive safeguards 
agreement, except where— 

‘‘(I) such item is transported to or from the 
territory of, or otherwise under the control 
of, a Non-Proliferation Treaty State Party; 
and 

‘‘(II) the resulting transfer or receipt (in-
cluding internal to a country) is not con-
trary to the obligations under the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty of the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty State Party from which, to the terri-
tory of which, or otherwise under the control 
of which such item is transferred; 

‘‘(iv) any equipment, materials, or soft-
ware or related technology that significantly 
contributes to the design or manufacture of 
a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 
device, with the intention that it will be 
used for such purpose, unless— 

‘‘(I) the country to the territory of which 
or under the control of which such item is 
transferred is a Nuclear Weapon State Party 
to the Non-Proliferation Treaty; and 

‘‘(II) the resulting transfer or receipt (in-
cluding internal to a country) is not con-
trary to the obligations under the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty of a Non-Proliferation 
Treaty State Party from which, to the terri-
tory of which, or otherwise under the control 
of which such item is transferred; 

‘‘(v) any equipment, materials, or software 
or related technology that significantly con-
tributes to the delivery of a nuclear weapon 
or other nuclear explosive device, with the 
intention that it will be used for such pur-
pose, except where— 

‘‘(I) such item is transported to or from the 
territory of, or otherwise under the control 
of, a Non-Proliferation Treaty State Party; 
and 

‘‘(II) such item is intended for the delivery 
system of a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device of a Nuclear Weapon State 
Party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty; or 

‘‘(vi) any equipment, materials, or soft-
ware or related technology that significantly 
contributes to the design, manufacture, or 
delivery of a biological or chemical weapon, 
with the intention that it will be used for 
such purpose; 

‘‘(C) transports another person on board a 
ship knowing that the person has committed 
an act that constitutes an offense under sec-
tion 2280 or subparagraphs (A), (B), (D), or 
(E) of this paragraph or an offense set forth 
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in an applicable treaty, as specified in sec-
tion 2280(d)(1), and intending to assist that 
person to evade criminal prosecution; 

‘‘(D) injures or kills any person in connec-
tion with the commission or the attempted 
commission of any of the offenses set forth 
in subparagraphs (A) through (C), or sub-
section (a)(2), to the extent that the offense 
set forth in subsection (a)(2) pertains to sub-
paragraph (A); 

‘‘(E) attempts to do any act prohibited 
under subparagraph (A), (B), or (D); or 

‘‘(F) conspires to do any act prohibited 
under this subsection, 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 20 years, or both; and if the 
death of any person results from conduct 
prohibited by this paragraph, shall be pun-
ished by death or imprisoned for any term of 
years or for life. 

‘‘(2) THREATS.—A person who threatens, 
with apparent determination and will to 
carry the threat into execution, to do any 
act prohibited under paragraph (1)(A) shall 
be fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(b) JURISDICTION.—There is jurisdiction 
over the activity prohibited under subsection 
(a)— 

‘‘(1) in the case of a covered ship, if— 
‘‘(A) such activity is committed— 
‘‘(i) against or on board a vessel of the 

United States or a vessel subject to the juris-
diction of the United States (as defined in 
section 70502 of title 46) at the time the pro-
hibited activity is committed; 

‘‘(ii) in the United States, including the 
territorial seas; or 

‘‘(iii) by a national of the United States, by 
a United States corporation or legal entity, 
or by a stateless person whose habitual resi-
dence is in the United States; 

‘‘(B) during the commission of such activ-
ity, a national of the United States is seized, 
threatened, injured, or killed; or 

‘‘(C) the offender is later found in the 
United States after such activity is com-
mitted; 

‘‘(2) in the case of a ship navigating or 
scheduled to navigate solely within the terri-
torial sea or internal waters of a country 
other than the United States, if the offender 
is later found in the United States after such 
activity is committed; or 

‘‘(3) in the case of any vessel, if such activ-
ity is committed in an attempt to compel 
the United States to do or abstain from 
doing any act. 

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 
apply to— 

‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties. 

‘‘(d)(1) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Any real or per-
sonal property used or intended to be used to 
commit or to facilitate the commission of a 
violation of this section, the gross proceeds 
of such violation, and any real or personal 
property traceable to such property or pro-
ceeds, shall be subject to forfeiture. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PROCEDURES.—Seizures 
and forfeitures under this section shall be 
governed by the provisions of chapter 46 re-
lating to civil forfeitures, except that such 
duties as are imposed upon the Secretary of 
the Treasury under the customs laws de-
scribed in section 981(d) shall be performed 
by such officers, agents, and other persons as 
may be designated for that purpose by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security, the Attor-
ney General, or the Secretary of Defense.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 

adding after the item relating to section 2280 
the following: 
‘‘2280a. Violence against maritime naviga-

tion and maritime transport in-
volving weapons of mass de-
struction.’’. 

SEC. 3313. EXCEPTIONS TO LAW PROHIBITING VI-
OLENCE AGAINST MARITIME FIXED 
PLATFORMS. 

Section 2281 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘section 
2(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 13(c)’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking the defini-
tions of ‘‘national of the United States,’’ 
‘‘territorial sea of the United States,’’ and 
‘‘United States’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 

apply to— 
‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 

an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties.’’. 
SEC. 3314. ADDITIONAL OFFENSES AGAINST MAR-

ITIME FIXED PLATFORMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 111 of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2281 the following: 
‘‘§ 2281a. Additional offenses against maritime 

fixed platforms 
‘‘(a) OFFENSES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who unlawfully 

and intentionally— 
‘‘(A) when the purpose of the act, by its na-

ture or context, is to intimidate a popu-
lation, or to compel a government or an 
international organization to do or to ab-
stain from doing any act— 

‘‘(i) uses against or on a fixed platform or 
discharges from a fixed platform any explo-
sive or radioactive material, biological, 
chemical, or nuclear weapon in a manner 
that causes or is likely to cause death or se-
rious injury or damage; or 

‘‘(ii) discharges from a fixed platform oil, 
liquefied natural gas, or another hazardous 
or noxious substance that is not covered by 
clause (i), in such quantity or concentration 
that causes or is likely to cause death or se-
rious injury or damage; 

‘‘(B) injures or kills any person in connec-
tion with the commission or the attempted 
commission of any of the offenses set forth 
in subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(C) attempts or conspires to do anything 
prohibited under subparagraph (A) or (B), 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 20 years, or both; and if death 
results to any person from conduct prohib-
ited by this paragraph, shall be punished by 
death or imprisoned for any term of years or 
for life. 

‘‘(2) THREAT TO SAFETY.—A person who 
threatens, with apparent determination and 
will to carry the threat into execution, to do 
any act prohibited under paragraph (1)(A), 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(b) JURISDICTION.—There is jurisdiction 
over the activity prohibited under subsection 
(a) if— 

‘‘(1) such activity is committed against or 
on board a fixed platform— 

‘‘(A) that is located on the continental 
shelf of the United States; 

‘‘(B) that is located on the continental 
shelf of another country, by a national of the 
United States or by a stateless person whose 
habitual residence is in the United States; or 

‘‘(C) in an attempt to compel the United 
States to do or abstain from doing any act; 

‘‘(2) during the commission of such activ-
ity against or on board a fixed platform lo-

cated on a continental shelf, a national of 
the United States is seized, threatened, in-
jured, or killed; or 

‘‘(3) such activity is committed against or 
on board a fixed platform located outside the 
United States and beyond the continental 
shelf of the United States and the offender is 
later found in the United States. 

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS.—This section shall not 
apply to— 

‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CONTINENTAL SHELF.—The term ‘conti-

nental shelf’ means the sea-bed and subsoil 
of the submarine areas that extend beyond a 
country’s territorial sea to the limits pro-
vided by customary international law as re-
flected in Article 76 of the 1982 Convention 
on the Law of the Sea. 

‘‘(2) FIXED PLATFORM.—The term ‘fixed 
platform’ means an artificial island, instal-
lation, or structure permanently attached to 
the sea-bed for the purpose of exploration or 
exploitation of resources or for other eco-
nomic purposes.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 111 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 2281 
the following: 
‘‘2281a. Additional offenses against maritime 

fixed platforms.’’. 
SEC. 3315. ANCILLARY MEASURES. 

(a) FEDERAL CRIME OF TERRORISM.—Section 
2332b(g)(5)(B) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended, by striking ‘‘2281’’ and inserting 
‘‘2280a (relating to maritime safety), 2281 
through 2281a’’. 

(b) PROVIDING MATERIAL SUPPORT TO TER-
RORISTS PREDICATE.—Section 2339A(a) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing, ‘‘2280, 2281’’ and inserting, ‘‘2280, 2280a, 
2281, 2281a’’ 

(c) WIRETAP PREDICATES.—Section 
2516(1)(q) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by striking ‘‘or section’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, section 2280, 2280a, 2281, or 2281(a) (re-
lating to maritime safety), or section’’. 
Subtitle B—Prevention of Nuclear Terrorism 

SEC. 3321. ACTS OF NUCLEAR TERRORISM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113B of title 18, 

United States Code, is amended by adding 
after section 2332h the following: 
‘‘§ 2332i. Acts of nuclear terrorism 

‘‘(a) OFFENSES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person who know-

ingly and unlawfully— 
‘‘(A) possesses radioactive material or 

makes or possesses a device— 
‘‘(i) with the intent to cause death or seri-

ous bodily injury; or 
‘‘(ii) with the intent to cause substantial 

damage to property or the environment; or 
‘‘(B) uses in any way radioactive material 

or a device, or uses or damages or interferes 
with the operation of a nuclear facility in a 
manner that causes the release of or in-
creases the risk of the release of radioactive 
material, or causes radioactive contamina-
tion or exposure to radiation— 

‘‘(i) with the intent to cause death or seri-
ous bodily injury or with the knowledge that 
such act is likely to cause death or serious 
bodily injury; 

‘‘(ii) with the intent to cause substantial 
damage to property or the environment or 
with the knowledge that such act is likely to 
cause substantial damage to property or the 
environment; or 

‘‘(iii) with the intent to compel a person, 
an international organization or a country 
to do or refrain from doing an act, 
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shall be punished as prescribed in subsection 
(c). 

‘‘(2) THREATS.—Any person who, under cir-
cumstances in which the threat may reason-
ably be believed, threatens to commit an of-
fense under paragraph (1) shall be punished 
as prescribed in subsection (c). Whoever de-
mands possession of or access to radioactive 
material, a device or a nuclear facility by 
threat or by use of force shall be punished as 
prescribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(3) ATTEMPTS AND CONSPIRACIES.—Any 
person who attempts to commit an offense 
under paragraph (1) or conspires to commit 
an offense under paragraphs (1) or (2) shall be 
punished as prescribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(b) JURISDICTION.—Conduct prohibited by 
subsection (a) is within the jurisdiction of 
the United States if— 

‘‘(1) the prohibited conduct takes place in 
the United States or the special aircraft ju-
risdiction of the United States; 

‘‘(2) the prohibited conduct takes place 
outside of the United States and— 

‘‘(A) is committed by a national of the 
United States, a United States corporation 
or legal entity or a stateless person whose 
habitual residence is in the United States; 

‘‘(B) is committed on board a vessel of the 
United States or a vessel subject to the juris-
diction of the United States (as defined in 
section 70502 of title 46) or on board an air-
craft that is registered under United States 
law, at the time the offense is committed; or 

‘‘(C) is committed in an attempt to compel 
the United States to do or abstain from 
doing any act, or constitutes a threat di-
rected at the United States; 

‘‘(3) the prohibited conduct takes place 
outside of the United States and a victim or 
an intended victim is a national of the 
United States or a United States corporation 
or legal entity, or the offense is committed 
against any state or government facility of 
the United States; or 

‘‘(4) a perpetrator of the prohibited con-
duct is found in the United States. 

‘‘(c) PENALTIES.—Any person who violates 
this section shall be punished by death or 
imprisoned for any term of years or for life. 

‘‘(d) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section does 
not apply to— 

‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties. 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ARMED CONFLICT.—The term ‘armed 

conflict’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 2332f(e)(11). 

‘‘(2) DEVICE.—The term ‘device’ means— 
‘‘(A) any nuclear explosive device; or 
‘‘(B) any radioactive material dispersal or 

radiation-emitting device that may, owing 
to its radiological properties, cause death, 
serious bodily injury or substantial damage 
to property or the environment. 

‘‘(3) INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION.—The 
term ‘international organization’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 831(f)(3). 

‘‘(4) MILITARY FORCES OF A STATE.—The 
term ‘military forces of a state’ means the 
armed forces of a country that are organized, 
trained and equipped under its internal law 
for the primary purpose of national defense 
or security and persons acting in support of 
those armed forces who are under their for-
mal command, control and responsibility. 

‘‘(5) NATIONAL OF THE UNITED STATES.—The 
term ‘national of the United States’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 101(a)(22) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101(a)(22)). 

‘‘(6) NUCLEAR FACILITY.—The term ‘nuclear 
facility’ means— 

‘‘(A) any nuclear reactor, including reac-
tors on vessels, vehicles, aircraft or space ob-
jects for use as an energy source in order to 
propel such vessels, vehicles, aircraft or 
space objects or for any other purpose; 

‘‘(B) any plant or conveyance being used 
for the production, storage, processing or 
transport of radioactive material; or 

‘‘(C) a facility (including associated build-
ings and equipment) in which nuclear mate-
rial is produced, processed, used, handled, 
stored or disposed of, if damage to or inter-
ference with such facility could lead to the 
release of significant amounts of radiation or 
radioactive material. 

‘‘(7) NUCLEAR MATERIAL.—The term ‘nu-
clear material’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 831(f)(1). 

‘‘(8) RADIOACTIVE MATERIAL.—The term ‘ra-
dioactive material’ means nuclear material 
and other radioactive substances that con-
tain nuclides that undergo spontaneous dis-
integration (a process accompanied by emis-
sion of one or more types of ionizing radi-
ation, such as alpha-, beta-, neutron par-
ticles and gamma rays) and that may, owing 
to their radiological or fissile properties, 
cause death, serious bodily injury or sub-
stantial damage to property or to the envi-
ronment. 

‘‘(9) SERIOUS BODILY INJURY.—The term ‘se-
rious bodily injury’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 831(f)(4). 

‘‘(10) STATE.—The term ‘state’ has the 
meaning given the term under international 
law, and includes all political subdivisions of 
the state. 

‘‘(11) STATE OR GOVERNMENT FACILITY.—The 
term ‘state or government facility’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 2332f(e)(3). 

‘‘(12) UNITED STATES CORPORATION OR LEGAL 
ENTITY.—The term ‘United States corpora-
tion or legal entity’ means any corporation 
or other entity organized under the laws of 
the United States or any State, Common-
wealth, territory, possession or district of 
the United States. 

‘‘(13) VESSEL.—The term ‘vessel’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 1502(19) of 
title 33. 

‘‘(14) VESSEL OF THE UNITED STATES.—The 
term ‘vessel of the United States’ has the 
meaning given the term in section 70502 of 
title 46.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 113B of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after section 2332h the following: 
‘‘2332i. Acts of nuclear terrorism.’’. 

(c) DISCLAIMER.—Nothing contained in this 
section is intended to affect the applicability 
of any other Federal or State law that might 
pertain to the underlying conduct. 
SEC. 3322. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 831 OF 

TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE. 
Section 831 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(a) in subsection (a)— 
(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 

(8) as paragraphs (4) through (9), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) without lawful authority, inten-
tionally carries, sends or moves nuclear ma-
terial into or out of a country;’’; 

(3) in paragraph (8), as redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘an offense under paragraph (1), (2), 
(3), or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘any act prohibited 
under paragraphs (1) through (5)’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (9), as redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘an offense under paragraph (1), (2), 
(3), or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘any act prohibited 
under paragraphs (1) through (7)’’; 

(b) in subsection (b)— 
(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(7)’’ and 

inserting ‘‘(8)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(8)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘(9)’’; 

(c) in subsection (c)— 
(1) in subparagraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or 

a stateless person whose habitual residence 
is in the United States’’ after ‘‘United 
States’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(5) the offense is committed on board a 
vessel of the United States or a vessel sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the United States 
(as defined in section 70502 of title 46) or on 
board an aircraft that is registered under 
United States law, at the time the offense is 
committed; 

‘‘(6) the offense is committed outside the 
United States and against any state or gov-
ernment facility of the United States; or 

‘‘(7) the offense is committed in an attempt 
to compel the United States to do or abstain 
from doing any act, or constitutes a threat 
directed at the United States.’’; 

(d) by redesignating subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) as subsections (e), (f), and (g), respec-
tively; 

(e) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) NONAPPLICABILITY.—This section shall 
not apply to— 

‘‘(1) the activities of armed forces during 
an armed conflict, as those terms are under-
stood under the law of war, which are gov-
erned by that law; or 

‘‘(2) activities undertaken by military 
forces of a state in the exercise of their offi-
cial duties.’’; and 

(f) in subsection (g), as redesignated— 
(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (7), the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(8) the term ‘armed conflict’ has the 

meaning given the term in section 
2332f(e)(11); 

‘‘(9) the term ‘military forces of a state’ 
means the armed forces of a country that are 
organized, trained and equipped under its in-
ternal law for the primary purpose of na-
tional defense or security and persons acting 
in support of those armed forces who are 
under their formal command, control and re-
sponsibility; 

‘‘(10) the term ‘state’ has the meaning 
given the term under international law, and 
includes all political subdivisions of the 
state; 

‘‘(11) the term ‘state or government facil-
ity’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 2332f(e)(3); and 

‘‘(12) the term ‘vessel of the United States’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
70502 of title 46.’’. 
SEC. 3323. ANCILLARY MEASURES. 

(a) FEDERAL CRIME OF TERRORISM.—Section 
2332b(g)(5)(B) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘2332i (relating to 
acts of nuclear terrorism),’’ before ‘‘2339 (re-
lating to harboring terrorists),’’. 

(b) PROVIDING MATERIAL SUPPORT TO TER-
RORISTS PREDICATE.—Section 2339A(a) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘2332i,’’ before ‘‘2340A,’’. 

(c) WIRETAP PREDICATES.—Section 
2516(1)(q) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, 2332i,’’ after ‘‘2332h’’. 

SA 2262. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
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and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. FORCE PROTECTION. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2014, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
on current expeditionary physical barrier 
systems and new systems or technologies 
that are or can be used for force protection 
and to provide blast protection for forces 
supporting contingency operations. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report under sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) A review of current and projected 
threats in connection with force protection, 
a description of any recent changes to poli-
cies on force protection, and an assessment 
of current planning methods on force protec-
tion, including standoff distances and phys-
ical barriers, to provide consistent and ade-
quate levels of force protection. 

(2) An assessment of the use of expedi-
tionary physical barrier systems to meet the 
goals of the combatant commands for force 
protection and force resiliency. 

(3) A description of the specifications de-
veloped by the Department to meet require-
ments for effectiveness, affordability, 
lifecycle management, and reuse or disposal 
of expeditionary physical barrier systems. 

(4) A description of the process used within 
the Department to ensure appropriate con-
sideration of the decommissioning cost, en-
vironmental impact, and subsequent disposal 
of expeditionary physical barrier materials 
in the procurement process for such mate-
rials. 

(5) An assessment of the availability of 
new technologies or designs that improve the 
capabilities or lifecycle costs of expedi-
tionary physical barrier systems. 

(c) FORM.—The report under subsection (a) 
shall be submitted in unclassified form, but 
may include a classified annex. 

SA 2263. Mr. FLAKE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, and Mr. BOOZMAN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 126. PROHIBITION ON USE OF NONCOMPETI-

TIVE PROCEDURES FOR OFFENSIVE 
ANTI-SURFACE WARFARE WEAPON 
CONTRACTS. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated by this Act or other-
wise made available for fiscal year 2014 for 
the Offensive Anti-Surface Warfare Weapon 
may be used to enter into or modify a con-
tract using procedures other than competi-
tive procedures (as that term is defined in 
section 2302(2) of title 10, United States 
Code). 

(b) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the applicability of subsection (a) if the Sec-
retary determines that such a waiver is in 
the national security interests of the United 
States. 

SA 2264. Mr. MANCHIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON SALES OF DE-

FENSE ARTICLES AND DEFENSE 
SERVICES TO EGYPT. 

It is the sense of Congress that it should be 
the policy of the United States to consider 
the willingness of the Government of Egypt 
to sign the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Development, Production, Stockpiling 
and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their 
Destruction, done at Paris January 13, 1993 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Chemical Weap-
ons Convention’’), before resuming sales of 
defense articles or defense services to Egypt. 

SA 2265. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. SCHATZ, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. HIRONO, and Mr. 
BEGICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill 
S. 1197, to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 2014 for military activities 
of the Department of Defense, for mili-
tary construction, and for defense ac-
tivities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 226, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle A—TRICARE Program 
SEC. 701. BEHAVIORAL HEALTH TREATMENT OF 

DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES 
UNDER THE TRICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) BEHAVIORAL HEALTH TREATMENT OF DE-
VELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES UNDER 
TRICARE.—Section 1077 of title 10, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(g)(1) Subject to paragraph (4), in pro-
viding health care under subsection (a), the 
treatment of developmental disabilities (as 
defined by section 102(8) of the Develop-
mental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of 
Rights Act of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 15002(8))), in-
cluding autism spectrum disorder, shall in-
clude behavioral health treatment, including 
applied behavior analysis, when prescribed 
by a physician. 

‘‘(2) In carrying out this subsection, the 
Secretary shall ensure that— 

‘‘(A) except as provided by subparagraph 
(B), a person who is authorized to provide be-
havioral health treatment is licensed or cer-
tified by a State or accredited national cer-
tification board; and 

‘‘(B) applied behavior analysis or other be-
havioral health treatment may be provided 
by an employee, contractor, or trainee of a 
person described in subparagraph (A) if the 
employee, contractor, or trainee meets min-
imum qualifications, training, and super-
vision requirements as set forth by the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed as limiting or otherwise affecting 
the benefits provided to a covered bene-
ficiary under— 

‘‘(A) this chapter; 
‘‘(B) title XVIII of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); or 

‘‘(C) any other law. 
‘‘(4)(A) Treatment may be provided under 

this subsection in a fiscal year only to the 
extent that amounts are provided in advance 
in appropriations Acts for the provision of 
such treatment for such fiscal year in the 
Defense Dependents Developmental Disabil-
ities Account. 

‘‘(B) Funds for treatment under this sub-
section may be derived only from the De-
fense Dependents Developmental Disabilities 
Account.’’. 

(b) DEFENSE DEPENDENTS DEVELOPMENTAL 
DISABILITIES ACCOUNT.— 

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby estab-

lished on the books of the Treasury an ac-
count to be known as the ‘‘Defense Depend-
ents Developmental Disabilities Account’’ 
(in this subsection referred to as the ‘‘Ac-
count’’). 

(B) SEPARATE ACCOUNT.—The Account shall 
be a separate account for the Department of 
Defense, and shall not be a subaccount with-
in the Defense Health Program account of 
the Department. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The Account shall consist 
of amounts authorized to be appropriated or 
transferred to the account pursuant to para-
graph (5). 

(3) EXCLUDED SOURCES OF ELEMENTS.— 
Amounts in the Account may not be derived 
from transfers from the following: 

(A) The Department of Defense Medicare- 
Eligible Retiree Health Care Fund under 
chapter 56 of title 10, United States Code. 

(B) The Coast Guard Retired Pay Account. 
(C) The National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration Operations, Research, and 
Facilities Account. 

(D) The Public Health Service Retirement 
Pay and Medical Benefits for Commissioned 
Officers Account. 

(4) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts in the Account 
shall be available for the treatment of devel-
opmental disabilities in covered bene-
ficiaries pursuant to subsection (g) of section 
1077 of title 10, United States Code (as added 
by subsection (a)). Amounts in the Account 
shall be so available until expended. 

(5) FUNDING.— 
(A) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for fiscal year 2014 for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the Defense Dependents 
Developmental Disabilities Account, 
$60,000,000. 

(B) OFFSET.—The amount authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by section 
301 for Operation and Maintenance and avail-
able for the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense as specified in the funding table in sec-
tion 4301 is hereby reduced by $60,000,000. 

(C) TRANSFER FOR CONTINUATION OF EXIST-
ING SERVICES.—From amounts authorized to 
be appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by sec-
tion 1406 and available for the Defense 
Health Program for Operation and Mainte-
nance as specified in the funding table in 
section 4501, there is hereby transferred to 
the Defense Dependents Developmental Dis-
abilities Account, $140,000,000. 

SA 2266. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
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SEC. 1082. EXPANSION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR POST- 

9/11 EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO 
INCLUDE SERVICE ON ACTIVE DUTY 
IN ENTRY LEVEL AND SKILL TRAIN-
ING UNDER CERTAIN CIR-
CUMSTANCES. 

(a) FOR INDIVIDUALS WHO SERVE BETWEEN 
18 AND 24 MONTHS.—Section 3311(b)(5)(A) of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘excluding’’ and inserting ‘‘includ-
ing’’. 

(b) FOR INDIVIDUALS WHO SERVED IN OPER-
ATION ENDURING FREEDOM, OPERATION IRAQI 
FREEDOM, OR CERTAIN OTHER CONTINGENCY 
OPERATIONS.—Section 3311(b) of such title is 
amended in paragraphs (6)(A) and (7)(A) by 
striking ‘‘excluding service on active duty in 
entry level and skill training’’ and inserting 
‘‘including service on active duty in entry 
level and skill training for individuals who 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces in 
Operation Enduring Freedom, Operation 
Iraqi Freedom, Operation New Dawn, or any 
other contingency operation (as that term is 
defined in section 101 of title 10) and exclud-
ing service on active duty in entry level and 
skill training for all other individuals’’. 

SA 2267. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. INDUSTRY AND BUSINESS TECH-

NOLOGY TRANSFER WORKING 
GROUP. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Energy 
and the National Nuclear Security Adminis-
tration shall jointly establish and admin-
ister an industry and business technology 
transfer working group that— 

(1) parallels and complements the efforts of 
the National Laboratory technology working 
group; and 

(2) shall convene regularly to make rec-
ommendations to the Department of Energy 
and the National Laboratories for use to as-
sess capabilities and implement improve-
ments regarding— 

(A) priorities for commercialization; 
(B) the assessment of technology targets; 
(C) the evaluation of the impact of tech-

nology transfer activities; and 
(D) implementation of technology transfer 

activities. 
(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The working group es-

tablished under subsection (a) shall carry 
out technology transfer evaluations, meas-
urement, and reporting functions of the De-
partment of Energy, including— 

(1) an annual evaluation of the progress 
and impact of the technology transfer pro-
grams and activities of the Department and 
the National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion; 

(2) functions in addition to the metrics in-
cluded in the annual Federal laboratory 
technology transfer report of the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology relat-
ing to— 

(A) the number of patents filed; 
(B) the number of patents granted; 
(C) the number of licenses and details re-

garding the license; 
(D) the earned royalty income and other 

royalty statistical information; 
(E) the disposition of royalty income; 
(F) the number of licenses terminated for 

cause; and 

(G) other relevant parameters unique to 
the technology transfer programs and activi-
ties of the Department and the National Nu-
clear Security Administration; 

(3) as part of the annual evaluation of tech-
nology transfer activities of the Department 
of Energy, additional information relating to 
the economic and technology transfer im-
pact of— 

(A) North American Industry Classifica-
tion System (NAICS) employment data; 

(B) follow-on investment; 
(C) start-up survival and growth rate; 
(D) transactional efficiency; 
(E) programmatic operational efficiency; 
(F) the effectiveness of local and regional 

partnerships; and 
(G) other key metrics determined by the 

Secretary of Energy and the National Nu-
clear Security Administration; 

(4)(A) the use of random sampling, retro-
active data, and other justifiable evaluation 
methodologies to control the cost and scope 
of the evaluations; and 

(B) to the maximum extent practicable— 
(i) the collection and analysis of data rel-

evant to the metrics described in this para-
graph; and 

(ii) the use of the results to improve the 
implementation of technology transfer ac-
tivities; 

(5)(A) the continuous monitoring of the 
fairness and opportunities in the administra-
tion of this paragraph; 

(B) the assessment of— 
(i) accessibility; and 
(ii) expectations and limitations relating 

to employee conflict of interest; and 
(C) to the maximum extent practicable, 

the implementation of annual improvements 
to enable the Department and the National 
Laboratories to effectively coordinate tech-
nology transfer activities; and 

(6) based on input from the National Lab-
oratory and industry technology transfer 
working groups, an assessment of the degree 
to which the technology transfer programs 
and activities of the Department and the Na-
tional Nuclear Security Administration and 
National Laboratory technology transfer of-
fices are meeting the technology transfer 
goals of the Department. 

SA 2268. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY RESEARCH 

AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘director’’ means 

the director of a National Laboratory. 
(2) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘‘Na-

tional Laboratory’’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 2 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 15801). 

(b) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A director may accept 

grants for research and development activi-
ties from foundations and other nonprofit or-
ganizations. 

(2) WAIVER OF INDIRECT COSTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), a director may waive the indirect costs 
for the grants described in paragraph (1) to 
the extent required by the operating charter 
of the foundation or nonprofit organization. 

(B) LIMITATION ON WAIVER.—The total 
amount waived under subparagraph (A) shall 
not be greater than 1 percent of the total 
budget of the National Laboratory. 

SA 2269. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title VI, add the 
following: 
SEC. 662. PREVENTION OF VETERANS HOMELESS-

NESS THROUGH IMPROVED FINAN-
CIAL EDUCATION FOR MEMBERS OF 
THE ARMED FORCES. 

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

(1) The veterans population, as a percent-
age of total homeless population, is still ex-
traordinarily high, and higher than the per-
centage of veterans in the general popu-
lation. 

(2) The Department of Veterans Affairs 
goal of eliminating homelessness among vet-
erans by 2015 is a laudable goal. 

(3) The Department of Veterans Affairs has 
made significant progress toward reaching 
the goal of eliminating homelessness among 
veterans. 

(4) Even if the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs reaches the goal of eliminating home-
lessness among veterans, both the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs and the Depart-
ment of Defense will need to embrace long- 
term efforts to prevent future veterans from 
becoming homeless. 

(5) In addition to triggers of homelessness 
such as lack of employment, Post-Traumatic 
Stress Disorder (PTSD), substance use and 
abuse, and a poor support system, veterans 
who lack basic financial skills may be at a 
higher risk of becoming homeless. 

(6) According to a study by the American 
Journal of Public Health, many members of 
the Armed Forces lack basic financial skills 
such as how to make a household budget. 

(7) The lack of basic financial skills puts 
veterans at higher risk of making poor finan-
cial decisions, becoming victims of predatory 
lenders, and losing housing as a result of 
these and other financial decisions. 

(8) The Department and Defense and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs have made 
strides to educate members separating from 
the Armed Forces through the Transition 
Assistance Program, but more can be done to 
educate members about basic financial deci-
sion making. 

(b) TRAINING FOR ENLISTED ON MEMBERS ON 
BASIC FINANCIAL SKILLS.— 

(1) PLAN FOR TRAINING.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report setting forth a plan for providing im-
proved training on basic financial skills to 
all enlisted members of the Armed Forces in 
grade E–3 and above during their military 
service, The plan shall be based on the re-
views required by subsections (c) and (d). 

(2) COMMENCEMENT OF TRAINING.—The Sec-
retary shall commence provision of the 
training described in paragraph (1) in accord-
ance with the plan required by that para-
graph by not later than one year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) REVIEWS OF CERTAIN TRAINING.— 
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(1) TRAINING FOR OFFICER CANDIDATES.—Not 

later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of De-
fense shall conduct a review of the training 
on financial and economic matters provided 
to candidates for commissioning as officers 
in the Armed Forces to determine whether 
additional training on such matters should 
be provided to such candidates before com-
missioning. 

(2) TRAINING WITHIN TAP.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall conduct a re-
view of the training provided through the 
Transition Assistance Program (TAP) to de-
termine whether training on financial skills 
provided through that Program is adequate 
for preparing members for civilian life. 

(d) PROVISION OF BASIC FINANCIAL SKILLS 
TRAINING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall— 

(A) review the effectiveness of the initial 
training on basic financial skills that is pro-
vided to enlisted members of the Armed 
Forces; 

(B) assess whether yearly training refresh-
ers should be required for members of the 
Armed Forces in order to build on the initial 
training described in subparagraph (A); 

(C) review the qualifications required of in-
dividuals for the provision of training on 
basic financial skills to members of the 
Armed Forces; and 

(D) in light of the reviews and assessment 
under this paragraph, establish a revised cur-
riculum to be followed in the provision of 
training on basic financial skills for both 
trainees and trainers. 

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall carry out paragraph (1) in con-
sultation with the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, the Secretary of Education, the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, and 
such public and private organizations dedi-
cated to financial skills education as the 
Secretary of Defense considers appropriate. 

SA 2270. Mr. MURPHY (for himself, 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. MERKLEY, and 
Mr. BROWN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 843. CONSIDERATION AND VERIFICATION OF 

INFORMATION RELATING TO EF-
FECT ON DOMESTIC EMPLOYMENT 
OF AWARD OF FEDERAL DEFENSE 
CONTRACTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2305(a)(3) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C)(i) In prescribing the evaluation fac-
tors to be included in each solicitation for 
competitive proposals for covered contracts, 
an agency shall include the effects on em-
ployment within the United States of the 
contract as an evaluation factor that must 
be considered in the evaluation of proposals. 

‘‘(ii) In this subparagraph, the term ‘cov-
ered contract’ means— 

‘‘(I) a contract in excess of $1,000,000 for the 
procurement of manufactured goods; 

‘‘(II) a contract in excess of $1,000,000 for 
the procurement of goods or services listed 
in the report of industrial base capabilities 
required by section 2504 of title 10; and 

‘‘(III) a contract in excess of $1,000,000 for 
the procurement of any item procured as 
part of a major defense acquisition program. 

‘‘(iii) The head of an agency, in issuing a 
solicitation for competitive proposals, shall 
state in the solicitation that the agency may 
consider, and in the case of a covered con-
tract will consider as an evaluation factor 
under subparagraph (A), information (in this 
subsection referred to as a ‘jobs impact 
statement’) that the offeror includes in its 
offer related to the effects on employment 
within the United States of the contract if it 
is awarded to the offeror. 

‘‘(iv) The information that may be in-
cluded in a jobs impact statement may in-
clude the following: 

‘‘(I) The number of jobs expected to be cre-
ated or retained in the United States if the 
contract is awarded to the offeror. 

‘‘(II) The number of jobs created or re-
tained in the United States by the sub-
contractors expected to be used by the offer-
or in the performance of the contract. 

‘‘(III) A guarantee from the offeror that 
jobs created or retained in the United States 
will not be moved outside the United States 
after award of the contract unless doing so is 
required to provide the goods or services 
stipulated in the contract or is in the best 
interest of the Federal Government. 

‘‘(v) The contracting officer may consider, 
and in the case of a covered contract will 
consider, the information in the jobs impact 
statement in the evaluation of the offer and 
may request further information from the of-
feror in order to verify the accuracy of any 
such information submitted. 

‘‘(vi) In the case of a contract awarded to 
an offeror that submitted a jobs impact 
statement with the offer for the contract, 
the agency shall, not later than one year 
after the award of the contract and annually 
thereafter for the duration of the contract or 
contract extension, assess the accuracy of 
the jobs impact statement. 

‘‘(vii) The Secretary of Defense shall sub-
mit to Congress an annual report on the fre-
quency of use within the Department of De-
fense of jobs impact statements in the eval-
uation of competitive proposals. 

‘‘(viii)(I) In any contract awarded to an of-
feror that submitted a jobs impact state-
ment with its offer in response to the solici-
tation for proposals for the contract, the 
agency shall track the number of jobs cre-
ated or retained during the performance of 
the contract. 

‘‘(II) If the number of jobs that the agency 
estimates will be created (by using the jobs 
impact statement) significantly exceeds the 
number of jobs created or retained, then the 
agency may consider this as a factor that af-
fects a contractor’s past performance in the 
award of future contracts. 

‘‘(III) Contractors shall be provided an op-
portunity to explain any differences between 
their original jobs impact statement and the 
actual amount of jobs created or retained be-
fore the discrepancy affects the agency’s as-
sessment of the contractor’s past perform-
ance.’’. 

(b) REVISION OF FEDERAL ACQUISITION REG-
ULATION.—The Department of Defense Sup-
plement to the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion shall be revised to implement the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 

SA 2271. Mr. GRAHAM submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 

year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 722. COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT ON 

RECOVERY AUDIT PROGRAM OF THE 
TRICARE PROGRAM. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port that evaluates the similarities and dif-
ferences in the approaches to identifying and 
recovering improper payments between the 
Medicare program and the TRICARE pro-
gram. The report shall contain an evaluation 
of the following: 

(1) Medicare and TRICARE claims proc-
essing efforts to prevent improper payments 
by denying claims prior to payment. 

(2) Medicare and TRICARE claims proc-
essing efforts to correct improper payments 
post-payment. 

(3) The effectiveness of Medicare and 
TRICARE post-payment audit programs in 
identifying and correcting improper pay-
ments that are returned to the government 
plans. 

SA 2272. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 394, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

(d) EXPANSION OF LIMITATION ON REIM-
BURSEMENT OF PAKISTAN PENDING CERTIFI-
CATION ON PAKISTAN.—Subsection (d) of sec-
tion 1227 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013 is further 
amended in paragraph (1)(B)(i), by inserting 
‘‘, Lashkar-e-Tayyiba, Jaish-e-Mohammed,’’ 
after ‘‘the Haqqani Network’’. 

SA 2273. Mr. BROWN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 353. TRANSFER OF EXCESS PERSONAL 

PROPERTY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
DEFENSE. 

Section 2576a of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(c) RESTRICTIONS ON TRANSFER.—(1) Such 
excess military equipment shall not be 
transferred under the provisions of this sec-
tion to a State or local law enforcement, 
firefighting, homeland security, or emer-
gency management agency unless request 
therefor is made by such agency, in such 
form and manner as the Secretary of Defense 
shall prescribe, and such request, with re-
spect to the type and amount of equipment 
so requested, is certified as being necessary 
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and suitable for the operation of such agency 
by the Governor (or such State official as he 
may designate) of the State in which such 
agency is located. Equipment transferred to 
a State or local law enforcement, fire-
fighting, homeland security, or emergency 
management agency under this section shall 
not exceed, in quantity, the amount re-
quested and certified for such agency and 
shall be for the exclusive use of such agency. 
Such equipment may not be sold, or other-
wise transferred, by such agency to any indi-
vidual or public or private organization or 
agency. 

‘‘(2) The Secretary of Defense shall, as a 
condition of transfer of personal property 
under this section, prohibit the additional 
transfer of such property to any receiving 
party unless the transfer and such receiving 
party meet the requirements under para-
graph (1). 

‘‘(3) The Secretary may require any party 
receiving personal property pursuant to this 
section to return such property to the De-
partment of Defense at no cost to the De-
partment if such party does not comply with 
the requirements of paragraph (1).’’. 

SA 2274. Mr. BROWN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 314. LINKING DOMESTIC MANUFACTURERS 

TO DEFENSE SUPPLY CHAIN OPPOR-
TUNITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 
is authorized to work with other Federal 
agencies— 

(1) to identify United States manufacturers 
currently producing, or capable of producing, 
defense and industrial base equipment, com-
ponent parts, or similarly performing prod-
ucts; and 

(2) to work with Department of Defense 
contractors responsible for the production of 
major weapons systems to identify and ad-
dress gaps in domestic supply chains. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In carrying out the ac-
tions authorized under this section, the Sec-
retary shall consult with— 

(1) the Department of Commerce and other 
Federal agencies with relevant experience; 
and 

(2) participants in the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology Hollings Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership program au-
thorized under section 25 of the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology Act (15 
U.S.C. 278k), and other industry groups. 

SA 2275. Mr. BROWN (for himself and 
Mr. SANDERS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 804. INCLUSION OF FLAGS OF THE UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA UNDER BUY 
AMERICAN REQUIREMENTS OF THE 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. 

Section 2533a(b) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) A flag of the United States of America 
(within the meaning of chapter 1 of title 4).’’. 

SA 2276. Mr. BROWN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 311. 

SA 2277. Mr. BROWN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 804. REVISION OF DEFENSE SUPPLEMENT 

TO THE FEDERAL ACQUISITION REG-
ULATION TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
SOURCING LAWS. 

Not later than 60 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Department of 
Defense Supplement to the Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation shall be revised to imple-
ment the requirements imposed by sections 
129, 129a, 2330a, 2461, and 2463 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

SA 2278. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr. 
BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. UNITED STATES EXPORTS TO AFRICA. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to create jobs in the United States by in-
creasing United States exports to Africa by 
200 percent in real dollar value within 10 
years. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AFRICA.—The term ‘‘Africa’’ refers to 

the entire continent of Africa and its 54 
countries, including the Republic of South 
Sudan. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, and the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives. 

(3) TRADE PROMOTION COORDINATING COM-
MITTEE.—The term ‘‘Trade Promotion Co-
ordinating Committee’’ means the Trade 
Promotion Coordinating Committee estab-
lished by Executive Order 12870 (58 Fed. Reg. 
51753). 

(4) UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN COMMERCIAL 
SERVICE.—The term ‘‘United States and For-
eign Commercial Service’’ means the United 
States and Foreign Commercial Service es-
tablished by section 2301 of the Export En-
hancement Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4721). 

(c) COORDINATED AGENCY EFFORTS.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President shall des-
ignate an existing senior United States Gov-
ernment official with existing interagency 
authority for export policy for Africa to co-
ordinate among various United States Gov-
ernment agencies existing export strategies 
with the goal of significantly increasing 
United States exports to Africa in real dollar 
value. Such coordination shall occur for not 
less than 2 years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(d) TRADE MISSION TO AFRICA.—It is the 
sense of Congress that, not later than 1 year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Commerce and other high- 
level officials of the United States Govern-
ment with responsibility for export pro-
motion, financing, and development should 
conduct a joint trade mission to Africa. 

(e) PERSONNEL.— 
(1) UNITED STATES AND FOREIGN COMMERCIAL 

SERVICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Com-

merce shall ensure that not less than 10 total 
United States and Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice officers are assigned to Africa for each of 
the first 5 fiscal years beginning after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) ASSIGNMENT.—The Secretary shall, in 
consultation with the Trade Promotion Co-
ordinating Committee, the Under Secretary 
for International Trade of the Department of 
Commerce, and the person designated pursu-
ant to subsection (c), assign the United 
States and Foreign Commercial Service offi-
cers described in subparagraph (A) to United 
States embassies in Africa after conducting 
a timely resource allocation analysis that 
represents a forward-looking assessment of 
future United States trade opportunities in 
Africa. 

(C) COORDINATION.—As soon as practicable 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Commerce shall ensure that 
the Department of Commerce coordinates 
with the United States Executive Director at 
the World Bank and the African Develop-
ment Bank on United States export strategy 
related to Africa. 

(2) OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT COR-
PORATION.— 

(A) STAFFING.—Of the net offsetting collec-
tions collected by the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation used for administra-
tive expenses, the Corporation shall use suf-
ficient funds to ensure that adequate staff, 
not to increase by more than two new staff, 
are available to promote stable and sustain-
able economic growth and development in 
Africa, to strengthen and expand the private 
sector in Africa, and to facilitate the general 
economic development of Africa, with a par-
ticular focus on helping United States busi-
nesses expand into African markets. 

(B) REPORT.—The Corporation shall report 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
on whether recent technology upgrades have 
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resulted in more effective and efficient proc-
essing and tracking of applications for fi-
nancing received by the Corporation. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed as permitting 
the reduction of Department of Commerce, 
Department of State, Export Import Bank, 
or Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
personnel or the alteration of planned per-
sonnel increases in other regions, except 
where a personnel decrease was previously 
anticipated or where decreased export oppor-
tunities justify personnel reductions. 

(f) TRAINING.—Not later than 90 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall develop and implement a 
plan— 

(1) to standardize the training received by 
United States and Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice officers, economic officers of the Depart-
ment of State, and economic officers of the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment with respect to the programs and 
procedures of the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States, the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation, the Small Business Ad-
ministration, and the United States Trade 
and Development Agency; and 

(2) to ensure that— 
(A) all United States and Foreign Commer-

cial Service officers that are stationed over-
seas receive the training described in para-
graph (1); and 

(B) in the case of a country to which no 
United States and Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice officer is assigned, any economic officer 
of the Department of State stationed in that 
country shall receive that training. 

(g) SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION.—Sec-
tion 22(b) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 649(b)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by inserting ‘‘the Trade Promotion Coordi-
nating Committee,’’ after ‘‘Director of the 
United States Trade and Development Agen-
cy,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘regional 
offices of the Export-Import Bank,’’ after 
‘‘Retired Executives,’’. 

(h) NON-OECD LENDING AND REPORTING.— 
(1) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that foreign export credit agencies 
are providing non-OECD arrangement com-
pliant financing in Africa, which distorts 
trade and threatens United States jobs. 

(2) REPORT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter for five years, the 
senior coordinator named in subsection (c) 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs, the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives a report on United States Government 
export financing related to United States ex-
ports to Africa. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
subparagraph (A) shall include the following 
elements: 

(i) A summary of progress made to signifi-
cantly increase United States exports to Af-
rica in real dollars. 

(ii) An explanation of challenges hindering 
further United States exports to Africa, in-
cluding plans to overcome such challenges. 

(iii) An assessment of challenges that pre-
vented United States Government export fi-
nancing for viable United States export busi-
ness to Africa for which commercial lending 
was not available. 

(iv) A summary of all Export Import Bank 
loans made and rejected that were consid-
ered to counter non-OECD arrangement com-
pliant financing offered by other countries. 

(v) A description of trade distorting non- 
OECD arrangement compliant financing 
loans made by other countries during that 
fiscal year to firms that competed against 
United States firms. 

(C) NON-DISCLOSURE.—The report required 
under subparagraph (A) shall not disclose 
any information that is confidential or busi-
ness proprietary, or that would violate sec-
tion 1905 of title 18, United States Code (com-
monly referred to as the ‘‘Trade Secrets 
Act’’). 

SA 2279. Mr. DURBIN (for himself 
and Mr. HARKIN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 722. EXTREMITY TRAUMA AND AMPUTATION 

RESEARCH. 
Section 723 of the Duncan Hunter National 

Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2009 (Public Law 110–417; 122 Stat. 4508) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(2), by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘Such research may be 
conducted by awarding competitive grants 
for peer-reviewed research on patient out-
comes, materials, and technology to advance 
orthotic and prosthetic clinical care for 
members of the Armed Forces and veterans 
who have undergone amputation, traumatic 
brain injury, and other serious physical in-
jury as a result of combat or military experi-
ence.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d)(2), by adding at the 
end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) Identification and prioritization of 
the most significant gaps in orthotic and 
prosthetic research pertinent to the provi-
sion of evidence-based clinical care to mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and veterans, and 
a summary of how any grants awarded under 
subsection (c)(2) will address such gaps.’’. 

SA 2280. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, 
Mrs. HAGAN, and Mr. HARKIN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 529. REVENUE, RECRUITING, AND MAR-

KETING RESTRICTIONS FOR INSTI-
TUTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
RECEIVING FUNDS FROM VOL-
UNTARY MILITARY EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) 90/10 RULE FOR PARTICIPATION IN VOL-
UNTARY MILITARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, in order for a propri-
etary institution of higher education (as de-
fined in section 102(b) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1002(b))) to be el-
igible to participate in a voluntary military 
education program, such institution shall 
demonstrate to the Secretary of Defense 

that not less than 10 percent of such institu-
tion’s revenues are derived from sources 
other than— 

(A) funds provided under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 
et seq.); and 

(B) funds provided under voluntary mili-
tary education programs, as calculated in a 
manner to be determined by the Secretary of 
Defense and consistent with section 487(d)(1) 
of such Act. 

(2) VOLUNTARY MILITARY EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term 
‘‘voluntary military education programs’’ 
means— 

(A) the programs to assist military spouses 
in achieving education and training for ex-
tended employment and portable career op-
portunities under section 1784a of title 10, 
United States Code (commonly referred to as 
‘‘MyCAA’’); and 

(B) the authority to pay tuition for off- 
duty training or education of members of the 
Armed Forces under section 2005 or 2007 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

(b) MARKETING BAN.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to 

receive voluntary military education pro-
gram funds and in addition to any other re-
quirements to receive such funds, an institu-
tion of higher education or other postsec-
ondary educational institution shall not use 
revenues derived from voluntary military 
education program funds for recruiting or 
marketing activities described in paragraph 
(2). 

(2) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—Except as pro-
vided in paragraph (3), the recruiting and 
marketing activities subject to paragraph (1) 
shall include the following: 

(A) Advertising and promotion activities, 
including— 

(i) paid announcements in newspapers, 
magazines, radio, television, billboards or 
electronic media; 

(ii) naming rights; and 
(iii) any other public medium of commu-

nication, including paying for displays or 
promotions at job fairs, military installa-
tions, or college recruiting events. 

(B) Efforts to identify and attract prospec-
tive students, either directly or through a 
contractor or other third party, including 
contact concerning a prospective student’s 
potential enrollment or application for 
grant, loan, or work assistance under title 
IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1070 et seq.) or participation in 
preadmission or advising activities, which 
may include— 

(i) paying employees responsible for over-
seeing enrollment and for contacting poten-
tial students in-person, by phone, by email, 
or by other internet communications regard-
ing enrollment; and 

(ii) soliciting an individual to provide con-
tact information to an institution of higher 
education, including websites established for 
such purpose and funds paid to third parties 
for such purpose. 

(C) Such other activities as the Secretary 
of Defense may prescribe, including paying 
for promotion or sponsorship of education- 
related or military-related associations. 

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The recruiting and mar-
keting activities subject to paragraph (1) 
shall not include the following: 

(A) Any activity that is required as a con-
dition of receipt of funds by an institution of 
higher education under title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.), 
is specifically authorized under such title, or 
is otherwise specified by the Secretary of 
Education. 

(B) Any activity that is required to qualify 
for voluntary military education program 
funds or is otherwise specified by the Sec-
retary of Defense. 
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(4) REPORTING.—Each institution of higher 

education, or other postsecondary edu-
cational institution, that receives revenues 
derived from voluntary military education 
program funds shall annually prepare and 
submit a report to the Secretary of Defense 
and to Congress regarding the institution’s 
expenditures on advertising, marketing, and 
recruiting. 

(5) DEFINITION OF VOLUNTARY MILITARY EDU-
CATION PROGRAM FUNDS.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘‘voluntary military education pro-
gram funds’’ means funds provided under— 

(A) the programs to assist military spouses 
in achieving education and training for ex-
tended employment and portable career op-
portunities under section 1784a of title 10, 
United States Code (commonly referred to as 
‘‘MyCAA’’); and 

(B) the authority to pay tuition for off- 
duty training or education of members of the 
Armed Forces under section 2005 or 2007 of 
title 10, United States Code. 

SA 2281. Mr. MERKLEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. PROGRAM TO PROVIDE FEDERAL PRO-

CUREMENT CONTRACTS TO EARLY- 
STAGE SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 48. PROGRAM TO PROVIDE FEDERAL PRO-

CUREMENT CONTRACTS TO EARLY- 
STAGE SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘early-stage small business 

concern’ means a small business concern— 
‘‘(A) that has not more than 15 employees; 
‘‘(B) that— 
‘‘(i) has average annual receipts that total 

not more than $1,000,000; or 
‘‘(ii) is in an industry with a size standard 

of less than $1,000,000 in average annual re-
ceipts; and 

‘‘(C) that is certified as an early-stage 
small business concern— 

‘‘(i) by the Administrator; or 
‘‘(ii) by a Federal agency, State govern-

ment, or national certifying entity approved 
by the Administrator to certify that the 
small business concern is an early-stage 
small business concern; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘Federal procurement con-
tract’ means a contract with a Federal agen-
cy for the procurement of goods or services; 
and 

‘‘(3) the term ‘program’ means the program 
established under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator 
shall establish and carry out a program to 
provide improved access to Federal procure-
ment contract opportunities for early-stage 
small business concerns in accordance with 
this section. 

‘‘(c) PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the pro-

gram, the Administrator shall, in consulta-
tion with other Federal agencies, identify 
Federal procurement contracts of not less 
than $3,000 and not more than $50,000 to be 
awarded to early-stage small business con-
cerns under the program. 

‘‘(2) CONTRACT AWARDS.—A Federal agency 
may award a contract identified under para-

graph (1) to an early-stage small business 
concern selected, and determined to be re-
sponsible, by the Federal agency. 

‘‘(3) COMPETITION.— 
‘‘(A) SOLE SOURCE.—A contracting officer 

may award a sole source contract to an 
early-stage small business concern under the 
program if— 

‘‘(i) the contracting officer determines 
that the early-stage small business concern 
is a responsible contractor with respect to 
performance of the contract; 

‘‘(ii) the contracting officer does not have 
a reasonable expectation that 2 or more 
early-stage small business concerns will sub-
mit offers for the contract; and 

‘‘(iii) in the estimation of the contracting 
officer, the contract award can be made at a 
fair and reasonable price. 

‘‘(B) RESTRICTED COMPETITION.—A con-
tracting officer may award a contract under 
the program on the basis of competition re-
stricted to early-stage small business con-
cerns if the contracting officer has a reason-
able expectation that— 

‘‘(i) 2 or more early-stage small business 
concerns will submit offers for the contract; 
and 

‘‘(ii) the contract award can be made at a 
fair and reasonable price. 

‘‘(4) CONTRACT VALUE.—A contract awarded 
under the program shall have a value greater 
than $3,000 and less than $50,000. 

‘‘(d) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide early-stage small busi-
ness concerns with technical assistance and 
counseling regarding— 

‘‘(1) applying and competing for Federal 
procurement contracts; and 

‘‘(2) fulfilling administrative responsibil-
ities associated with the performance of a 
Federal procurement contract. 

‘‘(e) ATTAINMENT OF CONTRACT GOALS.— 
Contract awards made under the program 
shall count toward the attainment of the 
goals established under section 15(g). 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator 
shall— 

‘‘(1) not later than 180 days after the date 
of enactment of this section, propose regula-
tions to carry out this section; and 

‘‘(2) not later than 270 days after the date 
of enactment of this section, issue final regu-
lations to carry out this section. 

‘‘(g) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
April 30, 2015, the Administrator shall sub-
mit to Congress a report on the performance 
of the program.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF SIMILAR PROGRAM.—Section 
304 of the Small Business Administration Re-
authorization and Amendments Act of 1994 
(15 U.S.C. 644 note) is repealed. 

SA 2282. Mr. WYDEN (for himself, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mr. 
HEINRICH) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XXVIII, add the fol-
lowing: 

Subtitle F—Military Land Withdrawals 
SEC. 2851. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Military 
Land Withdrawals Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2852. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 

(1) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
102 of the Federally Recognized Indian Tribe 
List Act of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a). 

(2) MANAGE; MANAGEMENT.— 
(A) INCLUSIONS.—The terms ‘‘manage’’ and 

‘‘management’’ include the authority to ex-
ercise jurisdiction, custody, and control over 
the land withdrawn and reserved by title LI. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The terms ‘‘manage’’ and 
‘‘management’’ do not include authority for 
disposal of the land withdrawn and reserved 
by title LI. 

(3) SECRETARY CONCERNED.—The term ‘‘Sec-
retary concerned’’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 101(a) of title 10, United 
States Code. 

PART 1—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 2861. GENERAL APPLICABILITY; DEFINI-

TIONS. 
(a) APPLICABILITY OF PART.—The provi-

sions of this part apply to any withdrawal 
made by this subtitle. 

(b) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this part assigns management of real prop-
erty under the administrative jurisdiction of 
the Secretary concerned to the Secretary of 
the Interior. 
SEC. 2862. MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS. 

(a) PREPARATION OF MAPS AND LEGAL DE-
SCRIPTIONS.—As soon as practicable after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall— 

(1) publish in the Federal Register a notice 
containing the legal description of the land 
withdrawn and reserved by part 2; and 

(2) file maps and legal descriptions of the 
land withdrawn and reserved by part 2 with— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives. 

(b) LEGAL EFFECT.—The maps and legal de-
scriptions filed under subsection (a)(2) shall 
have the same force and effect as if the maps 
and legal descriptions were included in this 
subtitle, except that the Secretary of the In-
terior may correct any clerical and typo-
graphical errors in the maps and legal de-
scriptions. 

(c) AVAILABILITY.—Copies of the maps and 
legal descriptions filed under subsection 
(a)(2) shall be available for public inspec-
tion— 

(1) in the appropriate offices of the Bureau 
of Land Management; 

(2) in the office of the commanding officer 
of the military installation for which the 
land is withdrawn; and 

(3) if the military installation is under the 
management of the National Guard, in the 
office of the Adjutant General of the State in 
which the military installation is located. 

(d) COSTS.—The Secretary concerned shall 
reimburse the Secretary of the Interior for 
the costs incurred by the Secretary of the In-
terior in implementing this section. 
SEC. 2863. ACCESS RESTRICTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary con-
cerned determines that military operations, 
public safety, or national security require 
the closure to the public of any road, trail, 
or other portion of land withdrawn and re-
served by this subtitle, the Secretary may 
take such action as the Secretary deter-
mines to be necessary to implement and 
maintain the closure. 

(b) LIMITATION.—Any closure under sub-
section (a) shall be limited to the minimum 
area and duration that the Secretary con-
cerned determines are required for the pur-
poses of the closure. 

(c) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), 

before a closure is implemented under this 
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section, the Secretary concerned shall con-
sult with the Secretary of the Interior. 

(2) INDIAN TRIBE.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
if a closure proposed under this section may 
affect access to or use of sacred sites or re-
sources considered to be important by an In-
dian tribe, the Secretary concerned shall 
consult, at the earliest practicable date, 
with the affected Indian tribe. 

(3) LIMITATION.—No consultation shall be 
required under paragraph (1) or (2)— 

(A) if the closure is provided for in an inte-
grated natural resources management plan, 
an installation cultural resources manage-
ment plan, or a land use management plan; 
or 

(B) in the case of an emergency, as deter-
mined by the Secretary concerned. 

(d) NOTICE.—Immediately preceding and 
during any closure implemented under sub-
section (a), the Secretary concerned shall 
post appropriate warning notices and take 
other appropriate actions to notify the pub-
lic of the closure. 
SEC. 2864. CHANGES IN USE. 

(a) OTHER USES AUTHORIZED.—In addition 
to the purposes described in part 2, the Sec-
retary concerned may authorize the use of 
land withdrawn and reserved by this subtitle 
for defense-related purposes. 

(b) NOTICE TO SECRETARY OF THE INTE-
RIOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary concerned 
shall promptly notify the Secretary of the 
Interior if the land withdrawn and reserved 
by this subtitle is used for additional de-
fense-related purposes. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—A notification under 
paragraph (1) shall specify— 

(A) each additional use; 
(B) the planned duration of each additional 

use; and 
(C) the extent to which each additional use 

would require that additional or more strin-
gent conditions or restrictions be imposed on 
otherwise-permitted nondefense-related uses 
of the withdrawn and reserved land or por-
tions of withdrawn and reserved land. 
SEC. 2866. BRUSH AND RANGE FIRE PREVENTION 

AND SUPPRESSION. 
(a) REQUIRED ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 

concerned shall, consistent with any applica-
ble land management plan, take necessary 
precautions to prevent, and actions to sup-
press, brush and range fires occurring as a 
result of military activities on the land 
withdrawn and reserved by this subtitle, in-
cluding fires that occur on other land that 
spread from the withdrawn and reserved 
land. 

(b) COOPERATION OF SECRETARY OF THE IN-
TERIOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—At the request of the Sec-
retary concerned, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall— 

(A) provide assistance in the suppression of 
fires under subsection (a); and 

(B) be reimbursed by the Secretary con-
cerned for the costs of the Secretary of the 
Interior in providing the assistance. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding 
section 2215 of title 10, United States Code, 
the Secretary concerned may transfer to the 
Secretary of the Interior, in advance, funds 
to reimburse the costs of the Department of 
the Interior in providing assistance under 
this subsection. 
SEC. 2867. ONGOING DECONTAMINATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—During the period of a 
withdrawal and reservation of land under 
this subtitle, the Secretary concerned shall 
maintain a program of decontamination of 
contamination caused by defense-related 
uses on the withdrawn land— 

(1) to the extent funds are available to 
carry out this subsection; and 

(2) consistent with applicable Federal and 
State law. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall include in the annual report re-
quired by section 2711 of title 10, United 
States Code, a description of decontamina-
tion activities conducted under subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 2868. WATER RIGHTS. 

(a) NO RESERVATION OF WATER RIGHTS.— 
Nothing in this subtitle— 

(1) establishes a reservation of the United 
States with respect to any water or water 
right on the land withdrawn and reserved by 
this subtitle; or 

(2) authorizes the appropriation of water 
on the land withdrawn and reserved by this 
subtitle, except in accordance with applica-
ble State law. 

(b) EFFECT ON PREVIOUSLY ACQUIRED OR RE-
SERVED WATER RIGHTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section af-
fects any water rights acquired or reserved 
by the United States before the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(2) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY CONCERNED.— 
The Secretary concerned may exercise any 
water rights described in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 2869. HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING. 

Section 2671 of title 10, United States Code, 
shall apply to all hunting, fishing, and trap-
ping on the land— 

(1) that is withdrawn and reserved by this 
subtitle; and 

(2) for which management of the land has 
been assigned to the Secretary concerned. 
SEC. 2870. LIMITATION ON EXTENSIONS AND RE-

NEWALS. 
The withdrawals and reservations estab-

lished under this subtitle may not be ex-
tended or renewed except by a law enacted 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 2871. APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF A 

WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION. 
To the extent practicable, not later than 5 

years before the date of termination of a 
withdrawal and reservation established by 
this subtitle, the Secretary concerned shall— 

(1) notify the Secretary of the Interior as 
to whether the Secretary concerned will 
have a continuing defense-related need for 
any of the land withdrawn and reserved by 
this subtitle after the termination date of 
the withdrawal and reservation; and 

(2) transmit a copy of the notice submitted 
under paragraph (1) to— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Natural Resources of the 
House of Representatives. 
SEC. 2872. LIMITATION ON SUBSEQUENT AVAIL-

ABILITY OF LAND FOR APPROPRIA-
TION. 

On the termination of a withdrawal and 
reservation by this subtitle, the previously 
withdrawn land shall not be open to any 
form of appropriation under the public land 
laws, including the mining laws, the mineral 
leasing laws, and the geothermal leasing 
laws, unless the Secretary of the Interior 
publishes in the Federal Register an appro-
priate order specifying the date on which the 
land shall be— 

(1) restored to the public domain; and 
(2) opened for appropriation under the pub-

lic land laws. 
SEC. 2873. RELINQUISHMENT. 

(a) NOTICE OF INTENTION TO RELINQUISH.— 
If, during the period of withdrawal and res-
ervation under this subtitle, the Secretary 
concerned decides to relinquish any or all of 
the land withdrawn and reserved by this sub-
title, the Secretary concerned shall submit 
to the Secretary of the Interior notice of the 
intention to relinquish the land. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF CONTAMINATION.— 
The Secretary concerned shall include in the 

notice submitted under subsection (a) a writ-
ten determination concerning whether and 
to what extent the land that is to be relin-
quished is contaminated with explosive ma-
terials or toxic or hazardous substances. 

(c) PUBLIC NOTICE.—The Secretary of the 
Interior shall publish in the Federal Register 
the notice of intention to relinquish the land 
under this section, including the determina-
tion concerning the contaminated state of 
the land. 

(d) DECONTAMINATION OF LAND TO BE RE-
LINQUISHED.— 

(1) DECONTAMINATION REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary concerned shall decontaminate land 
subject to a notice of intention under sub-
section (a) to the extent that funds are ap-
propriated for that purpose, if— 

(A) the land subject to the notice of inten-
tion is contaminated, as determined by the 
Secretary concerned; and 

(B) the Secretary of the Interior, in con-
sultation with the Secretary concerned, de-
termines that— 

(i) decontamination is practicable and eco-
nomically feasible, after taking into consid-
eration the potential future use and value of 
the contaminated land; and 

(ii) on decontamination of the land, the 
land could be opened to operation of some or 
all of the public land laws, including the 
mining laws, the mineral leasing laws, and 
the geothermal leasing laws. 

(2) ALTERNATIVES TO RELINQUISHMENT.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall not be re-
quired to accept the land proposed for relin-
quishment under subsection (a), if— 

(A) the Secretary of the Interior, after con-
sultation with the Secretary concerned, de-
termines that— 

(i) decontamination of the land is not prac-
ticable or economically feasible; or 

(ii) the land cannot be decontaminated suf-
ficiently to be opened to operation of some 
or all of the public land laws; or 

(B) sufficient funds are not appropriated 
for the decontamination of the land. 

(3) STATUS OF CONTAMINATED LAND ON TER-
MINATION.—If, because of the contaminated 
state of the land, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior declines to accept land withdrawn and 
reserved by this subtitle that has been pro-
posed for relinquishment, or if at the expira-
tion of the withdrawal and reservation made 
by this subtitle, the Secretary of the Interior 
determines that a portion of the land with-
drawn and reserved by this subtitle is con-
taminated to an extent that prevents open-
ing the contaminated land to operation of 
the public land laws— 

(A) the Secretary concerned shall take ap-
propriate steps to warn the public of— 

(i) the contaminated state of the land; and 
(ii) any risks associated with entry onto 

the land; 
(B) after the expiration of the withdrawal 

and reservation under this subtitle, the Sec-
retary concerned shall undertake no activi-
ties on the contaminated land, except for ac-
tivities relating to the decontamination of 
the land; and 

(C) the Secretary concerned shall submit 
to the Secretary of the Interior and Congress 
a report describing— 

(i) the status of the land; and 
(ii) any actions taken under this para-

graph. 
(e) REVOCATION AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary of the In-

terior determines that it is in the public in-
terest to accept the land proposed for relin-
quishment under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary of the Interior may order the revoca-
tion of a withdrawal and reservation estab-
lished by this subtitle. 

(2) REVOCATION ORDER.—To carry out a rev-
ocation under paragraph (1), the Secretary of 
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the Interior shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a revocation order that— 

(A) terminates the withdrawal and reserva-
tion; 

(B) constitutes official acceptance of the 
land by the Secretary of the Interior; and 

(C) specifies the date on which the land 
will be opened to the operation of some or all 
of the public land laws, including the mining 
laws. 

(f) ACCEPTANCE BY SECRETARY OF THE INTE-
RIOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section re-
quires the Secretary of the Interior to accept 
the land proposed for relinquishment if the 
Secretary determines that the land is not 
suitable for return to the public domain. 

(2) NOTICE.—If the Secretary makes a de-
termination that the land is not suitable for 
return to the public domain, the Secretary 
shall provide notice of the determination to 
Congress. 
SEC. 2874. LAND WITHDRAWALS; IMMUNITY OF 

THE UNITED STATES. 
The United States and officers and employ-

ees of the United States shall be held harm-
less and shall not be liable for any injuries or 
damages to persons or property incurred as a 
result of any mining or mineral or geo-
thermal leasing activity or other authorized 
nondefense-related activity conducted on 
land withdrawn and reserved by this sub-
title. 
PART 2—MILITARY LAND WITHDRAWALS 

SEC. 2881. CHINA LAKE, CALIFORNIA. 
(a) WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION.— 
(1) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 

rights and except as otherwise provided in 
this section, the public land (including the 
interests in land) described in paragraph (2), 
and all other areas within the boundary of 
the land depicted on the map described in 
that paragraph that may become subject to 
the operation of the public land laws, is 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws and the mineral leasing laws). 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The public land 
(including interests in land) referred to in 
paragraph (1) is the Federal land located 
within the boundaries of the Naval Air Weap-
ons Station China Lake, comprising approxi-
mately 1,045,000 acres in Inyo, Kern, and San 
Bernardino Counties, California, as generally 
depicted on the maps entitled ‘‘Naval Air 
Weapons Station China Lake Withdrawal— 
Renewal’’, ‘‘North Range’’, and ‘‘South 
Range’’, dated March 18, 2013, and filed in ac-
cordance with section 2862. 

(3) RESERVATION.—The land withdrawn by 
paragraph (1) is reserved for use by the Sec-
retary of the Navy for the following pur-
poses: 

(A) Use as a research, development, test, 
and evaluation laboratory. 

(B) Use as a range for air warfare weapons 
and weapon systems. 

(C) Use as a high-hazard testing and train-
ing area for aerial gunnery, rocketry, elec-
tronic warfare and countermeasures, tactical 
maneuvering and air support, and directed 
energy and unmanned aerial systems. 

(D) Geothermal leasing, development, and 
related power production activities. 

(E) Other defense-related purposes con-
sistent with the purposes described in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (D) and authorized 
under section 2864. 

(b) MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN AND RE-
SERVED LAND.— 

(1) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), during the period of the with-
drawal and reservation of land by this sec-
tion, the Secretary of the Interior shall man-
age the land withdrawn and reserved by this 
section in accordance with— 

(i) this subtitle; 
(ii) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 
(iii) any other applicable law. 
(B) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—To the extent 

consistent with applicable law and Executive 
orders, the land withdrawn by this section 
may be managed in a manner that permits 
the following activities: 

(i) Grazing. 
(ii) Protection of wildlife and wildlife habi-

tat. 
(iii) Preservation of cultural properties. 
(iv) Control of predatory and other ani-

mals. 
(v) Recreation and education. 
(vi) Prevention and appropriate suppres-

sion of brush and range fires resulting from 
non-military activities. 

(vii) Geothermal leasing and development 
and related power production activities. 

(C) NONDEFENSE USES.—All nondefense-re-
lated uses of the land withdrawn by this sec-
tion (including the uses described in subpara-
graph (B)), shall be subject to any conditions 
and restrictions that the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of the Navy jointly 
determine to be necessary to permit the de-
fense-related use of the land for the purposes 
described in this section. 

(D) ISSUANCE OF LEASES.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Inte-

rior shall be responsible for the issuance of 
any lease, easement, right-of-way, permit, li-
cense, or other instrument authorized by law 
with respect to any activity that involves 
geothermal resources on— 

(I) the land withdrawn and reserved by this 
section; and 

(II) any other land not under the adminis-
trative jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Navy. 

(ii) CONSENT REQUIRED.—Any authorization 
issued under clause (i) shall— 

(I) only be issued with the consent of the 
Secretary of the Navy; and 

(II) be subject to such conditions as the 
Secretary of the Navy may require with re-
spect to the land withdrawn and reserved by 
this section. 

(2) ASSIGNMENT TO THE SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior may assign the management responsi-
bility, in whole or in part, for the land with-
drawn and reserved by this section to the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

(B) APPLICABLE LAW.—On assignment of 
the management responsibility under sub-
paragraph (A), the Secretary of the Navy 
shall manage the land in accordance with— 

(i) this subtitle; 
(ii) title I of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a 

et seq.); 
(iii) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); 
(iv) cooperative management arrange-

ments entered into by the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of the Navy; and 

(v) any other applicable law. 
(3) GEOTHERMAL RESOURCES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section or 

section 2865 affects— 
(i) geothermal leases issued by the Sec-

retary of the Interior before the date of en-
actment of this Act; or 

(ii) the responsibility of the Secretary of 
the Interior to administer and manage the 
leases described in clause (i), consistent with 
the provisions of this section. 

(B) AUTHORITY OF THE SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR.—Nothing in this section or any 
other provision of law prohibits the Sec-
retary of the Interior from issuing, subject 
to the concurrence of the Secretary of the 
Navy, and administering any lease under the 
Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1001 
et seq.) and any other applicable law for the 

development and use of geothermal steam 
and associated geothermal resources on the 
land withdrawn and reserved by this section. 

(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—Nothing in this sec-
tion affects the geothermal exploration and 
development authority of the Secretary of 
the Navy under section 2917 of title 10, 
United States Code, with respect to the land 
withdrawn and reserved by this section, ex-
cept that the Secretary of the Navy shall be 
required to obtain the concurrence of the 
Secretary of the Interior before taking ac-
tion under section 2917 of title 10, United 
States Code. 

(D) NAVY CONTRACTS.—On the expiration of 
the withdrawal and reservation of land under 
this section or the relinquishment of the 
land, any Navy contract for the development 
of geothermal resources at Naval Air Weap-
ons Station, China Lake, in effect on the 
date of the expiration or relinquishment 
shall remain in effect, except that the Sec-
retary of the Interior, with the consent of 
the Secretary of the Navy, may offer to sub-
stitute a standard geothermal lease for the 
contract. 

(E) CONCURRENCE OF SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY REQUIRED.—Any lease issued under sec-
tion 2865(d) with respect to land withdrawn 
and reserved by this section shall require the 
concurrence of the Secretary of the Navy, 
if— 

(i) the Secretary of the Interior anticipates 
the surface occupancy of the withdrawn 
land; or 

(ii) the Secretary of the Interior deter-
mines that the proposed lease may interfere 
with geothermal resources on the land. 

(4) WILD HORSES AND BURROS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Navy— 
(i) shall be responsible for the management 

of wild horses and burros located on the land 
withdrawn and reserved by this section; and 

(ii) may use helicopters and motorized ve-
hicles for the management of the wild horses 
and burros. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—The activities author-
ized under subparagraph (A) shall be con-
ducted in accordance with laws applicable to 
the management of wild horses and burros 
on public land. 

(C) AGREEMENT.—The Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of the Navy shall 
enter into an agreement for the implementa-
tion of the management of wild horses and 
burros under this paragraph. 

(5) CONTINUATION OF EXISTING AGREEMENT.— 
The agreement between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of the Navy en-
tered into before the date of enactment of 
this Act under section 805 of the California 
Military Lands Withdrawal and Overflights 
Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–433; 108 Stat. 4503) 
shall continue in effect until the earlier of— 

(A) the date on which the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Secretary of the Navy enter 
into a new agreement; or 

(B) the date that is 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(6) COOPERATION IN DEVELOPMENT OF MAN-
AGEMENT PLAN.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Navy and the Secretary of the Interior shall 
update and maintain cooperative arrange-
ments concerning land resources and land 
uses on the land withdrawn and reserved by 
this section. 

(B) REQUIREMENTS.—A cooperative ar-
rangement entered into under subparagraph 
(A) shall— 

(i) focus on and apply to sustainable man-
agement and protection of the natural and 
cultural resources and environmental values 
found on the withdrawn and reserved land, 
consistent with the defense-related purposes 
for which the land is withdrawn and re-
served; and 
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(ii) include a comprehensive land use man-

agement plan that— 
(I) integrates and is consistent with any 

applicable law, including— 
(aa) title I of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a 

et seq.); and 
(bb) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 
(II) shall be— 
(aa) annually reviewed by the Secretary of 

the Navy and the Secretary of the Interior; 
and 

(bb) updated, as the Secretary of the Navy 
and the Secretary of the Interior determine 
to be necessary— 

(AA) to respond to evolving management 
requirements; and 

(BB) to complement the updates of other 
applicable land use and resource manage-
ment and planning. 

(7) IMPLEMENTING AGREEMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-

terior and the Secretary of the Navy may 
enter into a written agreement to implement 
the comprehensive land use management 
plan developed under paragraph (6)(B)(ii). 

(B) COMPONENTS.—An agreement entered 
into under subparagraph (A)— 

(i) shall be for a duration that is equal to 
the period of the withdrawal and reservation 
of land under this section; and 

(ii) may be amended from time to time. 
(c) TERMINATION OF PRIOR WITHDRAWALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the withdrawal and reservation under sec-
tion 803(a) of the California Military Lands 
Withdrawal and Overflights Act of 1994 (Pub-
lic Law 103–433; 108 Stat. 4502) is terminated. 

(2) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding the ter-
mination under paragraph (1), all rules, regu-
lations, orders, permits, and other privileges 
issued or granted by the Secretary of the In-
terior or the Secretary of the Navy with re-
spect to the land withdrawn and reserved 
under that section, unless inconsistent with 
the provisions of this section, shall remain 
in force until modified, suspended, overruled, 
or otherwise changed by— 

(A) the Secretary of the Interior or the 
Secretary of the Navy (as applicable); 

(B) a court of competent jurisdiction; or 
(C) operation of law. 
(d) DURATION OF WITHDRAWAL AND RES-

ERVATION.—The withdrawal and reservation 
made by this section terminate on March 31, 
2039. 
SEC. 2882. LIMESTONE HILLS, MONTANA. 

(a) WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION OF PUB-
LIC LAND FOR LIMESTONE HILLS TRAINING 
AREA, MONTANA.— 

(1) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights and except as otherwise provided in 
this section, the public land (including the 
interests in land) described in paragraph (3), 
and all other areas within the boundaries of 
the land as depicted on the map provided for 
by paragraph (4) that may become subject to 
the operation of the public land laws, is 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws (including the 
mining laws, the mineral leasing laws, and 
the geothermal leasing laws). 

(2) RESERVATION; PURPOSE.—Subject to the 
limitations and restrictions contained in 
subsection (c), the public land withdrawn by 
paragraph (1) is reserved for use by the Sec-
retary of the Army for the following pur-
poses: 

(A) The conduct of training for active and 
reserve components of the Armed Forces. 

(B) The construction, operation, and main-
tenance of organizational support and main-
tenance facilities for component units con-
ducting training. 

(C) The conduct of training by the Mon-
tana Department of Military Affairs, pro-
vided that the training does not interfere 

with the purposes specified in subparagraphs 
(A) and (B). 

(D) The conduct of training by State and 
local law enforcement agencies, civil defense 
organizations, and public education institu-
tions, provided that the training does not 
interfere with the purposes specified in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B). 

(E) Other defense-related purposes con-
sistent with the purposes specified in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (D). 

(3) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The public land 
(including the interests in land) referred to 
in paragraph (1) comprises approximately 
18,644 acres in Broadwater County, Montana, 
generally depicted as ‘‘Proposed Land With-
drawal’’ on the map entitled ‘‘Limestone 
Hills Training Area Land Withdrawal’’ and 
dated April 10, 2013. 

(4) INDIAN TRIBES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this subtitle 

alters any rights reserved for an Indian tribe 
for tribal use of the public land withdrawn 
by paragraph (1) by treaty or Federal law. 

(B) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary of the Army shall consult with any 
Indian tribes in the vicinity of the public 
land withdrawn by paragraph (1) before tak-
ing any action within the public land affect-
ing tribal rights or cultural resources pro-
tected by treaty or Federal law. 

(b) MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN AND RE-
SERVED LAND.—During the period of the 
withdrawal and reservation specified in sub-
section (e), the Secretary of the Army shall 
manage the public land withdrawn by para-
graph (1) of subsection (a) for the purposes 
specified in paragraph (2) of that subsection, 
subject to the limitations and restrictions 
contained in subsection (c). 

(c) SPECIAL RULES GOVERNING MINERALS 
MANAGEMENT.— 

(1) INDIAN CREEK MINE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the land withdrawn by 

subsection (a)(1), locatable mineral activities 
in the approved Indian Creek Mine plan of 
operations, MTM–78300, shall be regulated in 
accordance with subparts 3715 and 3809 of 
title 43, Code of Federal Regulations. 

(B) RESTRICTIONS ON SECRETARY OF THE 
ARMY.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall make no determination that the 
disposition of, or exploration for, minerals as 
provided for in the approved plan of oper-
ations described in subparagraph (A) is in-
consistent with the defense-related uses of 
the land withdrawn under this section. 

(ii) COORDINATION.—The coordination of 
the disposition of and exploration for min-
erals with defense-related uses of the land 
shall be determined in accordance with pro-
cedures in an agreement provided for under 
paragraph (3). 

(2) REMOVAL OF UNEXPLODED ORDNANCE ON 
LAND TO BE MINED.— 

(A) REMOVAL ACTIVITIES.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the availability 

of funds appropriated for such purpose, the 
Secretary of the Army shall remove 
unexploded ordnance on land withdrawn by 
subsection (a)(1) that is subject to mining 
under paragraph (1), consistent with applica-
ble Federal and State law. 

(ii) PHASES.—The Secretary of the Army 
may provide for the removal of unexploded 
ordnance in phases to accommodate the de-
velopment of the Indian Creek Mine under 
paragraph (1). 

(B) REPORT ON REMOVAL ACTIVITIES.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Army shall annually submit to the Secretary 
of the Interior a report regarding any 
unexploded ordnance removal activities con-
ducted during the previous fiscal year in ac-
cordance with this paragraph. 

(ii) INCLUSIONS.—The report under clause 
(i) shall include— 

(I) a description of the amounts expended 
for unexploded ordnance removal on the land 
withdrawn by subsection (a)(1) during the pe-
riod covered by the report; and 

(II) the identification of the land cleared of 
unexploded ordnance and approved for min-
ing activities by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior under this paragraph. 

(3) IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT FOR MINING 
ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of the Army shall 
enter into an agreement to implement this 
subsection with respect to the coordination 
of defense-related uses and mining and the 
ongoing removal of unexploded ordnance. 

(B) DURATION.—The duration of an agree-
ment entered into under subparagraph (A) 
shall be equal to the period of the with-
drawal under subsection (a)(1), but may be 
amended from time to time. 

(C) REQUIREMENTS.—The agreement shall 
provide the following: 

(i) That Graymont Western US, Inc., or 
any successor or assign of the approved In-
dian Creek Mine mining plan of operations, 
MTM–78300, shall be invited to be a party to 
the agreement. 

(ii) Provisions regarding the day-to-day 
joint-use of the Limestone Hills Training 
Area. 

(iii) Provisions addressing periods during 
which military and other authorized uses of 
the withdrawn land will occur. 

(iv) Provisions regarding when and where 
military use or training with explosive ma-
terial will occur. 

(v) Provisions regarding the scheduling of 
training activities conducted within the 
withdrawn land that restrict mining activi-
ties. 

(vi) Procedures for deconfliction with min-
ing operations, including parameters for no-
tification and resolution of anticipated 
changes to the schedule. 

(vii) Procedures for access through mining 
operations covered by this section to train-
ing areas within the boundaries of the Lime-
stone Hills Training Area. 

(viii) Procedures for scheduling of the re-
moval of unexploded ordnance. 

(4) EXISTING MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT.— 
Until the date on which the agreement under 
paragraph (3) becomes effective, the compat-
ible joint use of the land withdrawn and re-
served by subsection (a)(1) shall be governed, 
to the extent compatible, by the terms of the 
2005 Memorandum of Agreement among the 
Montana Army National Guard, Graymont 
Western US, Inc., and the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

(d) GRAZING.— 
(1) ISSUANCE AND ADMINISTRATION OF PER-

MITS AND LEASES.—The Secretary of the Inte-
rior shall manage the issuance and adminis-
tration of grazing permits and leases, includ-
ing the renewal of permits and leases, on the 
public land withdrawn by subsection (a)(1), 
consistent with all applicable laws (includ-
ing regulations) and policies of the Secretary 
of the Interior relating to the permits and 
leases. 

(2) SAFETY REQUIREMENTS.—With respect to 
any grazing permit or lease issued after the 
date of enactment of this Act for land with-
drawn by subsection (a)(1), the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of the Army 
shall jointly establish procedures that— 

(A) are consistent with Department of the 
Army explosive and range safety standards; 
and 

(B) provide for the safe use of the with-
drawn land. 

(3) ASSIGNMENT.—The Secretary of the In-
terior may, with the agreement of the Sec-
retary of the Army, assign the authority to 
issue and to administer grazing permits and 
leases to the Secretary of the Army, except 
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that the assignment may not include the au-
thority to discontinue grazing on the land 
withdrawn by subsection (a)(1). 

(e) DURATION OF WITHDRAWAL AND RES-
ERVATION.—The withdrawal of public land by 
subsection (a)(1) shall terminate on March 
31, 2039. 
SEC. 2883. CHOCOLATE MOUNTAIN, CALIFORNIA. 

(a) WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION.— 
(1) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 

rights and except as otherwise provided in 
this section, the public land (including the 
interests in land) described in paragraph (2), 
and all other areas within the boundary of 
the land depicted on the map described in 
that paragraph that become subject to the 
operation of the public land laws, is with-
drawn from all forms of appropriation under 
the public land laws (including the mining 
laws, the mineral leasing laws, and the geo-
thermal leasing laws). 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The public land 
(including the interests in land) referred to 
in paragraph (1) is the Federal land com-
prising approximately 228,324 acres in Impe-
rial and Riverside Counties, California, gen-
erally depicted on the map entitled ‘‘Choco-
late Mountain Aerial Gunnery Range—Ad-
ministration’s Land Withdrawal Legislative 
Proposal Map’’, dated October 30, 2013, and 
filed in accordance with section 2862. 

(3) RESERVATION.—The land withdrawn by 
paragraph (1) is reserved for use by the Sec-
retary of the Navy for the following pur-
poses: 

(A) Testing and training for aerial bomb-
ing, missile firing, tactical maneuvering, and 
air support. 

(B) Small unit ground forces training, in-
cluding artillery firing, demolition activi-
ties, and small arms field training. 

(C) Other defense-related purposes con-
sistent with the purposes that are— 

(i) described in subparagraphs (A) and (B); 
and 

(ii) authorized under section 2864. 
(b) MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN AND RE-

SERVED LAND.— 
(1) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 

INTERIOR.—Except as provided in paragraph 
(2), during the period of the withdrawal and 
reservation of land by this section, the Sec-
retary of the Interior shall manage the land 
withdrawn and reserved by this section in 
accordance with— 

(A) this subtitle; 
(B) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 
(C) any other applicable law. 
(2) ASSIGNMENT OF MANAGEMENT TO THE 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-

terior may assign the management responsi-
bility, in whole or in part, for the land with-
drawn and reserved by this section to the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

(B) ACCEPTANCE.—If the Secretary of the 
Navy accepts the assignment of responsi-
bility under subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
of the Navy shall manage the land in accord-
ance with— 

(i) this subtitle; 
(ii) title I of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a 

et seq.); and 
(iii) any other applicable law. 
(3) IMPLEMENTING AGREEMENT.—The Sec-

retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
the Navy may enter into a written agree-
ment— 

(A) that implements the assignment of 
management responsibility under paragraph 
(2); 

(B) the duration of which shall be equal to 
the period of the withdrawal and reservation 
of the land under this section; and 

(C) that may be amended from time to 
time. 

(4) ACCESS AGREEMENT.—The Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy 
may enter into a written agreement to ad-
dress access to and maintenance of Bureau of 
Reclamation facilities located within the 
boundary of the Chocolate Mountain Aerial 
Gunnery Range. 

(c) ACCESS.—Notwithstanding section 2863, 
the land withdrawn and reserved by this sec-
tion (other than the land comprising the 
Bradshaw Trail) shall be— 

(1) closed to the public and all uses (other 
than the uses authorized by subsection (a)(3) 
or under section 2864); and 

(2) subject to any conditions and restric-
tions that the Secretary of the Navy deter-
mines to be necessary to prevent any inter-
ference with the uses authorized by sub-
section (a)(3) or under section 2864. 

(d) DURATION OF WITHDRAWAL AND RES-
ERVATION.—The withdrawal and reservation 
made by this section terminates on March 
31, 2039. 
SEC. 2884. TWENTYNINE PALMS, CALIFORNIA. 

(a) WITHDRAWAL AND RESERVATION.— 
(1) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 

rights and except as otherwise provided in 
this section, the public land (including the 
interests in land) described in paragraph (2), 
and all other areas within the boundary of 
the land depicted on the map described in 
that paragraph that may become subject to 
the operation of the public land laws, is 
withdrawn from all forms of appropriation 
under the public land laws, including the 
mining laws, the mineral leasing laws, and 
the geothermal leasing laws. 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The public land 
(including the interests in land) referred to 
in paragraph (1) is the Federal land com-
prising approximately 150,928 acres in San 
Bernardino County, California, generally de-
picted on the map entitled ‘‘MCAGCC 29 
Palms Expansion Map’’, dated November 13, 
2013 (3 sheets), and filed in accordance with 
section 2862, which are divided into the fol-
lowing 2 areas: 

(A) The Exclusive Military Use Area, di-
vided into 4 areas, consisting of— 

(i) 1 area to the west of the Marine Corps 
Air Ground Combat Center, consisting of ap-
proximately 91,293 acres; 

(ii) 1 area south of the Marine Corps Air 
Ground Combat Center, consisting of ap-
proximately 19,704 acres; and 

(iii) 2 other areas, each measuring approxi-
mately 300 meters square (approximately 22 
acres), located inside the boundaries of the 
Shared Use Area described in subparagraph 
(B), totaling approximately 44 acres. 

(B) The Shared Use Area, consisting of ap-
proximately 40,931 acres. 

(3) RESERVATION FOR SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY.—The land withdrawn by paragraph 
(2)(A) is reserved for use by the Secretary of 
the Navy for the following purposes: 

(A) Sustained, combined arms, live-fire, 
and maneuver field training for large-scale 
Marine air ground task forces. 

(B) Individual and unit live-fire training 
ranges. 

(C) Equipment and tactics development. 
(D) Other defense-related purposes that 

are— 
(i) consistent with the purposes described 

in subparagraphs (A) through (C); and 
(ii) authorized under section 2864. 
(4) RESERVATION FOR SECRETARY OF THE IN-

TERIOR.—The land withdrawn by paragraph 
(2)(B) is reserved— 

(A) for use by the Secretary of the Navy for 
the purposes described in paragraph (3); and 

(B) for use by the Secretary of the Interior 
for the following purposes: 

(i) Public recreation— 
(I) during any period in which the land is 

not being used for military training; and 

(II) as determined to be suitable for public 
use. 

(ii) Natural resources conservation. 
(b) MANAGEMENT OF WITHDRAWN AND RE-

SERVED LAND.— 
(1) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 

NAVY.—Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
during the period of withdrawal and reserva-
tion of land by this section, the Secretary of 
the Navy shall manage the land withdrawn 
and reserved by this section for the purposes 
described in subsection (a)(3), in accordance 
with— 

(A) an integrated natural resources man-
agement plan prepared and implemented 
under title I of the Sikes Act (16 U.S.C. 670a 
et seq.); 

(B) this subtitle; 
(C) a programmatic agreement between the 

Marine Corps and the California State His-
toric Preservation Officer regarding oper-
ation, maintenance, training, and construc-
tion at the United States Marine Air Ground 
Task Force Training Command, Marine 
Corps Air Ground Combat Center, 
Twentynine Palms, California; and 

(D) any other applicable law. 
(2) MANAGEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE 

INTERIOR.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), during the period of with-
drawal and reservation of land by this sec-
tion, the Secretary of the Interior shall man-
age the area described in subsection (a)(2)(B). 

(B) EXCEPTION.—Twice a year during the 
period of withdrawal and reservation of land 
by this section, there shall be a 30-day period 
during which the Secretary of the Navy 
shall— 

(i) manage the area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B); and 

(ii) exclusively use the area described in 
subsection (a)(2)(B) for military training 
purposes. 

(C) APPLICABLE LAW.—The Secretary of the 
Interior, during the period of the manage-
ment by the Secretary of the Interior under 
subparagraph (A), shall manage the area de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2)(B) for the pur-
poses described in subsection (a)(4), in ac-
cordance with— 

(i) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 

(ii) any other applicable law. 
(D) SECRETARY OF THE NAVY.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Navy, during the period of the management 
by the Secretary of the Navy under subpara-
graph (A), shall manage the area described in 
subsection (a)(2)(B) for the purposes de-
scribed in subsection (a)(3), in accordance 
with— 

(I) an integrated natural resources man-
agement plan prepared and implemented in 
accordance with title I of the Sikes Act (16 
U.S.C. 670a et seq.); 

(II) this subtitle; 
(III) the programmatic agreement de-

scribed in paragraph (1)(C); and 
(IV) any other applicable law. 
(ii) LIMITATION.—The Department of the 

Navy shall not fire dud-producing ordnance 
onto the land withdrawn by subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(3) PUBLIC ACCESS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 

2863, the area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(A) shall be closed to all public access 
unless otherwise authorized by the Secretary 
of the Navy. 

(B) PUBLIC RECREATIONAL USE.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The area described in sub-

section (a)(2)(B) shall be open to public rec-
reational use during the period in which the 
area is under the management of the Sec-
retary of the Interior, if there is a deter-
mination by the Secretary of the Navy that 
the area is suitable for public use. 
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(ii) DETERMINATION.—A determination of 

suitability under clause (i) shall not be with-
held without a specified reason. 

(C) RESOURCE MANAGEMENT GROUP.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Navy 

and the Secretary of the Interior, by agree-
ment, shall establish a Resource Manage-
ment Group comprised of representatives of 
the Departments of the Interior and Navy. 

(ii) DUTIES.—The Resource Management 
Group established under clause (i) shall— 

(I) develop and implement a public out-
reach plan to inform the public of the land 
uses changes and safety restrictions affect-
ing the land; and 

(II) advise the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of the Navy with respect 
to the issues associated with the multiple 
uses of the area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(iii) MEETINGS.—The Resource Manage-
ment Group established under clause (i) 
shall— 

(I) meet at least once a year; and 
(II) solicit input from relevant State agen-

cies, private off-highway vehicle interest 
groups, event managers, environmental ad-
vocacy groups, and others relating to the 
management and facilitation of recreational 
use within the area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(D) MILITARY TRAINING.— 
(i) NOT CONDITIONAL.—Military training 

within the area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B) shall not be conditioned on, or pre-
cluded by— 

(I) the lack of a recreation management 
plan or land use management plan for the 
area described in subsection (a)(2)(B) devel-
oped and implemented by the Secretary of 
the Interior; or 

(II) any legal or administrative challenge 
to a recreation management plan or land use 
plan developed under subclause (I). 

(ii) MANAGEMENT.—The area described in 
subsection (a)(2)(B) shall be managed in a 
manner that does not compromise the abil-
ity of the Department of the Navy to con-
duct military training in the area. 

(4) IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-

terior and the Secretary of the Navy shall 
enter into a written agreement to implement 
the management responsibilities of the re-
spective Secretaries with respect to the area 
described in subsection (a)(2)(B). 

(B) COMPONENTS.—The agreement entered 
into under subparagraph (A)— 

(i) shall be of a duration that is equal to 
the period of the withdrawal and reservation 
of land under this section; 

(ii) may be amended from time to time; 
(iii) may provide for the integration of the 

management plans required of the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy 
by this section; 

(iv) may provide for delegation to civilian 
law enforcement personnel of the Depart-
ment of the Navy of the authority of the 
Secretary of the Interior to enforce the laws 
relating to protection of natural and cul-
tural resources and fish and wildlife; and 

(v) may provide for the Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of the Navy to share 
resources so as to most efficiently and effec-
tively manage the area described in sub-
section (a)(2)(B). 

(5) JOHNSON VALLEY OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE 
RECREATION AREA.— 

(A) DESIGNATION.—The following areas are 
designated as the ‘‘Johnson Valley Off-High-
way Vehicle Recreation Area’’: 

(i) Approximately 45,000 acres (as depicted 
on the map referred to in subsection (a)(2)) of 
the existing Bureau of Land Management- 
designated Johnson Valley Off-Highway Ve-
hicle Area that is not withdrawn and re-

served for defense-related uses by this sec-
tion. 

(ii) The area described in subsection 
(a)(2)(B). 

(B) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—To the extent 
consistent with applicable Federal law (in-
cluding regulations) and this section, any 
authorized recreation activities and use des-
ignation in effect on the date of enactment 
of this Act and applicable to the Johnson 
Valley Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation Area 
may continue, including casual off-highway 
vehicular use and recreation. 

(C) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary of the 
Interior shall administer the Johnson Valley 
Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation Area (other 
than the portion of the area described in sub-
section (a)(2)(B) that is being managed in ac-
cordance with the other provisions of this 
section), in accordance with— 

(i) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 

(ii) any other applicable law. 
(D) TRANSIT.—In coordination with the 

Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of 
the Navy may authorize transit through the 
Johnson Valley Off-Highway Vehicle Recre-
ation Area for defense-related purposes sup-
porting military training (including military 
range management and management of exer-
cise activities) conducted on the land with-
drawn and reserved by this section. 

(c) DURATION OF WITHDRAWAL AND RES-
ERVATION.—The withdrawal and reservation 
made by this section terminate on March 31, 
2039. 
SEC. 2885. WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE AND 

FORT BLISS. 
(a) WITHDRAWAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to valid existing 

rights and paragraph (3), the Federal land de-
scribed in paragraph (2) is withdrawn from— 

(A) entry, appropriation, and disposal 
under the public land laws; 

(B) location, entry, and patent under the 
mining laws; and 

(C) operation of the mineral leasing, min-
eral materials, and geothermal leasing laws. 

(2) DESCRIPTION OF FEDERAL LAND.—The 
Federal land referred to in paragraph (1) con-
sists of— 

(A) the approximately 5,100 acres of land 
depicted as ‘‘Parcel 1’’ on the map entitled 
‘‘White Sands Missile Range/Fort Bliss/BLM 
Land Transfer and Withdrawal’’ and dated 
April 3, 2012 (referred to in this section as 
the ‘‘map’’); 

(B) the approximately 37,600 acres of land 
depicted as ‘‘Parcel 2’’, ‘‘Parcel 3’’, and ‘‘Par-
cel 4’’ on the map; and 

(C) any land or interest in land that is ac-
quired by the United States within the 
boundaries of the parcels described in sub-
paragraph (B). 

(3) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), the land depicted as ‘‘Parcel 4’’ on 
the map is not withdrawn for purposes of the 
issuance of oil and gas pipeline rights-of- 
way. 

(b) RESERVATION.—The Federal land de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2)(A) is reserved for 
use by the Secretary of the Army for mili-
tary purposes in accordance with Public 
Land Order 833, dated May 27, 1952 (17 Fed. 
Reg. 4822). 

(c) REVOCATION OF WITHDRAWAL.—Effective 
on the date of enactment of this Act— 

(1) Public Land Order 833, dated May 21, 
1952 (17 Fed. Reg. 4822), is revoked with re-
spect to the approximately 2,050 acres of land 
generally depicted as ‘‘Parcel 2’’ on the map; 
and 

(2) the land described in paragraph (1) shall 
be managed by the Secretary of the Interior 
as public land, in accordance with— 

(A) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 

(B) any other applicable laws. 

SA 2283. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for her-
self and Mr. KIRK) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 1197, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 
following: 

SEC. 237. UNITED STATES-ISRAEL MISSILE DE-
FENSE COOPERATION. 

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

(1) The State of Israel remains under the 
threat of continuing attack from missiles, 
rockets, and mortars fired at Israel by mili-
tants from terrorist organizations on its 
southern border and by Hezbollah on its 
northern border, which have killed and 
wounded many innocent Israeli civilians. 
Israel also faces significant ballistic missile 
threats from Iran and Syria. 

(2) The National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181) 
expressed the sense of Congress that the 
United States should have an active program 
of ballistic missile defense cooperation with 
Israel, and should take steps to improve the 
coordination, interoperability, and integra-
tion of United States and Israeli missile de-
fense capabilities, and to enhance the capa-
bility of both nations to defend against bal-
listic missile threats present in the Middle 
East region. 

(3) The United States-Israel Enhanced Se-
curity Cooperation Act of 2012 (22 U.S.C. 8601 
et seq.) states the policy of the United States 
to support the inherent right of Israel to 
self-defense and expresses the sense of Con-
gress that the United States Government 
should provide the Government of Israel 
such support as may be necessary to increase 
development and production of joint missile 
defense systems, particularly such systems 
that defend against the urgent threat posed 
to Israel and United States forces in the re-
gion. 

(4) It is central to the national security in-
terests of the United States to support 
Israel’s ability to defend itself against mis-
siles and rockets, including through joint co-
operation on the Arrow Weapon System 
(with Arrow–2 and Arrow–3 interceptors) and 
the David’s Sling Weapons System, along 
with continued support for the Iron Dome 
short-range rocket defense system. 

(5) The Arrow Weapon System, deployed 
with the Arrow–2 interceptor jointly devel-
oped by Israel and the United States, has 
been operational since 2000 and defends Israel 
against medium-range ballistic missiles. 

(6) The Arrow–3 interceptor, being jointly 
developed by the United States and Israel, is 
designed to intercept ballistic missiles with 
nuclear or chemical warheads at high alti-
tude. The Arrow–3 interceptor completed a 
successful fly-out test in February 2013. 

(7) The David’s Sling Weapon System, 
being jointly developed by the United States 
and Israel, is designed to intercept short- 
range ballistic missiles, medium-range and 
long-range rockets, and cruise missiles. The 
David’s Sling Weapon System successfully 
intercepted an inert medium-range rocket 
target in a November 2012 test. 

(8) The Israeli Defense Forces report that, 
during Operation Pillar of Defense in Novem-
ber 2012, the Iron Dome short-range rocket 
defense system achieved a success rate of 
about 85 percent against rockets bound for 
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Israeli population centers and infrastruc-
ture, thus averting large-scale casualties in 
Israel and enhancing Israel’s operational 
flexibility during the conflict. 

(9) Continued missile defense cooperation 
between the United States and Israel will 
further develop and enhance the missile de-
fense capability, and thus the security, of 
both the United States and Israel. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress— 
(1) reaffirms its commitment to the secu-

rity of our strategic partner Israel; 
(2) supports maintenance of an active pro-

gram of ballistic missile defense cooperation 
with Israel; 

(3) supports efforts to enhance the capa-
bility of both the United States and Israel to 
defend against ballistic missile threats 
present in the Middle East region; and 

(4) urges the Department of Defense to 
take all appropriate steps as may be nec-
essary to improve the coordination, inter-
operability, and integration of United States 
and Israeli missile defense capabilities. 

(c) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report 
on the status of missile defense cooperation 
between the United States and Israel. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report under this sub-
section shall include the following: 

(A) A description of the current program of 
ballistic missile defense cooperation between 
the United States and Israel, including its 
objectives and results to date. 

(B) A description of the actions taken 
within the previous year to improve the co-
ordination, interoperability, and integration 
of the missile defense capabilities of the 
United States and Israel. 

(C) A description of the actions planned to 
be taken by the Government of the United 
States and the Government Israel over the 
next year to improve the coordination, inter-
operability, and integration of their missile 
defense capabilities. 

(D) A description of the joint efforts of the 
United States and Israel to develop ballistic 
missile defense technologies and capabilities. 

(E) A description of the joint missile de-
fense exercises and training that have been 
conducted by the United States and Israel, 
and the lessons learned from those exercises. 

(F) A description of the cooperation by the 
United States and Israel in sharing ballistic 
missile threat assessments. 

(G) Any other matters the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

SA 2284. Mr. DONNELLY (for him-
self, Mr. CRUZ, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BLUNT, 
Mr. BEGICH, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. BENNET, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. BOOZMAN, Ms. HEITKAMP, Mr. 
CHAMBLISS, and Mr. MORAN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. TIERED PREFERENCE ELIGIBILITY 

FOR MEMBERS OF RESERVE COMPO-
NENTS OF THE ARMED FORCES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Military Reserve Jobs Act of 
2013’’. 

(b) PREFERENCE ELIGIBILITY FOR MEMBERS 
OF RESERVE COMPONENTS OF THE ARMED 

FORCES.—Section 2108 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (G)(iii), by striking 

‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (H), by adding ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (H) the 

following: 
‘‘(I) a qualified reservist;’’; 
(2) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(3) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(6) ‘qualified reservist’ means an indi-

vidual who is a member of a reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces on the date of the 
applicable determination— 

‘‘(A) who— 
‘‘(i) has completed at least 4 years of serv-

ice in a reserve component of the Armed 
Forces; and 

‘‘(ii) in each year of service in a reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, was cred-
ited with at least 50 points under section 
12732 of title 10; or 

‘‘(B) who— 
‘‘(i) has completed at least 10 years of serv-

ice in a reserve component of the Armed 
Forces; and 

‘‘(ii) in each year of service in a reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, was cred-
ited with at least 50 points under section 
12732 of title 10; and 

‘‘(7) ‘reserve component of the Armed 
Forces’ means a reserve component specified 
in section 101(27) of title 38.’’. 

(c) TIERED HIRING PREFERENCE FOR MEM-
BERS OF RESERVE COMPONENTS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES.—Section 3309 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) a preference eligible described in sec-

tion 2108(6)(B) - 4 points; and 
‘‘(4) a preference eligible described in sec-

tion 2108(6)(A) - 3 points.’’. 

SA 2285. Mr. WARNER (for himself, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. 
GRASSLEY) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 511 and insert the following: 
SEC. 511. EXPANSION AND ENHANCEMENT OF AU-

THORITIES RELATING TO PRO-
TECTED COMMUNICATIONS OF MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES AND 
PROHIBITED RETALIATORY AC-
TIONS. 

(a) EXPANSION OF PROHIBITED RETALIATORY 
PERSONNEL ACTIONS.—Subsection (b) of sec-
tion 1034 of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by inserting ‘‘or being perceived as mak-
ing or preparing’’ after ‘‘making or pre-
paring’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(C) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or a rep-

resentative of a Member of Congress’’ after 
‘‘a Member of Congress’’; 

(ii) in clause (iv), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(iii) by redesignating clause (v) as clause 
(vi); 

(iv) by inserting after clause (v) the fol-
lowing new clause (v): 

‘‘(v) a court, grand jury, or court-martial 
proceeding, or an authorized official of the 
Department of Justice or another law en-
forcement agency; or’’; and 

(v) in clause (vi), as redesignated by clause 
(iii) of this subparagraph, by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) testimony, or otherwise participating 
in or assisting in an investigation or pro-
ceeding related to a communication under 
subparagraph (A) or (B), or filing, causing to 
be filed, participating in, or otherwise assist-
ing in an action brought under this sec-
tion.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting after ‘‘any 
favorable action’’ the following: ‘‘, or a sig-
nificant change in a members duties or re-
sponsibilities not commensurate with the 
member’s grade’’. 

(b) INSPECTOR GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS OF 
ALLEGATIONS.—Subsection (c) of such section 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (4)’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (3), (4), and 
(5) as paragraphs (4), (5), and (6), respec-
tively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (3): 

‘‘(3) A communication described in para-
graph (2) shall not be excluded from the pro-
tections provided in this section because— 

‘‘(A) the communication was made to a 
person who participated in an activity that 
the member reasonably believed to be cov-
ered by paragraph (2); 

‘‘(B) the communication revealed informa-
tion that had previously been disclosed; 

‘‘(C) of the member’s motive for making 
the communication; 

‘‘(D) the communication was not made in 
writing; 

‘‘(E) the communication was made while 
the member was off duty; and 

‘‘(F) the communication was made during 
the normal course of duties of the member.’’; 

(4) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘subsection (h)’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘subsection (j)’’; 

(5) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated— 
(A) by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(A)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘paragraph (4)(A)’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)(D)’’ and in-

serting ‘‘paragraph (4)(D)’’; and 
(C) by striking ‘‘60 days’’ and inserting 

‘‘one year’’; and 
(6) in paragraph (6), as so redesignated, by 

striking ‘‘outside the immediate chain of 
command’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘both of the following: 

‘‘(A) Outside the immediate chain of com-
mand of both the member submitting the al-
legation and the individual or individuals al-
leged to have taken the retaliatory action. 

‘‘(B) At least one organization higher in 
the chain of command than the organization 
of the member submitting the allegation and 
the individual or individuals alleged to have 
taken the retaliatory action.’’. 

(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS OF 
UNDERLYING ALLEGATIONS.—Subsection (d) of 
such section is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) of subsection (c)(2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of 
subsection (c)(2)’’. 

(d) REPORTS ON INVESTIGATIONS.—Sub-
section (e) of such section is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
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(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(3)(E)’’ both 

places it appears and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)(4)(E)’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and the Secretary of the 
military department concerned’’ after ‘‘the 
Secretary of Defense’’; and 

(C) by striking ‘‘to the Secretary,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘to such Secretaries,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and the 
Secretary of the military department con-
cerned’’ after ‘‘the Secretary of Defense’’. 

(e) ACTION IN CASE OF VIOLATIONS.—Such 
section is further amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (f), (g), (h), 
and (i) as subsections (g), (h), (i), and (j), re-
spectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection (f): 

‘‘(f) ACTION IN CASE OF VIOLATIONS.—(1) Not 
later than 30 days after receiving a report 
from the Inspector General under subsection 
(e), the Secretary of Homeland Security or 
the Secretary of the military department 
concerned, as applicable, shall determine 
whether there is sufficient basis to conclude 
whether a personnel action prohibited by 
subsection (b) has occurred, and, if so, shall 
order such action as is necessary to correct 
the record of a personnel action prohibited 
by subsection (b). Such Secretary shall take 
any appropriate disciplinary action against 
the individual who committed such prohib-
ited personnel action. 

‘‘(2) If the Secretary of Homeland Security 
or the Secretary of the military department 
concerned, as applicable, determines that an 
order for corrective or disciplinary action is 
not appropriate, not later than 30 days after 
making the determination, such Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(A) provide to the Secretary of Defense 
and the member or former member, a notice 
of the determination and the reasons for not 
taking action; and 

‘‘(B) refer the report to the appropriate 
board for the correction of military records 
for further review under subsection (g).’’. 

(f) CORRECTION OF RECORDS.—Subsection 
(g) of such section, as redesignated by sub-
section (e)(1) of this section, is further 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: ‘‘In a case re-
ferred to the Board by the Secretary of 
Homeland Security or the Secretary of a 
military Department pursuant to subsection 
(f), the Board shall review the matter.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘board 
elects to hold’’ in the matter preceding sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting ‘‘board holds’’. 

(g) REVIEW.—Subsection (h) of such sec-
tion, as redesignated by subsection (e)(1) of 
this section, is further amended by striking 
‘‘subsection (f)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(g)’’. 

SA 2286. Mr. COONS (for himself and 
Mr. WICKER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN SUBCONTRAC-

TORS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8(d) of the Small 

Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(d)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(16) CREDIT FOR CERTAIN SUBCON-
TRACTOR.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of deter-
mining whether a prime contractor has at-
tained the percentage goals specified in para-
graph (6)— 

‘‘(i) if the subcontracting goals pertain 
only to a single contract with an executive 
agency, the prime contractor shall receive 
credit for a small business concern per-
forming as a first tier subcontractor or a 
subcontractor at any tier under the subcon-
tracting plans required under paragraph 
(6)(D), in an amount equal to the dollar value 
of work awarded to the small business con-
cern; and 

‘‘(ii) if the subcontracting goals pertain to 
more than 1 contract with 1 or more execu-
tive agencies, or to 1 contract with more 
than 1 executive agency, the prime con-
tractor shall only receive credit for a small 
business concern that is a first tier subcon-
tractor, in an amount equal to the dollar 
value of work awarded to the small business 
concern. 

‘‘(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) shall be construed to limit 
the responsibility of a prime contractor to 
provide the maximum practicable opportuni-
ties for participation by small business con-
cerns as first tier subcontractors.’’ 

(b) DEFINITIONS PERTAINING TO SUBCON-
TRACTING.—Section 3 of the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 632) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(dd) DEFINITIONS PERTAINING TO SUBCON-
TRACTING.—In this Act: 

‘‘(1) AT ANY TIER.—The term ‘at any tier’ 
means any subcontractor that is not a first 
tier subcontractor. 

‘‘(2) FIRST TIER SUBCONTRACTOR.—The term 
‘first tier subcontractor’ means a subcon-
tractor who has a subcontract directly with 
the prime contractor. 

‘‘(3) SUBCONTRACT.—The term ‘subcontract’ 
means a legally binding agreement between 
a contractor that is already under contract 
to another party to perform work, and a 
third party, for the third party to perform a 
part, or all, of the work that the contractor 
has undertaken. 

‘‘(4) SUBCONTRACTOR.—The term ‘subcon-
tractor’ means any a third party entering a 
subcontract.’’. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE 
DATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration, the Secretary of Defense, and the 
Administrator of General Services shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Small Business and 
Entrepreneurship and the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Small Business and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House of 
Representatives a plan to— 

(A) implement this section and the amend-
ments made by this section; and 

(B) ensure that the appropriate tracking 
mechanisms are in place to enable trans-
parency of subcontracting activities at all 
tiers. 

(2) COMPLETION.—Not later 180 days after 
the date on which the plan described in para-
graph (1) is submitted, the Administrator of 
the Small Business Administration, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Administrator of 
General Services shall complete the actions 
required by the plan. 

(3) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date on which the actions required 
under the plan described in paragraph (1) are 
completed, the Administrator of the Small 
Business Administration and the Federal Ac-
quisition Council shall promulgate any regu-
lations necessary to implement this section 
and the amendments made by this section. 

(4) APPLICATION.—Any regulations promul-
gated under paragraph (3) shall not apply to 

any contract entered into before the first 
day of the first full fiscal year after the date 
on which the regulations are promulgated. 

(d) GAO STUDY ON SUBCONTRACTING RE-
PORTING SYSTEMS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Small 
Business and Entrepreneurship of the Senate 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives a report studying 
the feasibility of using Federal subcon-
tracting reporting systems (including the 
Federal subaward reporting system required 
by section 2 of the Federal Funding Account-
ability and Transparency Act of 2006 (31 
U.S.C. 6101 note) and any electronic subcon-
tracting reporting award system used by the 
Small Business Administration) to attribute 
subcontractors to particular contracts in the 
case of contractors that have subcontracting 
plans under section 8(d) of the Small Busi-
ness Act that pertain to multiple contracts 
with executive agencies. 

SA 2287. Mr. KIRK submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes ; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title II, add the 
following: 
SEC. 237. PROHIBITION ON INTEGRATION OF CHI-

NESE MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEMS 
INTO UNITED STATES MISSILE DE-
FENSE SYSTEMS. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that missile defense systems of the 
People’s Republic of China should not be in-
tegrated into the missile defense systems of 
the United States or the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

(b) FUNDING PROHIBITION.—None of the 
amounts authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act or otherwise made available for fis-
cal year 2014 for the Department of Defense 
may be obligated or expended to integrate 
missile defense systems of the People’s Re-
public of China into United States missile 
defense systems. 

SA 2288. Mr. LEE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2815. LAND CONVEYANCE, CAMP WILLIAMS, 

UTAH. 
(a) CONVEYANCE REQUIRED.—Not later than 

120 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior, act-
ing through the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, shall convey, without consideration, 
to the State of Utah all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to certain 
lands comprising approximately 420 acres, as 
generally depicted on a map entitled ‘‘Pro-
posed Camp Williams Land Transfer’’ and 
dated June 14, 2011, which are located within 
the boundaries of the public lands currently 
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withdrawn for military use by the Utah Na-
tional Guard and known as Camp Williams, 
Utah, for the purpose of permitting the Utah 
National Guard to use the conveyed land for 
National Guard and national defense pur-
poses. 

(b) SUPERSEDENCE OF EXECUTIVE ORDER.— 
Executive Order No. 1922 of April 24, 1914, as 
amended by section 907 of the Camp W.G. 
Williams Land Exchange Act of 1989 (title IX 
of Public Law 101–628; 104 Stat. 4501), is here-
by superseded, only insofar as it affects the 
lands identified for conveyance to the State 
of Utah under subsection (a). 

(c) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—The lands 
conveyed to the State of Utah under sub-
section (a) shall revert to the United States 
if the Secretary of Defense determines that 
the land, or any portion thereof, is sold or 
attempted to be sold, or that the land, or any 
portion thereof, is used for non-National 
Guard or non-national defense purposes. 

(d) HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.—With respect 
to any portion of the land conveyed under 
subsection (a) that the Secretary of Defense 
determines is subject to reversion under sub-
section (c), if the Secretary of Defense also 
determines that the portion of the conveyed 
land contains hazardous materials, the State 
of Utah shall pay the United States an 
amount equal to the fair market value of 
that portion of the land, and the rever-
sionary interest shall not apply to that por-
tion of the land. 

SA 2289. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. RELEASE OF REPORT ON ENERGY AND 

COST SAVINGS IN NONBUILDING AP-
PLICATIONS. 

Not later than 15 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary of Energy 
and the Secretary of Defense shall jointly 
publish on a public website and otherwise 
make available to the public the report on 
the results of the study of energy and cost 
savings in nonbuilding applications required 
under section 518(b) of the Energy Independ-
ence and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 
110–140; 121 Stat. 1660). 

SA 2290. Mr. SCHATZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2815. LONG-TERM ENERGY SAVINGS CON-

TRACTS. 
(a) DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE.—Section 

2913(d) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘for up to 
25 years’’ after ‘‘enter into agreements’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) An agreement entered into under this 
subsection shall include requirements for 

measurement, verification, and performance 
assurances or guarantees of energy sav-
ings.’’. 

(b) OTHER AGENCIES.—Section 546(c) of the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 8256(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘with 
agreements for up to 25 years’’ after ‘‘con-
servation incentive programs’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) Any agreement entered into under 
paragraph (3) shall include requirements for 
measurement, verification, and performance 
assurances or guarantees of energy sav-
ings.’’. 

SA 2291. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself 
and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 573. NOTICE TO COMMANDING OFFICERS ON 

CHILD ABUSE COMMITTED BY MEM-
BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES. 

Section 1794 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(g) NOTICE TO COMMANDING OFFICERS ON 
CHILD ABUSE COMMITTED BY MEMBERS.—No-
tice on an incident of child abuse committed 
by a member of the armed forces shall be 
submitted to an officer in grade O–6 in the 
chain of command of the member.’’. 

SA 2292. Mr. HARKIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1054. PROHIBITION RELATING TO TOBACCO 

PRODUCTS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Tobacco use by military personnel has 

two major economic effects on the Depart-
ment of Defense, the cost of health care for 
military personnel (active-duty, retired, and 
dependents), and the cost of lost produc-
tivity. 

(2) The Department of Defense spends over 
$1,600,000,000 a year on tobacco-related med-
ical care, increased hospitalization, and lost 
days of work (according to Department of 
Defense figures for 2008). 

(3) Over the next 10 years, the net present 
value of preventable smoking-attributable 
health-care expenditures is $19,685,000,000 for 
the entire population of veterans, an average 
of $21,444 for each current veteran smoker. 

(4) The cost of treating individuals for to-
bacco-related diseases in the TRICARE sys-
tem is estimated to be over $500,000,000 per 
year (or 4 percent of the total TRICARE 
budget) for medical care and $346,000,000 in 
lost productivity. These expenses are pri-
marily for care of individuals who had car-

diovascular disease or respiratory problems. 
Other tobacco related costs included treat-
ment of cancer, cerebrovascular diseases, 
and newborn health complications. 

(5) In 2008, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs spent over $5,000,000,000 to treat chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease. More than 80 
percent of chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease is attributed to smoking. 

(6) The Department of Veterans Affairs 
spent an additional 1,300,000,000 in 2008 on ar-
teriosclerosis, another smoking-related dis-
ease. 

(7) Tobacco use has been implicated in 
higher dropout rates during and after basic 
training, poorer visual acuity, and a higher 
rate of absenteeism in active-duty military 
personnel in addition to a multitude of 
health problems. 

(8) Military retirees and their dependents 
incur greater tobacco-related health costs 
than do active-duty members of the military 
or their dependents. 

(9) Over 9,200 hospital-bed days for active- 
duty personnel were attributed to tobacco- 
related diseases, or about 10 percent of the 
total Department of Defense hospital-bed 
days and 1.5 percent of all active-duty hos-
pital-bed days (Helyer et al., 1998). 

(10) Tobacco-related medical costs amount-
ed to $20,000,000 in a 1997 Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention study of smoking in 
active-duty Air Force personnel, or 6 percent 
of total Air Force medical system expendi-
tures (2000). 

(11) A 2007 study (Dall et al) calculated 
that moderate to heavy smoking was associ-
ated with greater absenteeism in the 
TRICARE Prime enrolled population, 356,000 
full time equivalent days were lost per year, 
and 30,000 full time equivalent days were lost 
as a result of below-normal work perform-
ance. 

(12) The Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention has determined the following 
mortality rates : 

(A) Cigarette smoking is associated with 
about one of every five deaths in the United 
States each year. 

(B) Cigarette smoking is associated with 
more than 440,000 deaths annually (including 
deaths from secondhand smoke). 

(C) Life expectancy for smokers is at least 
10 years shorter than for nonsmokers. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall promulgate regulations to prohibit the 
sale of discounted tobacco products in any 
commissary store or exchange store under 
the commissary system and the exchange 
system operated under chapter 147 of title 10, 
United States Code. 

SA 2293. Mr. HARKIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 502. DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ON ACCES-

SION OF CANDIDATES WITH AUDI-
TORY IMPAIRMENTS AS AIR FORCE 
OFFICERS. 

(a) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM REQUIRED.— 
Beginning not later than 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force shall carry out a 
demonstration program to assess the feasi-
bility and advisability of permitting individ-
uals with auditory impairments (including 
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deafness) to access as officers of the Air 
Force. 

(b) CANDIDATES.— 
(1) NUMBER OF CANDIDATES.—The total 

number of individuals with auditory impair-
ments who may participate in the dem-
onstration program shall be not fewer than 
15 individuals or more than 20 individuals. 

(2) MIX AND RANGE OF AUDITORY IMPAIR-
MENTS.—The individuals who participate in 
the demonstration program shall include in-
dividuals who are deaf and individuals who 
have a range of other auditory impairments. 

(3) QUALIFICATION FOR ACCESSION.—Any in-
dividual who is chosen to participate in the 
demonstration program shall meet all essen-
tial qualifications for accession as an officer 
in the Air Force, other than those related to 
having an auditory impairment. 

(c) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Air 

Force shall— 
(A) publicize the demonstration program 

nationally, including to individuals who 
have auditory impairments and would be 
otherwise qualified for officer training; 

(B) create a process whereby interested in-
dividuals can apply for the demonstration 
program; and 

(C) select the participants for the dem-
onstration program, from among the pool of 
applicants, based on the criteria in sub-
section (b). 

(2) NO PRIOR SERVICE AS AIR FORCE OFFI-
CERS.—Participants selected for the dem-
onstration program shall be individuals who 
have not previously served as officers in the 
Air Force. 

(d) BASIC OFFICER TRAINING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The participants in the 

demonstration program shall undergo, at the 
election of the Secretary of the Air Force, 
the Basic Officer Training course or the 
Commissioned Officer Training course at 
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. 

(2) NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS.—Once indi-
viduals begin participating in the dem-
onstration program, each Basic Officer 
Training course or Commissioned Officer 
Training course at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama, shall include not fewer than 4, or 
more than 6, participants in the demonstra-
tion program until all participants have 
completed such training. 

(3) AUXILIARY AIDS AND SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall ensure that partici-
pants in the demonstration program have 
the necessary auxiliary aids and services (as 
that term is defined in section 4 of the Amer-
icans With Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
12103)) in order to fully participate in the 
demonstration program. 

(e) COORDINATION.— 
(1) SPECIAL ADVISOR.—The Secretary of the 

Air Force shall designate a special advisor to 
the demonstration program to act as a re-
source for participants in the demonstration 
program, as well as a liaison between partici-
pants in the demonstration program and 
those providing the officer training. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—The special advisor 
shall be a member of the Armed Forces on 
active duty— 

(A) who— 
(i) if a commissioned officer, shall be in 

grade O–3 or higher; or 
(ii) if an enlisted member, shall be in grade 

E–5 or higher; and 
(B) who is knowledgeable about issues in-

volving, and accommodations for, individ-
uals with auditory impairments (including 
deafness). 

(3) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The special advisor 
shall be responsible for facilitating the offi-
cer training for participants in the dem-
onstration program, intervening and resolv-
ing issues and accommodations during the 
training, and such other duties as the Sec-

retary of the Air Force may assign to facili-
tate the success of the demonstration pro-
gram and participants. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than two years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Air Force shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on the demonstration program. The re-
port shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the demonstration pro-
gram and the participants in the demonstra-
tion program. 

(2) The outcome of the demonstration pro-
gram, including— 

(A) the number of participants in the dem-
onstration program that successfully com-
pleted the Basic Officer Training course or 
the Commissioned Officer Training course; 

(B) the number of participants in the dem-
onstration program that were recommended 
for continued military service; 

(C) the issues that were encountered dur-
ing the program; and 

(D) such recommendation for modifica-
tions to the demonstration program as the 
Secretary considers appropriate to increase 
further inclusion of individuals with audi-
tory disabilities serving as officers in the Air 
Force or other Armed Forces. 

(3) Such recommendations for legislative 
or administrative action as the Secretary 
considers appropriate in light of the dem-
onstration program. 

(g) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions, and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 

SA 2294. Mr. PORTMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. REPORTING ON GOALS FOR PROCURE-

MENT CONTRACTS AWARDED TO 
SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS. 

Section 15(h)(1) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 644(h)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A), by striking ‘‘describing’’ and inserting 
‘‘including’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’; 
and 

(3) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(C) if the agency failed to achieve the 
goals established for the agency under sub-
section (g)(2) for such fiscal year— 

‘‘(i) any justifications for the failure to 
achieve such goals; and 

‘‘(ii) a remediation plan, which shall— 
‘‘(I) be based on an analysis of factors that 

led to the failure to achieve such goals; and 
‘‘(II) include proposed new practices to bet-

ter achieve such goals; 
‘‘(D) methods of enforcement, including 

any penalties imposed, with respect to prime 
contractors that did not meet the subcon-
tracting goals established for the agency 
under subsection (g)(2) for such fiscal year; 

‘‘(E) methods to incentivize prime contrac-
tors to achieve the subcontracting goals es-

tablished for the agency under subsection 
(g)(2); and 

‘‘(F) a certification by the agency regard-
ing whether prime contractors took all fea-
sible steps to implement the subcontracting 
plans required under section 8(d) for such fis-
cal year.’’. 

SA 2295. Mr. KIRK (for himself, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. RUBIO, 
Mr. GRAHAM, Ms. AYOTTE, and Mr. 
MORAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XII, add the following: 
Subtitle D—Iran Sanctions 

SEC. 1241. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS; 
STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

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

(1) The Government of Iran continues to 
expand the nuclear and missile programs of 
Iran in violation of multiple United Nations 
Security Council resolutions. 

(2) The Government of Iran has a decades- 
long track record of cheating on and vio-
lating commitments regarding the nuclear 
program of Iran and has used more than 10 
years of diplomatic negotiations to allow 
more time to expand its nuclear weapons 
program. 

(3) Iran remains the number one exporter 
of terrorism in the world and as recently as 
2011 was plotting to assassinate a foreign of-
ficial in the United States. 

(4) Over the last 30 years, the Government 
of Iran and its terrorist proxies have been re-
sponsible for the deaths of citizens of the 
United States. 

(5) The Government of Iran and its ter-
rorist proxies continue to provide military 
and financial support to the regime of 
Bashar al-Assad in Syria, aiding that regime 
in the mass killing of the people of Syria. 

(6) The Government of Iran continues to 
sow instability in the Middle East and 
threaten its neighbors, including allies of the 
United States such as Israel. 

(7) The Government of Iran denies its peo-
ple fundamental freedoms, including freedom 
of the press, freedom of assembly, freedom of 
religion, and freedom of conscience. 

(8) Sanctions imposed with respect to Iran 
by the United States and the international 
community have assisted in bringing Iran to 
the negotiating table, but other countries, 
such as North Korea, have used diplomatic 
talks regarding their nuclear programs to 
allow time for the development of nuclear 
weapons. 

(9) President Hasan Rouhani of Iran has in 
the past bragged about his success in buying 
time for Iran to make nuclear advances. 

(10) Based on the stockpile of low enriched 
uranium held by the Government of Iran and 
its plan to continue installing advanced cen-
trifuges, the Government of Iran could agree 
to suspend all enrichment of uranium to 
greater than 3.5 percent and still be in a po-
sition to produce weapons-grade uranium 
without detection by the middle of 2014. 

(11) If the Government of Iran commences 
the operation of its heavy water reactor in 
Arak, it could establish an alternate path-
way to a nuclear weapon, producing enough 
plutonium each year for one or 2 nuclear 
weapons. 
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(12) As of the date of the enactment of this 

Act, 19 countries access nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes without conducting any 
enrichment or reprocessing activities within 
that country. 

(13) The Government of Iran could likewise 
access nuclear energy for peaceful purposes 
without conducting any enrichment or re-
processing activities within Iran. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the Government of Iran must not be al-
lowed to develop nuclear weapons capabili-
ties; 

(2) all instruments of power and influence 
of the United States should remain on the 
table to prevent the Government of Iran 
from developing nuclear weapons capabili-
ties; 

(3) the Government of Iran does not have 
an absolute or inherent right to enrichment 
and reprocessing capabilities and tech-
nologies under the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, done at Wash-
ington, London, and Moscow July 1, 1968, and 
entered into force March 5, 1970 (commonly 
known as the ‘‘Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty’’); 

(4) any interim agreement with Iran re-
garding its nuclear program must require 
that Iran comply with all United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions concerning the 
nuclear program of Iran, including by— 

(A) suspending enrichment at all facilities; 
(B) suspending construction of a heavy 

water nuclear reactor in Arak; and 
(C) ceasing all work related to nuclear 

weaponization and providing full trans-
parency with respect to the cessation of that 
work; 

(5) given the decades-long history of decep-
tion by the Government of Iran with respect 
to the nuclear program of Iran, and viola-
tions by that government of its obligations 
under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, any final agreement with 
Iran regarding its nuclear program must— 

(A) prevent that government from pos-
sessing any enrichment or reprocessing capa-
bilities; 

(B) provide for the continuous monitoring 
of the nuclear program of Iran under a strict 
verification regime, including inspections at 
any time or place; 

(C) result in Iran surrendering its supply of 
enriched material to the International 
Atomic Energy Agency; 

(D) prevent any operation of the reactor in 
Arak; and 

(E) require that Iran sign and abide by the 
Protocol Additional to the Agreement Be-
tween Iran and the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency for the Application of Safe-
guards in Connection with the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, done 
at Vienna December 18, 2003 (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Additional Protocol’’); 

(6) a violation by Iran of any interim or 
final agreement with respect to the nuclear 
program of Iran should result in the imme-
diate imposition of comprehensive economic 
sanctions, including on all petroleum-related 
exports and additional restrictions on finan-
cial and commercial activity by Iran; and 

(7) if the Government of Israel is compelled 
to take military action against Iran in self- 
defense, the Government of the United 
States should provide diplomatic, military, 
and economic support to the Government of 
Israel in its defense of its territory, people, 
and existence. 

(c) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy 
of the United States— 

(1) to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and material related to nuclear 
weapons because of the significant negative 
impact of that proliferation, particularly to 
countries that do not possess nuclear weap-

ons, including Iran, on the national security 
and economic interests of the United States 
and other countries; 

(2) to ensure that the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons and material related to nu-
clear weapons be strictly restricted; 

(3) to ensure that countries that do not 
possess nuclear weapons, including Iran, do 
not obtain nuclear weapons; 

(4) to take such actions as may be nec-
essary to implement the policy described in 
paragraph (3); 

(5) to ensure that Iran ceases all domestic 
uranium enrichment and reprocessing tech-
nology development, installation, and oper-
ation; 

(6) to ensure that Iran ceases all pluto-
nium-related activities and dismantles all 
plutonium-related facilities; and 

(7) that any negotiated agreement with the 
Government of Iran regarding its nuclear 
program, whether interim or otherwise, 
must— 

(A) include clear, measurable, and 
verifiable requirements for the Government 
of Iran to substantially and effectively ter-
minate any activities that may be related to 
the development of a nuclear weapons capa-
bility before any existing sanctions or other 
measures with respect to Iran are modified, 
whether temporarily or otherwise; and 

(B) because of the significant impact of 
such an agreement on the national security 
and economic interests of the United States, 
including the impact on commerce, trade, 
and sanctions policy, be submitted to Con-
gress and be subject to a congressional reso-
lution of disapproval. 

SEC. 1242. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) ACCOUNT; CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT; PAY-

ABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNT.—The terms ‘‘ac-
count’’, ‘‘correspondent account’’, and ‘‘pay-
able-through account’’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 5318A of title 31, 
United States Code. 

(2) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term 
‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602). 

(3) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives. 

(4) FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘‘foreign financial institution’’ has the 
meaning determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury pursuant to section 104(i) of the 
Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Account-
ability, and Divestment Act of 2010 (22 U.S.C. 
8513(i)). 

(5) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’, 
with respect to conduct, a circumstance, or a 
result, means that a person has actual 
knowledge, or should have known, of the 
conduct, the circumstance, or the result. 

(6) MEDICAL DEVICE.—The term ‘‘medical 
device’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 

(7) MEDICINE.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has 
the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 

(8) NATIONAL BALANCE SHEET.—The term 
‘‘national balance sheet of Iran’’ refers to 
the ratio of the assets of the Government of 
Iran to the liabilities of that Government. 

SEC. 1243. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO FOREIGN FINANCIAL IN-
STITUTIONS THAT PROVIDE THE 
GOVERNMENT OF IRAN ACCESS TO 
ASSETS OF THAT GOVERNMENT OR 
UNDERWRITING, INSURANCE, OR RE-
INSURANCE SERVICES. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON PROVIDING ACCESS TO OR 
USE OF CERTAIN ASSETS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the President 
shall prohibit the opening, and prohibit or 
impose strict conditions on the maintaining, 
in the United States of a correspondent ac-
count or a payable-through account by a for-
eign financial institution that the President 
determines has knowingly, on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, directly or 
indirectly provided to a person described in 
subsection (c) access to, the use of, or the 
ability to make a payment with, any asset, 
fund, or account owned or controlled by, or 
owed to, that person or another person de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

(b) PROHIBITION ON PROVIDING UNDER-
WRITING, INSURANCE, AND REINSURANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President shall 
impose 5 or more of the sanctions described 
in section 6(a) of the Iran Sanctions Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104-172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) 
with respect to a person if the President de-
termines that the person knowingly, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
provides underwriting services or insurance 
or reinsurance to a person described in sub-
section (c). 

(2) TREATMENT OF SANCTIONS RELATING TO 
IMPORTATION OF GOODS.—The requirement to 
impose sanctions under paragraph (1) shall 
not include the authority to impose sanc-
tions relating to the importation of goods 
under paragraph (8)(A) or (12) of section 6(a) 
of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996, and any 
sanction relating to the importation of goods 
shall not count for purposes of the require-
ment to impose sanctions under paragraph 
(1). 

(3) EXCEPTION FOR UNDERWRITERS AND IN-
SURANCE PROVIDERS EXERCISING DUE DILI-
GENCE.—The President may not impose sanc-
tions under paragraph (1) with respect to a 
person that provides underwriting services 
or insurance or reinsurance if the President 
determines that the person has exercised due 
diligence in establishing and enforcing offi-
cial policies, procedures, and controls to en-
sure that the person does not underwrite or 
enter into a contract to provide insurance or 
reinsurance for a person described in sub-
section (c). 

(c) PERSON DESCRIBED.—A person described 
in this subsection is any of the following: 

(1) The state and the Government of Iran, 
or any political subdivision, agency, or in-
strumentality of that Government, including 
the Central Bank of Iran. 

(2) Any person owned or controlled, di-
rectly or indirectly, by that Government. 

(3) Any person acting or purporting to act, 
directly or indirectly, for or on behalf of that 
Government. 

(4) Any other person determined by the 
President to be described in paragraph (1), 
(2), or (3). 
SEC. 1244. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-

SPECT TO THE SALE, SUPPLY, OR 
TRANSFER OF CERTAIN GOODS AND 
SERVICES TO OR FROM IRAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the President shall 
impose 5 or more of the sanctions described 
in section 6(a) of the Iran Sanctions Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104-172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note) 
with respect to a person if the President de-
termines that the person knowingly, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
sells, supplies, or transfers to Iran, directly 
or indirectly, a good or service that is a type 
of good or service that is— 
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(1) used by Iran as a medium for barter, 

swap, or any other exchange or transaction; 
or 

(2) listed as an asset of the Government of 
Iran for the purpose of the national balance 
sheet of Iran. 

(b) TREATMENT OF SANCTIONS RELATING TO 
IMPORTATION OF GOODS.—The requirement to 
impose sanctions under subsection (a) shall 
not include the authority to impose sanc-
tions relating to the importation of goods 
under paragraph (8)(A) or (12) of section 6(a) 
of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996, and any 
sanction relating to the importation of goods 
shall not count for purposes of the require-
ment to impose sanctions under subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 1245. HUMANITARIAN EXCEPTION. 

The President may not impose sanctions 
under this subtitle with respect to any per-
son for conducting or facilitating a trans-
action for the sale of agricultural commod-
ities, food, medicine, or medical devices to 
Iran or for the provision of humanitarian as-
sistance to the people of Iran. 
SEC. 1246. SUSPENSION OF SANCTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President may sus-
pend the imposition of sanctions under this 
subtitle if the President determines and re-
ports to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees that Iran has— 

(1) suspended all enrichment, reprocessing, 
and heavy water-related activities and facil-
ity construction; 

(2) suspended any activity related to bal-
listic missiles capable of delivering nuclear 
weapons, including any launch using bal-
listic missile technology; 

(3) ratified and begun to make substantial 
efforts toward the full implementation of the 
Protocol Additional to the Agreement Be-
tween Iran and the International Atomic En-
ergy Agency for the Application of Safe-
guards in Connection with the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, done 
at Vienna December 18, 2003 (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Additional Protocol’’); 

(4) fully cooperated with the International 
Atomic Energy Agency on all outstanding 
issues, particularly those that give rise to 
concerns about the possible military dimen-
sions of the Iranian nuclear program; and 

(5) fulfilled its obligations pursuant to 
United Nations Security Council Resolution 
1929 (2010). 

(b) REINSTATEMENT OF SANCTIONS.—If the 
President, during a period in which the 
President has suspended sanctions under 
subsection (a), receives information from 
any entity, including the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, the Secretary of De-
fense, the Secretary of State, the Secretary 
of Energy, or the Director of National Intel-
ligence, that Iran has, since the suspension 
of sanctions took effect, engaged in any en-
richment, reprocessing, heavy water, or bal-
listic missile-related activity or construc-
tion, or has refused to cooperate in any way 
with the requests of the International Atom-
ic Energy Agency, the President shall— 

(1) not later than 10 days after receiving 
the information, determine whether the in-
formation is credible and accurate; 

(2) notify the appropriate congressional 
committees of that determination; and 

(3) if the President determines that the in-
formation is credible and accurate, not later 
than 5 days after that determination, rein-
state the sanctions suspended under sub-
section (a). 

SA 2296. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 

and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 585. MEDALS FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 

FORCES AND CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WHO WERE KILLED OR WOUNDED IN 
THE NOVEMBER 5, 2009, ATTACK AT 
FORT HOOD, TEXAS. 

(a) PURPLE HEART.— 
(1) AWARD.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 57 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 1129 the following new section: 

‘‘§ 1129a. Purple Heart: members killed or 
wounded in attacks of homegrown violent 
extremists motivated or inspired by foreign 
terrorist organizations 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the 

award of the Purple Heart, the Secretary 
concerned shall treat a member of the armed 
forces described in subsection (b) in the same 
manner as a member who is killed or wound-
ed in action as a result of an act of an enemy 
of the United States. 

‘‘(b) COVERED MEMBERS.—A member de-
scribed in this subsection is a member who 
was killed or wounded in an attack per-
petrated by a homegrown violent extremist 
who was inspired or motivated to engage in 
violent action by a foreign terrorist organi-
zation, unless the death or wound is the re-
sult of willful misconduct of the member. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘foreign terrorist organiza-

tion’ means an entity designated as a foreign 
terrorist organization by the Secretary of 
State pursuant to section 219 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1189). 

‘‘(2) The term ‘homegrown violent extrem-
ist’ shall have the meaning given that term 
by the Secretary of Defense in regulations 
prescribed for purposes of this section.’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 57 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1129 the following 
new item: 

‘‘1129a. Purple Heart: members killed or 
wounded in attacks of home-
grown violent extremists moti-
vated or inspired by foreign ter-
rorist organizations.’’. 

(2) RETROACTIVE EFFECTIVE DATE AND AP-
PLICATION.— 

(A) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect as of 
September 11, 2001. 

(B) REVIEW OF CERTAIN PREVIOUS INCI-
DENTS.—The Secretaries concerned shall un-
dertake a review of each death or wounding 
of a member of the Armed Forces that oc-
curred between September 11, 2001, and the 
date of the enactment of this Act under cir-
cumstances that could qualify as being the 
result of the attack of a homegrown violent 
extremist as described in section 1129a of 
title 10, United States Code (as added by 
paragraph (1)), to determine whether the 
death or wounding qualifies as a death or 
wounding resulting from a homegrown vio-
lent extremist attack motivated or inspired 
by a foreign terrorist organization for pur-
poses of the award of the Purple Heart pursu-
ant to such section (as so added). 

(C) ACTIONS FOLLOWING REVIEW.—If the 
death or wounding of a member of the Armed 
Forces reviewed under subparagraph (B) is 
determined to qualify as a death or wound-
ing resulting from a homegrown violent ex-
tremist attack motivated or inspired by a 
foreign terrorist organization as described in 

section 1129a of title 10, United States Code 
(as so added), the Secretary concerned shall 
take appropriate action under such section 
to award the Purple Heart to the member. 

(D) SECRETARY CONCERNED DEFINED.—In 
this paragraph, the term ‘‘Secretary con-
cerned’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 101(a)(9) of title 10, United States 
Code. 

(b) SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MEDAL FOR THE 
DEFENSE OF FREEDOM.— 

(1) REVIEW OF THE NOVEMBER 5, 2009 ATTACK 
AT FORT HOOD, TEXAS.—If the Secretary con-
cerned determines, after a review under sub-
section (a)(2)(B) regarding the attack that 
occurred at Fort Hood, Texas, on November 
5, 2009, that the death or wounding of any 
member of the Armed Forces in that attack 
qualified as a death or wounding resulting 
from a homegrown violent extremist attack 
motivated or inspired by a foreign terrorist 
organization as described in section 1129a of 
title 10, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)), the Secretary of Defense shall 
make a determination as to whether the 
death or wounding of any civilian employee 
of the Department of Defense or civilian con-
tractor in the same attack meets the eligi-
bility criteria for the award of the Secretary 
of Defense Medal for the Defense of Freedom. 

(2) AWARD.—If the Secretary of Defense de-
termines under paragraph (1) that the death 
or wounding of any civilian employee of the 
Department of Defense or civilian contractor 
in the attack that occurred at Fort Hood, 
Texas, on November 5, 2009, meets the eligi-
bility criteria for the award of the Secretary 
of Defense Medal for the Defense of Freedom, 
the Secretary shall take appropriate action 
to award the Secretary of Defense Medal for 
the Defense of Freedom to the employee or 
contractor. 

SA 2297. Mr. CHAMBLISS (for him-
self and Mr. INHOFE) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 529. SENSE OF SENATE ON FUNDING FOR 

THE UNITED STATES NAVAL SEA 
CADET CORPS. 

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

(1) The United States Naval Sea Cadet 
Corps, chartered by Congress in 1962, focuses 
on the development of youth ages 11 through 
17, and has trained more than 150,000 young 
Americans since its creation. 

(2) The United States Naval Sea Cadet 
Corps directly enhances the primary recruit-
ing goal of the Navy of ensuring awareness of 
the Navy and its mission. 

(3) The Navy has not increased funding for 
the United States Naval Sea Cadet Corps 
since fiscal year 2006. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the Secretary of the Navy 
should fully fund the United States Naval 
Sea Cadet Corps during fiscal year 2014. 

SA 2298. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
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and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. INPATIENT HEALTH CARE FACILITY AT 

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS MEDICAL FACILITY IN HAR-
LINGEN, TEXAS. 

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

(1) The current and future health care 
needs of veterans residing in Far South 
Texas are not being fully met by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. 

(2) According to recent census data, more 
than 108,000 veterans reside in Far South 
Texas. 

(3) Travel times for veterans from the Val-
ley Coastal Bend area from their homes to 
the nearest Department of Veterans Affairs 
hospital for acute inpatient health care can 
exceed six hours. 

(4) Even with the significant travel times, 
veterans from Far South Texas demonstrate 
a high demand for health care services from 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

(5) Ongoing overseas deployments of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces from Texas, includ-
ing members of the Armed Forces on active 
duty, members of the Texas National Guard, 
and members of the other reserve compo-
nents of the Armed Forces, will continue to 
increase demand for medical services pro-
vided by the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

(6) The Department of Veterans Affairs em-
ploys an annual Strategic Capital Invest-
ment Planning process to ‘‘enable the VA to 
continually adapt to changes in demo-
graphics, medical and information tech-
nology, and health care delivery’’, which re-
sults in the development of a multi-year in-
vestment plan that determines where gaps in 
services exist or are projected and develops 
an appropriate solution to meet those gaps. 

(7) According to the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, final approval of the Strategic 
Capital Investment Planning priority list 
serves as the ‘‘building block’’ of the annual 
budget request for the Department. 

(8) Arturo ‘‘Treto’’ Garza, a veteran who 
served in the Marine Corps, rose to the rank 
of Sergeant, and served two tours in the 
Vietnam War, passed away on October 3, 
2012. 

(9) Treto Garza, who was also a former co- 
chairman of the Veterans Alliance of the Rio 
Grande Valley, tirelessly fought to improve 
health care services for veterans in the Rio 
Grande Valley, with his efforts successfully 
leading to the creation of the South Texas 
VA Health Care Center at Harlingen, located 
in Harlingen, Texas. 

(b) REDESIGNATION OF SOUTH TEXAS DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS HEALTH 
CARE CENTER.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The South Texas Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Health Care Center 
at Harlingen, located in Harlingen, Texas, is 
redesignated as the ‘‘Treto Garza South 
Texas Department of Veterans Affairs 
Health Care Center’’. 

(2) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the medical 
facility of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs referred to in paragraph (1) shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘Treto Garza 
South Texas Department of Veterans Affairs 
Health Care Center’’. 

(c) REQUIREMENT OF FULL-SERVICE INPA-
TIENT FACILITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs shall ensure that the Treto Garza 
South Texas Department of Veterans Affairs 

Health Care Center includes a full-service in-
patient health care facility of the Depart-
ment and shall modify the existing facility 
as necessary to meet that requirement. 

(2) PLAN TO EXPAND FACILITY CAPABILI-
TIES.—The Secretary shall include in the an-
nual Strategic Capital Investment Plan of 
the Department a project to expand the ca-
pabilities of the Treto Garza South Texas 
Department of Veterans Affairs Health Care 
Center by adding the following: 

(A) Inpatient capability for 50 beds with 
appropriate administrative, clinical, diag-
nostic, and ancillary services needed for sup-
port. 

(B) An urgent care center. 
(C) The capability to provide a full range 

of services to meet the needs of women vet-
erans. 

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs 
of the House of Representatives a report de-
tailing a plan to implement the require-
ments in subsection (c), including an esti-
mate of the cost of required actions and the 
time necessary for the completion of those 
actions. 

(e) FAR SOUTH TEXAS DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘Far South Texas’’ means the 
following counties in Texas: Aransas, Bee, 
Brooks, Calhoun, Cameron, DeWitt, Dimmit, 
Duval, Goliad, Hidalgo, Jackson, Jim Hogg, 
Jim Wells, Kenedy, Kleberg, Nueces, 
Refugio, San Patricio, Starr, Victoria, Webb, 
Willacy, Zapata. 

SA 2299. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. REPORT ON MILITARY AND SECURITY 

DEVELOPMENTS INVOLVING THE 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) REPORT.—Not later than June 1, 2014, 
the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
specified congressional committees a report, 
in both classified and unclassified form, on 
the current and future military strategy of 
the Russian Federation (in this section re-
ferred to as ‘‘Russia’’). The report shall ad-
dress the development of Russian security 
strategy and military strategy. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include the following ele-
ments: 

(1) An assessment of the security situation 
in the independent states of the former So-
viet Union. 

(2) The goals and factors shaping Russian 
security strategy and military strategy. 

(3) An assessment of Russia’s security ob-
jectives, including objectives that would af-
fect the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
Iran, Syria, the broader Middle East region, 
and the People’s Republic of China. 

(4) Developments in Russian military doc-
trine and training and trends in military 
spending and investments. 

(5) An assessment of the United States 
military-to-military relationship with the 
Russian Federation armed forces, including 
the following elements: 

(A) A comprehensive and coordinated 
strategy for military-to-military activities 
and updates to the strategy. 

(B) A summary of all such military-to- 
military activities during the one-year pe-
riod preceding the report, including objec-
tives of the activities and perceived benefits 
to Russia of those activities. 

(C) A description of military-to-military 
activities planned for the following 12-month 
period. 

(D) The Secretary’s assessment of the ben-
efits the Department of Defense expects to 
gain from such military-to-military activi-
ties, and any risks associated with such ac-
tivities. 

(E) The Secretary’s assessment of how 
such military-to-military activities fit into 
the larger security relationship between the 
United States and the Russian Federation. 

(6) A description of Russian military-to- 
military relationships with the independent 
states of the former Soviet Union, Iran, and 
Syria, including the size of associated mili-
tary attaché offices. 

(7) Other military and security develop-
ments involving Russia that the Secretary of 
Defense considers relevant to United States 
national security. 

(c) SPECIFIED CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘speci-
fied congressional committees’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services and 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives. 

SA 2300. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XV, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1534. COMPREHENSIVE LONG-TERM PLAN 

FOR AFGHAN NATIONAL SECURITY 
FORCES AVIATION CAPABILITIES. 

(a) LONG-TERM PLAN REQUIRED.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to the congressional defense commit-
tees report setting forth a comprehensive 
long-term plan for training, equipping, ad-
vising, and sustaining the aviation capabili-
ties of the Afghan National Security Forces 
(ANSF) through 2024 (when the 2012 United 
States–Afghan Strategic Partnership Agree-
ment expires). 

(b) SCOPE AND COVERAGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The plan required by sub-

section (a) shall cover the plans of the De-
partment of Defense to ensure that the Af-
ghan National Security Forces are able to 
independently maintain and sustain a profes-
sional and safe military aviation program. 

(2) COVERED COMPONENTS.—The plan shall 
cover the Special Mission Wing (SMW) and 
the Afghan Air Force (AAF), the two main 
components of the aviation assistance effort 
of the United States and its coalition allies 
in Afghanistan. 

(c) ELEMENTS.—The plan shall include the 
following: 

(1) Elements regarding the aviation capa-
bilities of the Afghan National Security 
Forces, including— 

(A) the manner in which the Department of 
Defense will maintain and evaluate safety, 
airworthiness, and pilot proficiency stand-
ards of the Afghan National Security Forces; 
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(B) means by which the Department will 

train the Afghan National Security Forces 
to minimum aviation proficiency levels; and 

(C) means by which the Department will 
assist the Afghan National Security Forces 
in recruiting the requisite number of pilots, 
other crewmembers, and aircraft mainte-
nance personnel. 

(2) Elements regarding training of Afghani-
stan National Security Forces aviation per-
sonnel. 

(3) Elements regarding the aviation equip-
ment of the Afghan National Security 
Forces, including— 

(A) the type and number of aircraft re-
quired to equip each Afghan National Secu-
rity Forces aviation unit; 

(B) the additional aircraft to be procured 
by the Afghan National Security Forces to 
meet such requirements; and 

(C) for each aircraft platform required to 
equip Afghan National Security Forces avia-
tion units, the date on which the Afghan Na-
tional Security Forces are expected to be ca-
pable of maintaining and operating such 
platform without support from the United 
States Armed Forces or contractors. 

(4) Elements regarding the cost of training, 
equipping, advising, and sustaining the avia-
tion capabilities of the Afghan National Se-
curity Forces, including— 

(A) the amount required on an annual basis 
for operations and sustainment costs for the 
aviation capabilities; 

(B) means by which such costs will be 
borne by the United States or its coalition 
allies in Afghanistan; and 

(C) means by which some or all such costs 
will be borne by Afghanistan commencing in 
2014. 

(5) Elements regarding vetting and end- 
user monitoring systems for both Afghani-
stan and the United States with respect to 
any aircraft and training provided the Af-
ghan National Security Forces by the United 
States. 

(d) FORM.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form, but may include a classified annex. 

(e) SIGAR REVIEW.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the submittal of the 
report required by subsection (a), the Special 
Inspector General for Afghanistan Recon-
struction shall submit to the congressional 
defense committee a report on the plan cov-
ered by such report. The report under this 
subsection shall include the following: 

(1) A review and assessment of the plan by 
the Special Inspector General. 

(2) Such recommendations for additional 
actions on training, equipping, advising, and 
sustaining the aviation capabilities of the 
Afghan National Security Forces as the Spe-
cial Inspector General considers appropriate. 

SA 2301. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title VII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 713. PILOT PROGRAM ON INVESTIGATIONAL 

TREATMENT OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES FOR TRAUMATIC 
BRAIN INJURY AND POST-TRAU-
MATIC STRESS DISORDER. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of Defense may carry out a 3-year 
pilot program under which the Secretary 

shall establish a process for randomized pla-
cebo-controlled clinical trials of investiga-
tional treatments (including diagnostic test-
ing) of Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) or 
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) re-
ceived by members of the Armed Forces in 
health care facilities other than military 
treatment facilities. 

(b) CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL.—The ap-
proval by the Secretary for payment for a 
treatment pursuant to subsection (a) shall be 
subject to the following conditions: 

(1) Any drug or device used in the treat-
ment must be approved or cleared by the 
Food and Drug Administration for any pur-
pose and its use must comply with rules of 
the Food and Drug Administration applica-
ble to investigational new drugs or inves-
tigational devices. 

(2) The treatment must be approved by the 
Secretary following approval by an institu-
tional review board operating in accordance 
with regulations issued by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services. 

(3) The patient receiving the treatment 
may not be a retired member of the Armed 
Forces who is entitled to benefits under part 
A, or eligible to enroll under part B, of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act. 

(c) ADDITIONAL RESTRICTIONS AUTHOR-
IZED.—The Secretary may establish addi-
tional restrictions or conditions for reim-
bursement as the Secretary determines ap-
propriate to ensure the protection of human 
research subjects, appropriate fiscal manage-
ment, and the validity of the research re-
sults. 

(d) DATA COLLECTION AND AVAILABILITY.— 
The Secretary shall develop and maintain a 
database containing data from each patient 
case involving the use of a treatment under 
this section. The Secretary shall ensure that 
the database preserves confidentiality and 
that any use of the database or disclosures of 
such data are limited to such use and disclo-
sures permitted by law and applicable regu-
lations. 

(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
30 days after the last day of each fiscal year 
during which the Secretary is authorized to 
make payments under this section, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress an annual 
report on the implementation of this section 
and any available results on investigational 
treatment studies authorized under this sec-
tion. 

SA 2302. Mr. CORNYN (for himself 
and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title VI, add the 
following: 
SEC. 673. SURVEY OF PREFERENCES OF MEM-

BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES RE-
GARDING MILITARY PAY AND BENE-
FITS. 

(a) SURVEY REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 
Defense shall carry out an anonymous sur-
vey of random members of the Armed Forces 
regarding their preferences in military pay 
and benefits. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The survey under this sec-
tion shall be conducted for the purpose of so-
liciting information on the following: 

(1) The value that members of the Armed 
Forces place on the following forms of com-
pensation relative to one another: 

(A) Basic pay. 
(B) Allowances for housing and subsist-

ence. 
(C) Bonuses and special pays. 
(D) Dependent healthcare benefits. 
(E) Healthcare benefits for retirees under 

65 years old. 
(F) Healthcare benefits for Medicare-eligi-

ble retirees. 
(G) Retirement pay. 
(2) How the members value different levels 

of pay or benefits, including the impact of 
co-payments or deductibles on the value of 
benefits. 

(3) Any other matters related to military 
pay and benefits that the Secretary con-
siders appropriate. 

(4) How information collected pursuant to 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) varies by age, grade, 
dependent status, and other factors the Sec-
retary considers appropriate. 

(c) SUBMITTAL OF RESULTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon the completion of 

the survey required by this section, the Sec-
retary shall submit a report on the analysis 
and raw data of the survey to each of the fol-
lowing: 

(A) The Military Compensation and Retire-
ment Modernization Commission under sub-
title H of title VI of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Pub-
lic Law 112–239). 

(B) Congress. 
(2) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—At the same 

time the Secretary submits the report re-
quired by paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
make the report available to the public. 

(d) USE OF RESULTS BY COMMISSION.—Sec-
tion 671(b)(1) of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (126 Stat. 
1787) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 
subparagraph (D); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraph (C): 

‘‘(C) examining the report and cor-
responding analysis and raw data collected 
pursuant to the survey of preference of mem-
bers of the Armed Forces regarding military 
pay and benefits required by section 673(a) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014; and’’. 

SA 2303. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 411, beginning on line 6, strike 
‘‘may be used to enter’’ and all that follows 
through line 9 and insert ‘‘may be used— 

(1) to enter into a contract or subcontract, 
memorandum of understanding, or coopera-
tive agreement with, to make a grant to, or 
to provide a loan or loan guarantee to 
Rosoboronexport; or 

(2) to modify any existing contract or sub-
contract with Rosoboronexport. 

On page 411, beginning on line 12, strike 
‘‘determines that such waiver is in the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States’’ and insert ‘‘, in consultation with 
the Secretary of State and the Director of 
National Intelligence, certifies in writing to 
the congressional defense committees that, 
to the best of the Secretary’s knowledge, 
Rosoboronexport has ceased the transfer of 
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lethal military equipment to, and the main-
tenance of existing lethal military equip-
ment for, the Government of the Syrian 
Arab Republic’’. 

On page 412, between lines 7 and 8, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1233A. MODIFICATION OF FISCAL YEAR 2013 

PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO 
ENTER INTO CONTRACTS OR AGREE-
MENTS WITH ROSOBORONEXPORT. 

(a) SCOPE OF PROHIBITION.—Subsection (a) 
of section 1277 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public 
Law 112–239; 126 Stat. 2030) is amended by 
striking ‘‘may be used’’ and all that follows 
and inserting ‘‘may be used— 

‘‘(1) to enter into a contract or sub-
contract, memorandum of understanding, or 
cooperative agreement with, to make a grant 
to, or to provide a loan or loan guarantee to 
Rosoboronexport; or 

‘‘(2) to modify any existing contract or 
subcontract with Rosoboronexport.’’. 

(b) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER AUTHOR-
ITY.—Subsection (b) of that section is 
amended by striking ‘‘determines that such 
waiver is in the national security interests 
of the United States.’’ and inserting ‘‘, in 
consultation with the Secretary of State and 
the Director of National Intelligence, cer-
tifies in writing to the congressional defense 
committees that, to the best of the Sec-
retary’s knowledge, Rosoboronexport has 
ceased the transfer of lethal military equip-
ment to, and the maintenance of existing le-
thal military equipment for, the Government 
of the Syrian Arab Republic.’’. 
SEC. 1233B. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FISCAL 

YEAR 2012 FUNDS TO ENTER INTO 
CONTRACTS OR AGREEMENTS WITH 
ROSOBORONEXPORT. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated for the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 2012 by the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2012 (Public Law 112–81) that remain 
available for obligation or expenditure as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act may be 
used— 

(1) to enter into a contract or subcontract, 
memorandum of understanding, or coopera-
tive agreement with, to make a grant to, or 
to provide a loan or loan guarantee to 
Rosoboronexport; or 

(2) to modify any existing contract or sub-
contract with Rosoboronexport. 

(b) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary of Defense may waive 
the applicability of subsection (a) if the Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of 
State and the Director of National Intel-
ligence, certifies in writing to the congres-
sional defense committees that, to the best 
of the Secretary’s knowledge, 
Rosoboronexport has ceased the transfer of 
lethal military equipment to, and the main-
tenance of existing lethal military equip-
ment for, the Government of the Syrian 
Arab Republic. 

SA 2304. Mr. BOOZMAN (for himself, 
Mr. MANCHIN, and Mr. MORAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the 
following: 

SEC. 593. CONTENTS OF TRANSITION ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1144 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(9) Provide information about disability- 
related employment and education protec-
tions.’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsections (c), (d), 
and (e) as subsections (d), (e), and (f), respec-
tively; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing new subsection (c): 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM.— 
The mandatory program carried out under 
this section shall include— 

‘‘(1) for any member who plans to use the 
member’s entitlement to educational assist-
ance under title 38— 

‘‘(A) instruction providing an overview of 
the use of such entitlement; and 

‘‘(B) testing to determine academic readi-
ness for post-secondary education, courses of 
post-secondary education appropriate for the 
member, courses of post-secondary education 
compatible with the member’s education 
goals, and instruction on how to finance the 
member’s post-secondary education; and 

‘‘(2) instruction in the benefits under laws 
administered by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs and in other subjects determined by 
the Secretary concerned.’’. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—The 
program carried out under section 1144 of 
title 10, United States Code, shall comply 
with the requirements of subsections (b)(9) 
and (c) of such section, as added by sub-
section (a), by not later than April 1, 2015. 

(c) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—Not later than 270 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
submit to the Committees on Veterans’ Af-
fairs of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives the results of a study carried 
out by the Secretary to determine the feasi-
bility of providing the instruction described 
in subsection (b) of section 1142 of title 10, 
United States Code, at all overseas locations 
where such instruction is provided by enter-
ing into a contract jointly with the Sec-
retary of Labor for the provision of such in-
struction. 

SA 2305. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to the bill S. 1197, to au-
thorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

At the end, add the following: 
This Act shall become effective 3 days 

after enactment. 

SA 2306. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2305 pro-
posed by Mr. REID to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; as 
follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘3 days’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2 days’’. 

SA 2307. Mr. REID proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 2306 pro-
posed by Mr. REID to the amendment 

SA 2305 proposed by Mr. REID to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

In the amendment, strike ‘‘2 days’’ and in-
sert ‘‘1 day’’. 

SA 2308. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. REPORT ON ROLE OF MILITARY BANDS 

IN NATIONAL DEFENSE. 
Not later than 180 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives a report on role of mili-
tary bands in the national defense. The re-
port shall include the following: 

(1) A description of the average annual cost 
of military bands over the three fiscal years 
ending with fiscal year 2013, set forth by 
Armed Force, including costs of training 
centers, support and logistics, cadre, and 
other personnel and equipment. 

(2) An assessment of the direct contribu-
tions of military bands to the national secu-
rity of the United States. 

(3) A justification, if any, from the Sec-
retary of each military department for the 
continuation of military band capabilities by 
the Armed Forces under the jurisdiction of 
such Secretary in light of an austere fiscal 
environment and upcoming reductions in end 
strengths for the Armed Forces. 

SA 2309. Mr. TOOMEY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 593. PILOT PROGRAM ON PROVISION OF 

CERTAIN INFORMATION TO STATE 
VETERANS AGENCIES TO FACILI-
TATE THE TRANSITION OF MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES FROM MILI-
TARY SERVICE TO CIVILIAN LIFE. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—Com-
mencing not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall carry out a pilot program to 
assess the feasibility and advisability of pro-
viding the information described in sub-
section (b) on members of the Armed Forces 
who are separating from the Armed Forces 
to State veterans agencies as a means of fa-
cilitating the transition of members of the 
Armed Forces from military service to civil-
ian life. 

(b) COVERED INFORMATION.—The informa-
tion described in this subsection with respect 
to a member is as follows: 
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(1) Department of Defense Form DD 214. 
(2) A personal email address. 
(3) A personal telephone number. 
(4) A mailing address. 
(c) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—The par-

ticipation of a member in the pilot program 
shall be at the election of the member. 

(d) FORM OF PROVISION OF INFORMATION.— 
Information shall be provided to State vet-
erans agencies under the pilot program in 
digitized electronic form. 

(e) USE OF INFORMATION.—Information pro-
vided to State veterans agencies under the 
pilot program may be shared by such agen-
cies with appropriate county veterans serv-
ice offices in such manner and for such pur-
poses as the Secretary shall specify for pur-
poses of the pilot program. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 15 months after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
on the pilot program. The report shall in-
clude a description of the pilot program and 
such recommendations, including rec-
ommendations for continuing or expanding 
the pilot program, as the Secretary considers 
appropriate in light of the pilot program. 

SA 2310. Mr. HELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. REQUIREMENT FOR PROMPT RE-

SPONSES FROM SECRETARY OF DE-
FENSE WHEN SECRETARY OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS REQUESTS INFOR-
MATION NECESSARY TO ADJU-
DICATE BENEFITS CLAIMS. 

(a) DEADLINE FOR PROMPT RESPONSE.— 
Whenever the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
submits a request to the Secretary of De-
fense for information that the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs determines is necessary to 
adjudicate a claim for a benefit under a law 
administered by the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, the Secretary of Defense shall at-
tempt to furnish such information to the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs by not later 
than 30 days after receiving the request from 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

(b) INITIAL EXTENSION OF DEADLINE.—In a 
case in which the Secretary of Defense is un-
able to furnish the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs with information requested under sub-
section (a) within the 30-day period set forth 
in such subsection, the Secretary of Defense 
shall— 

(1) notify the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
of the Secretary of Defense’s inability to fur-
nish the Secretary of Veterans Affairs with 
the information requested within the 30-day 
period set forth in such subsection; and 

(2) attempt to furnish the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs with the information re-
quested by not later than 30 days after the 
end of the 30-day period set forth in such 
subsection. 

(c) SUBSEQUENT EXTENSION.—In a case in 
which the Secretary of Defense is unable to 
furnish the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
with information requested under subsection 
(a) within 60 days, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs— 

(1) an explanation as to why the Secretary 
of Defense is unable to furnish the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs with the requested infor-
mation; and 

(2) an estimate as to when the Secretary of 
Defense will furnish the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs with the requested informa-
tion. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not less frequently 
than once each year, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit to the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs of the House of 
Representatives a report that summarizes, 
with respect to the most recently completed 
one-year period— 

(1) the number of requests for information 
received from the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs under subsection (a); 

(2) the number of requests for information 
received from the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs under subsection (a) with respect to 
which the Secretary of Defense supplied the 
requested information; and 

(3) the number of requests for information 
received from the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs under subsection (a) with respect to 
which the Secretary of Defense was unable 
to furnish the requested information to the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs within 60 days. 

SA 2311. Mr. HELLER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title VII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 713. DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION OF IMPLE-

MENTATION OF THE HEALTHCARE 
ARTIFACT AND IMAGE MANAGE-
MENT SOLUTION PROGRAM. 

(a) DEADLINE.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall complete the implementation of the 
Healthcare Artifact and Image Management 
Solution (HAIMS) program of the Depart-
ment of Defense by not later than the date 
that is 180 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) REPORT.—Upon completion of the im-
plementation of the Healthcare Artifact and 
Image Management Solution program, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
describing the extent of the interoperability 
between the Healthcare Artifact and Image 
Management Solution program and the Vet-
erans Benefits Management System (VBMS) 
of the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

SA 2312. Mr. ALEXANDER (for him-
self and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title III, add the 
following: 
SEC. 314. TRANSPORTATION OF SUPPLIES AND 

EQUIPMENT IN THE UNITED STATES 
BY COMMERCIAL MOTOR VEHICLES. 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy 
of the United States to maximize the oper-
ational effectiveness, efficiency, and cost 
savings of the Defense Transportation Sys-
tem, especially surface and related inter-

modal transportation requirements in sup-
port of contingency and peacetime oper-
ations by allowing surface transportation 
supplies to be transported in longer tractor- 
trailer combinations. 

(b) INCREASE IN ALLOWABLE LENGTH OF 
TRACTOR TRAILER COMBINATIONS.—Section 
31111(b)(1)(A) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘or of less than 28 
feet’’ and inserting ‘‘or, notwithstanding sec-
tion 31112, of less than 33 feet’’. 

SA 2313. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO ASSAD 

REGIME DURING DESTRUCTION OF 
SYRIAN CHEMICAL WEAPONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Gov-
ernment may not provide financial assist-
ance or license, approve, facilitate, con-
tribute, or otherwise allow the sale, lease, 
transfer, or delivery of any items for the pur-
poses of the dismantlement and destruction 
of Syria’s chemical program that could be 
adapted for military use to the Organization 
for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons 
(OPCW) or the government of any country 
until the Secretary of Defense submits to the 
appropriate congressional committees— 

(1) a certification that— 
(A) such assistance will not be transferred 

or provided to the Government of Syria; and 
(B) the final disposition of any items or 

equipment, after the chemical weapons are 
removed from Syria or are destroyed in 
Syria, will not remain with the Government 
of Syria; and 

(2) an assessment of whether the Govern-
ment of Syria’s declaration to the OPCW re-
garding its chemical weapons program is 
complete, including a list of undeclared 
chemical weapons stockpiles, munitions, and 
facilities in Syria. 

(b) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means— 

(1) the congressional defense committees; 
(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations 

and the Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the Senate; and 

(3) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives. 

SA 2314. Mr. RUBIO submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1035. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS TO 

CLOSE DETENTION FACILITIES AT 
GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA. 

None of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated by this Act or otherwise made 
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available for fiscal year 2014 for the Depart-
ment of Defense may be obligated or ex-
pended for the purpose of funding personnel 
or programs whose primary focus is facili-
tating the closure of Guantanamo Bay pris-
on. 

SA 2315. Mr. HATCH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title XXVIII, 
add the following: 
SEC. 2833. CONVEYANCE, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

RADAR SITE, FRANCIS PEAK, 
WASATCH MOUNTAINS, UTAH. 

(a) CONVEYANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Sec-
retary of the Air Force may convey, without 
consideration, to the State of Utah (in this 
section referred to as the ‘‘State’’), all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to the structures, including equipment 
and any other personal property related 
thereto, comprising the Air National Guard 
radar site located on Francis Peak, Utah, for 
the purpose of permitting the State to use 
the structures to support emergency public 
safety communications, including 911 emer-
gency response service for Northern Utah. 

(b) PAYMENT OF COSTS OF CONVEYANCE.— 
(1) PAYMENT REQUIRED.—The Secretary of 

the Air Force may require the State to cover 
costs to be incurred by the Secretary, or to 
reimburse the Secretary for costs incurred 
by the Secretary, to carry out the convey-
ance under subsection (a), including survey 
costs, costs related to environmental docu-
mentation, and other administrative costs 
related to the conveyance. If amounts paid 
to the Secretary in advance exceed the costs 
actually incurred by the Secretary to carry 
out the conveyance, the Secretary shall re-
fund the excess amount to the State. 

(2) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.— 
Amounts received under paragraph (1) as re-
imbursement for costs incurred by the Sec-
retary to carry out the conveyance under 
subsection (a) shall be credited to the fund or 
account that was used to cover the costs in-
curred by the Secretary in carrying out the 
conveyance. Amounts so credited shall be 
merged with amounts in such fund or ac-
count and shall be available for the same 
purposes, and subject to the same conditions 
and limitations, as amounts in such fund or 
account. 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
inventory of equipment and other personal 
property to be conveyed under subsection (a) 
shall be determined by the Secretary of the 
Air Force. 

(d) TIME OF CONVEYANCE.—The conveyance 
under this section shall occur as soon as 
practicable after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. Until such time as the convey-
ance occurs, the Secretary of the Air Force 
shall take no action with regard to the 
structures described in subsection (a) that 
will result in the likely disruption of emer-
gency communications by the State and 
local authorities. 

(e) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
The Secretary of the Air Force may require 
such additional terms and conditions in con-
nection with the conveyance under sub-
section (a) as the Secretary considers appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United 
States. 

(f) ISSUANCE OF LAND USE AUTHORIZA-
TION.—The conveyance of the structures 

under subsection (a) shall not affect the va-
lidity and continued applicability of the land 
use. Upon completion of the conveyance 
under subsection (a), the State of Utah shall 
submit for a land use authorization to the 
Forest Service for placement and use of 
structures on National Forest System land. 
Such land use authorization shall comply 
with Forest Service land use authorization 
requirements for similar land uses on Na-
tional Forest System land. 

(g) DURATION OF AUTHORITY.—The author-
ity to make a conveyance under this section 
shall expire on the later of— 

(1) September 30, 2014; or 
(2) the date of the enactment of an Act au-

thorizing funds for military construction for 
fiscal year 2015. 

SA 2316. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 514. PROTECTION OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOMS 

OF MILITARY CHAPLAINS DURING 
NON-MILITARY SERVICES. 

(a) ARMY CHAPLAINS.—Section 3547 of title 
10, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) A chaplain may close a prayer lead by 
the chaplain outside of a religious service in 
accordance with the traditions, expressions, 
and religious exercises of the group for whom 
the prayer is lead.’’. 

(b) NAVY CHAPLAINS.—Section 6031 of such 
title is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) A chaplain may close a prayer lead by 
the chaplain outside of devine service in ac-
cordance with the traditions, expressions, 
and religious exercises of the group for whom 
the prayer is lead.’’. 

(c) AIR FORCE CHAPLAINS.—Section 8547 of 
such title is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection (b): 

‘‘(b) A chaplain may close a prayer lead by 
the chaplain outside of a religious service in 
accordance with the traditions, expressions, 
and religious exercises of the group for whom 
the prayer is lead.’’. 

SA 2317. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle F of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1054. NOTIFICATION OF MODIFICATION OF 

ARMY FORCE STRUCTURE. 
(a) CERTIFICATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL COM-

PLIANCE.—The Secretary of the Army shall 
certify to the congressional defense commit-
tees that Army force structure modifica-

tions, reductions, and additions authorized 
as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
that will utilize funds authorized to be ap-
propriated by this Act or otherwise made 
available for fiscal year 2014 for the Depart-
ment of the Army are compliant with the 
provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

(b) NOTIFICATION OF NECESSARY ASSESS-
MENTS OR STUDIES.—The Secretary of the 
Army, when making congressional notifica-
tions in accordance with section 993 of title 
10, United States Code, shall include the Sec-
retary’s assessment whether or not such 
changes require an Environmental Assess-
ment or Environmental Impact Statement in 
accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and, 
if such an assessment or study is required, 
the plan for conducting such assessment or 
study. 

SA 2318. Mr. MORAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1237. INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT AND RE-

PORT ON AL-SHABAAB. 
(a) INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENT.—Not later 

than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Director of National Intel-
ligence shall submit to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress a classified intelligence 
assessment of the terrorist organization 
known as Al-Shabaab. Such assessment shall 
include the following: 

(1) A description of organizational struc-
ture, operational objectives, and funding 
sources for Al-Shabaab. 

(2) An assessment of the extent to which 
Al-Shabaab threatens security and stability 
within Somalia and surrounding countries. 

(3) An assessment of the extent to which 
Al-Shabaab threatens the security of United 
States citizens or the national security or 
interests of the United States. 

(4) The description of the relationship be-
tween Al-Shabaab and Al-Qaeda and Al- 
Qaeda affiliates. 

(5) An assessment of the capacity of the 
Government of Somalia to counter the 
threat posed by Al-Shabaab. 

(6) An assessment of the capacity of re-
gional countries and organizations, including 
the African Union, to counter the threat 
posed by Al-Shabaab. 

(b) SECRETARY OF STATE AND SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE JOINT REPORT.—Not later than 90 
days after the date on which the intelligence 
assessment required by subsection (a) is sub-
mitted, the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of Defense, jointly, shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port describing the strategy of the United 
States to counter the threat posed by Al- 
Shabaab. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the Per-
manent Select Committee on Intelligence of 
the House of Representatives. 
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SA 2319. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. EXEMPTION FROM SEQUESTRATION 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014. 
Section 251A(5) of the Balanced Budget and 

Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901a(5)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec-
tively; 

(2) by inserting before subparagraph (B), as 
redesignated, the following: 

‘‘(A) MODIFICATION OF DEFENSE FUNCTION 
REDUCTIONS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, for discretionary ap-
propriations and direct spending accounts 
within function 050 (defense function)— 

‘‘(i) for fiscal year 2014, OMB shall decrease 
the otherwise applicable amount of the re-
duction to such discretionary appropriations 
and direct spending accounts by 
$25,000,000,000; 

‘‘(ii) for fiscal year 2015, OMB shall de-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$17,000,000,000; 

‘‘(iii) for fiscal year 2016, OMB shall de-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$12,000,000,000; 

‘‘(iv) for fiscal year 2017, OMB shall de-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$4,000,000,000; 

‘‘(v) for fiscal year 2018, OMB shall increase 
the otherwise applicable amount of the re-
duction to such discretionary appropriations 
and direct spending accounts by 
$3,000,000,000; 

‘‘(vi) for fiscal year 2019, OMB shall in-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$10,000,000,000; 

‘‘(vii) for fiscal year 2020, OMB shall in-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$18,000,000,000; 

‘‘(viii) for fiscal year 2021, OMB shall in-
crease the otherwise applicable amount of 
the reduction to such discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending accounts by 
$27,000,000,000; and 

‘‘(ix) for each of fiscal years 2014 through 
2021, OMB shall calculate the amount of the 
respective reductions to discretionary appro-
priations and direct spending (as adjusted 
under this subparagraph) in accordance with 
subparagraphs (B) and (C).’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (B)(i), as redesignated, 
by inserting ‘‘as adjusted, if adjusted, in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (A)’’ after 
‘‘paragraph (4)’’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (C), as redesignated— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘as adjusted, if adjusted, 

in accordance with subparagraph (A)’’ after 
‘‘paragraph (4)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (A)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’. 

SA 2320. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 843. MINIMUM WAGE FOR WORK UNDER 

CONTRACTS BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
6 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 206), any entity awarded a contract by 
the Department of Defense for services per-
formed in the United States, or property 
manufactured in the United States, shall pay 
each individual performing such services or 
manufacturing such property a wage not less 
than $14.00 an hour while such individual 
performs such services or manufactures such 
property. 

(b) APPLICABILITY TO SUBCONTRACTORS.— 
Subsection (a) shall apply to an entity 
awarded a subcontract under a contract for 
services or property described in such sub-
section, in the same manner as such sub-
section applies to the entity awarded such 
contract. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to contracts awarded by 
the Department of Defense after the date of 
enactment of this Act for fiscal year 2014 and 
each fiscal year thereafter. 

SA 2321. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. ENHANCED PRIVACY PROTECTIONS 

UNDER THE FOREIGN INTEL-
LIGENCE SURVEILLANCE ACT OF 
1978. 

(a) LIMITING OVERBROAD SURVEILLANCE RE-
QUESTS.—Section 501 of the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1861) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘to pro-
tect against international terrorism or clan-
destine intelligence activities,’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘for an investigation concerning inter-
national terrorism which investigation is 
being conducted by the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation,’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2)(A)— 
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘a statement of facts show-

ing that there are reasonable grounds’’ and 
inserting ‘‘specific and articulable facts giv-
ing reason’’; 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘each of’’ before ‘‘the tan-
gible things’’; 

(iii) by striking ‘‘are’’ and inserting ‘‘is’’; 
and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘to protect against inter-
national terrorism or clandestine intel-
ligence activities,’’ and inserting ‘‘an inves-
tigation concerning international terrorism 
which investigation is being conducted by 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation,’’; 

(B) in clause (i), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(C) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘or’’ and in-

serting ‘‘and’’; and 

(D) by striking clause (iii); and 
(3) in subsection (c)(1), after ‘‘the release of 

tangible things.’’ by inserting ‘‘For each tan-
gible thing to be released, the judge shall 
enter a finding that the Director of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation or the Direc-
tor’s designee has presented specific and 
articulable facts giving reason to believe 
that the thing is relevant to an authorized 
investigation (other than a threat assess-
ment) conducted in accordance with sub-
section (a)(2) of this section to obtain foreign 
intelligence information not concerning a 
United States person or an investigation 
concerning international terrorism which in-
vestigation is being conducted by the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation.’’. 

(b) EXPANSION OF REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
UNDER FISA.—Section 502 of the Foreign In-
telligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (50 U.S.C. 
1862) is amended by striking subsections (a), 
(b), and (c) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(a) On a semiannual basis, the Attorney 
General shall fully inform Congress con-
cerning all requests for the production of 
tangible things under section 501, including 
with respect to the preceding 6-month pe-
riod— 

‘‘(1) the total number of applications made 
for orders approving requests for the produc-
tion of tangible things under section 501; and 

‘‘(2) the total number of such orders either 
granted, modified, or denied. 

‘‘(b) In informing Congress under sub-
section (a), the Attorney General shall in-
clude the following: 

‘‘(1) A description with respect to each ap-
plication for an order requiring the produc-
tion of any tangible things for the specific 
purpose for such production. 

‘‘(2) An analysis of the effectiveness of 
each application that was granted or modi-
fied in protecting citizens of the United 
States against terrorism. 

‘‘(c) In a manner consistent with the pro-
tection of the national security of the United 
States, the Attorney General shall make 
available to the public the information pro-
vided to Congress under subsection (a).’’. 

SA 2322. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle G of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1066. ANNUAL REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE GREENHOUSE GAS EMIS-
SIONS. 

Not later than June 30, 2014, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary of Defense shall 
submit to Congress a report on greenhouse 
gas emissions of the Department of Defense 
during the previous calendar year. The re-
port shall include a review and description of 
greenhouse gas emissions by military depart-
ment, Defense Agency, and type of activity, 
including electricity consumption, transpor-
tation, and heating. 

SA 2323. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
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year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XXIV, add 
the following: 
SEC. 2404. INCREASED FUNDING FOR ENERGY 

CONSERVATION PROJECTS. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR ENERGY CON-

SERVATION INVESTMENT PROGRAM.—The 
amount authorized to be appropriated for fis-
cal year 2014 by section 2403(6) and available 
for the Energy Conservation Investment Pro-
gram as specified in the funding table in sec-
tion 4601 is hereby increased by $279,000,000, 
with the amount of the increase to be avail-
able for projects that improve energy effi-
ciency at military installations (including 
retrofitting existing buildings and enabling 
new construction to meet higher energy effi-
ciency standards) or allow for the inclusion 
or addition of renewable energy generation 
at military installations. 

(2) RENEWABLE ENERGY GENERATION DE-
FINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘renew-
able energy generation’’ includes— 

(A) solar, wind, biomass, landfill gas, 
ocean, and geothermal; and 

(B) energy storage systems designed to 
store energy produced by a renewable energy 
system for later use or for frequency regula-
tion. 

(b) OFFSET.—The amount authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal year 2014 by section 
1504 and available for the Afghanistan Infra-
structure Fund as specified in the funding 
table in section 4302 is hereby reduced by 
$279,000,000. 

SA 2324. Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Mr. MCCAIN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title IX, add the 
following: 
SEC. 949. REPORTING ON PENETRATIONS INTO 

NETWORKS AND INFORMATION SYS-
TEMS OF OPERATIONALLY CRITICAL 
CONTRACTORS. 

(a) PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING PENETRA-
TIONS.—The Secretary of Defense shall estab-
lish procedures that require an operationally 
critical contractor to report to a component 
of the Department of Defense designated by 
the Secretary for purposes of such proce-
dures when a network or information system 
of such operationally critical contractor is 
successfully penetrated. 

(b) PROCEDURE REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) RAPID REPORTING.—The procedures es-

tablished pursuant to subsection (a) shall re-
quire each operationally critical contractor 
to rapidly report to the component of the 
Department designated pursuant to sub-
section (a) on each successful penetration of 
any network or information systems of such 
contractor. Each such report shall include 
the following: 

(A) The technique or method used in such 
penetration. 

(B) A sample of any malicious software, if 
discovered and isolated by the contractor, 
involved in such penetration. 

(2) DEPARTMENT ASSISTANCE AND ACCESS TO 
EQUIPMENT AND INFORMATION BY DEPARTMENT 
PERSONNEL.—The procedures established pur-
suant to subsection (a) shall include mecha-
nisms for Department personnel to— 

(A) assist operationally critical contrac-
tors in detecting and mitigating penetra-
tions; and 

(B) upon request, obtain access to equip-
ment or information of an operationally 
critical contractor necessary to conduct fo-
rensic analysis in addition to any analysis 
conducted by such contractor. 

(3) PROTECTION OF TRADE SECRETS AND 
OTHER INFORMATION.—The procedures estab-
lished pursuant to subsection (a) shall pro-
vide for the reasonable protection of trade 
secrets, commercial or financial informa-
tion, and information that can be used to 
identify a specific person. 

(c) ISSUANCE OF PROCEDURES.—The Sec-
retary shall establish the procedures re-
quired by subsection (a) by not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. The procedures shall take effect on the 
date of establishment. 

(d) ASSESSMENT OF DEPARTMENT POLICIES 
AND SYSTEMS FOR SHARING INFORMATION ON 
PENETRATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of the Act, 
the Secretary shall conduct an assessment of 
Department policies and systems for sharing 
information on successful penetrations into 
networks or information systems of oper-
ationally critical contractors. 

(2) ACTIONS FOLLOWING ASSESSMENT.—Upon 
completion of the assessment required by 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall issue or re-
vise guidance applicable to Department com-
ponents to ensure the rapid sharing of infor-
mation relating to successful penetrations 
into networks or information systems of 
operationally critical contractors. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) The term ‘‘operationally critical con-

tractor’’ means a contractor designated by 
the Secretary for purposes of this section as 
a critical source of supply for a service or ca-
pability that is essential to the mobilization, 
deployment, or sustainment of the Armed 
Forces in a contingency operation. 

(2) The term ‘‘contingency operation’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
101(a)(13) of title 10, United States Code. 

SA 2325. Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. DURBIN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of division A add the following: 

TITLE XVI—ENHANCEMENT AND 
IMPROVEMENT OF SCRA 

SEC. 1600. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘SCRA En-
hancement and Improvement Act of 2013’’. 

Subtitle A—Enhancement of Rights Under 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 

SEC. 1601. EXTENDED PERIOD OF PROTECTION 
UNDER INSTALLMENT CONTRACTS 
FOR PURCHASE OR LEASE. 

Section 302(a)(1) of the Servicemembers 
Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 532(a)(1)) is 
amended, in the matter following subpara-
graph (B), by striking ‘‘or during that per-
son’s military service’’ and inserting ‘‘, dur-
ing, or within one year after such 
servicemember’s period of military service’’. 

SEC. 1602. MODIFICATION OF PERIOD DETER-
MINING WHICH ACTIONS ARE COV-
ERED UNDER STAY OF PRO-
CEEDINGS AND ADJUSTMENT OF OB-
LIGATION PROTECTIONS CON-
CERNING MORTGAGES AND TRUST 
DEEDS OF MEMBERS OF UNI-
FORMED SERVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(b) of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 533(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘filed’’ 
and inserting ‘‘pending’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
710(d) of the Honoring America’s Veterans 
and Caring for Camp Lejeune Families Act of 
2012 (Public Law 112–154; 126 Stat. 1208) is 
amended— 

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

‘‘(1) SUNSET AND REVIVAL.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsections (b) and (c) 

of section 303 of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 533), as amended 
by subsections (a) and (b) of this section, are 
amended by striking ‘within one year’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘within 90 
days’. 

‘‘(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subparagraph (A) shall take effect 
on January 1, 2015.’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (3). 
SEC. 1603. PROHIBITION ON COLLECTION OF 

PENALTIES FOR EARLY PREPAY-
MENT OF MORTGAGE. 

Section 203 of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 523) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITION ON PREPAYMENT PEN-
ALTIES FOR CERTAIN MORTGAGES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—When a servicemember 
discharges an obligation arising under a 
mortgage contract and would otherwise 
thereby incur a prepayment penalty, such 
penalty shall not accrue if— 

‘‘(A) the servicemember is in military serv-
ice at the time the prepayment penalty is in-
curred; and 

‘‘(B) the reason the servicemember dis-
charges the obligation, thereby incurring the 
penalty, is materially affected by such mili-
tary service. 

‘‘(2) MATERIALLY AFFECTING MILITARY SERV-
ICE.—For purposes of paragraph (1)(B), the 
requirement that the reason a servicemem-
ber discharged a mortgage obligation, there-
by incurring a prepayment penalty, be mate-
rially affected by military services re-
quires— 

‘‘(A) that the mortgage be secured by the 
servicemember’s primary residence; and 

‘‘(B) that the servicemember receive per-
manent change of station orders. 

‘‘(3) RELIEF, COSTS, AND ATTORNEY FEES.— 
An assessment of a penalty in violation of 
this subsection shall be considered a viola-
tion of this Act for purposes of title VIII.’’. 
SEC. 1604. PROTECTIONS FOR MEMBERS OF UNI-

FORMED SERVICES REGARDING 
PROFESSIONAL LICENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 701 et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 707. PROFESSIONAL LICENSES. 

‘‘(a) EXPIRATION DURING PERIOD IN WHICH 
SERVICEMEMBERS ARE ELIGIBLE FOR HOSTILE 
FIRE OR IMMINENT DANGER SPECIAL PAY.—If a 
license issued by a State or local licensing 
authority to a servicemember would other-
wise expire during a period in which such 
servicemember is eligible for hostile fire or 
imminent danger special pay under section 
310 of title 37, United States Code, such State 
or local licensing authority shall delay the 
expiration of such license until not earlier 
than the date that is 180 days after the date 
on which such period of eligibility ends. 
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‘‘(b) CONTINUING EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS 

DURING PERIOD IN WHICH SERVICEMEMBERS 
ARE ELIGIBLE FOR HOSTILE FIRE OR IMMINENT 
DANGER SPECIAL PAY.—If a State or local li-
censing authority otherwise requires a serv-
icemember to meet any continuing edu-
cation requirements to maintain a license 
for a trade or profession during a period in 
which such servicemember is eligible for hos-
tile fire or imminent danger special pay 
under section 310 of title 37, United States 
Code, such State or local licensing authority 
shall delay such continuing education re-
quirement until not earlier than the date 
that is 180 days after the date on which such 
period of eligibility ends.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 501(b)) is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 706 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 707. Professional licenses and certifi-

cations.’’. 
SEC. 1605. EXPANSION OF PROTECTIONS FOR 

MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES 
REGARDING TAXES RESPECTING 
REAL PROPERTY OCCUPIED BY 
BUSINESSES OWNED BY SUCH MEM-
BERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(2) of sec-
tion 501 of the Servicemembers Civil Relief 
Act (50 U.S.C. App. 561) is amended by strik-
ing the matter before subparagraph (A) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(2) real property occupied for dwelling, 
professional, trade, business, or agricultural 
purposes by a servicemember, the 
servicemember’s dependents or employees, 
or a business which (without regard to the 
form in which such profession, trade, busi-
ness, or agricultural operation is organized 
or carried out) is owned entirely by a serv-
icemember or by a servicemember and the 
spouse of the servicemember—’’. 

(b) NOTICE.—Such section is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f) WRITTEN NOTICE TO TAXING AUTHORI-
TIES.—In order for real property owned by a 
business which is owned entirely by a serv-
icemember or by a servicemember and the 
spouse of the servicemember to be subject to 
the protections provided in this section, the 
servicemember shall provide to the applica-
ble taxing authority written notice and a 
copy of the military orders calling the serv-
icemember to military service and any or-
ders further extending military service, not 
later than 180 days after the date of the 
servicemember’s termination or release from 
military service.’’. 
SEC. 1606. PROHIBITION ON DENIAL OF CREDIT 

BECAUSE OF ELIGIBILITY FOR PRO-
TECTION. 

Section 108 of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 518) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Application by’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(a) APPLICATION OR RECEIPT.—Application 
by’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the pro-

tections under subsection (a), an individual 
who is entitled to any right or protection 
provided under this Act may not be denied or 
refused credit or be subject to any other ac-
tion described under paragraphs (1) through 
(6) of subsection (a) solely by reason of such 
entitlement. 

‘‘(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be construed to prohibit a lend-
er from considering all relevant factors, 
other than the entitlement of an individual 
to a right or protection provided under this 
Act, in making a determination as to wheth-
er it is appropriate to extend credit.’’. 

SEC. 1607. INTEREST RATE LIMITATION ON DEBT 
ENTERED INTO DURING MILITARY 
SERVICE TO CONSOLIDATE OR REFI-
NANCE STUDENT LOANS INCURRED 
BEFORE MILITARY SERVICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
207 of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 527) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘ON DEBT 
INCURRED BEFORE SERVICE’’ after ‘‘LIMITATION 
TO 6 PERCENT’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2): 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION TO 6 PERCENT ON DEBT IN-
CURRED DURING SERVICE TO CONSOLIDATE OR 
REFINANCE STUDENT LOANS INCURRED BEFORE 
SERVICE.—An obligation or liability bearing 
interest at a rate in excess of 6 percent per 
year that is incurred by a servicemember, or 
the servicemember and the servicemember’s 
spouse jointly, during military service to 
consolidate or refinance one or more student 
loans incurred by the servicemember before 
such military service shall not bear an inter-
est at a rate in excess of 6 percent during the 
period of military service.’’; 

(4) in paragraph (3), as redesignated by 
paragraph (2) of this subsection, by inserting 
‘‘or (2)’’ after ‘‘paragraph (1)’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraph (3)’’. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF LIMITATION.—Sub-
section (b) of such section is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘the inter-
est rate limitation in subsection (a)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘an interest rate limitation in para-
graph (1) or (2) of subsection (a)’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘AS OF DATE OF ORDER TO ACTIVE DUTY’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following: ‘‘in the case of an obliga-
tion or liability covered by subsection (a)(1), 
or as of the date the servicemember (or serv-
icemember and spouse jointly) incurs the ob-
ligation or liability concerned under sub-
section (a)(2)’’. 

(c) STUDENT LOAN DEFINED.—Subsection (d) 
of such section is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) STUDENT LOAN.—The term ‘student 
loan’ means the following: 

‘‘(A) A Federal student loan made, insured, 
or guaranteed under title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 et seq.). 

‘‘(B) A private student loan as that term is 
defined in section 140(a) of the Truth in 
Lending Act (15 U.S.C. 1650(a)).’’. 
SEC. 1608. TERMINATION OF RESIDENTIAL 

LEASES AFTER ASSIGNMENT OR RE-
LOCATION TO QUARTERS OF UNITED 
STATES OR HOUSING FACILITY 
UNDER JURISDICTION OF UNI-
FORMED SERVICE. 

(a) TERMINATION OF RESIDENTIAL LEASES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 305 of the 

Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 535) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)(1)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(C) in the case of a lease described in sub-

section (b)(1) and subparagraph (C) of such 
subsection, the date the lessee is assigned to 
or otherwise relocates to quarters or a hous-
ing facility as described in such subpara-
graph.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (b)(1)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) the lease is executed by or on behalf of 
a person who thereafter and during the term 
of the lease is assigned to or otherwise relo-
cates to quarters of the United States or a 
housing facility under the jurisdiction of a 
uniformed service (as defined in section 101 
of title 37, United States Code), including 
housing provided under the Military Housing 
Privatization Initiative.’’. 

(2) MANNER OF TERMINATION.—Subsection 
(c)(1) of such section is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘in the case of a lease de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1) and subparagraph 
(A) or (B) of such subsection,’’ before ‘‘by de-
livery’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 

subparagraph (C); and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 

following new subparagraph (B): 
‘‘(B) in the case of a lease described in sub-

section (b)(1) and subparagraph (C) of such 
subsection, by delivery by the lessee of writ-
ten notice of such termination, and a letter 
from the servicemember’s commanding offi-
cer indicating that the servicemember has 
been assigned to or is otherwise relocating to 
quarters of the United States or a housing 
facility under the jurisdiction of a uniformed 
service (as defined in section 101 of title 37, 
United States Code), to the lessor (or the les-
sor’s grantee), or to the lessor’s agent (or the 
agent’s grantee); and’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF MILITARY ORDERS AND 
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES FOR PURPOSES 
OF ACT.— 

(1) TRANSFER OF DEFINITIONS.—Such Act is 
further amended by transferring paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of section 305(i) (50 U.S.C. App. 
535(i)) to the end of section 101 (50 U.S.C. 
App. 511) and redesignating such paragraphs, 
as so transferred, as paragraphs (10) and (11). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such Act is 
further amended— 

(A) in section 305 (50 U.S.C. App. 535), as 
amended by paragraph (1), by striking sub-
section (i); and 

(B) in section 705 (50 U.S.C. App. 595), by 
striking ‘‘or naval’’ both places it appears. 
SEC. 1609. PROTECTION OF SURVIVING SPOUSE 

WITH RESPECT TO MORTGAGE 
FORECLOSURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 531 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 303 (50 U.S.C. App. 533) the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 303A. PROTECTION OF SURVIVING SPOUSE 

WITH RESPECT TO MORTGAGE 
FORECLOSURE. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), with respect to a servicemember who 
dies while in military service and who has a 
surviving spouse who is the servicemember’s 
successor in interest to property covered 
under section 303(a), section 303 shall apply 
to the surviving spouse with respect to that 
property during the one-year period begin-
ning on the date of such death in the same 
manner as if the servicemember had not 
died. 

‘‘(b) NOTICE REQUIRED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To be covered under this 

section with respect to property, a surviving 
spouse shall submit written notice that such 
surviving spouse is so covered to the mort-
gagee, trustee, or other creditor of the mort-
gage, trust deed, or other security in the na-
ture of a mortgage with which the property 
is secured. 

‘‘(2) TIME.—Notice provided under para-
graph (1) shall be provided with respect to a 
surviving spouse anytime during the one- 
year period beginning on the date of death of 
the servicemember with respect to whom the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:44 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00131 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19NO6.087 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8274 November 19, 2013 
surviving spouse is to receive coverage under 
this section. 

‘‘(3) ADDRESS.—Notice provided under para-
graph (1) with respect to property shall be 
provided via e-mail, facsimile, standard post, 
or express mail to facsimile numbers and ad-
dresses, as the case may be, designated by 
the servicer of the mortgage, trust deed, or 
other security in the nature of a mortgage 
with which the property is secured. 

‘‘(4) MANNER.—Notice provided under para-
graph (1) shall be provided in writing by 
using a form designed under paragraph (5) or 
submitting a copy of a Department of De-
fense or Department of Veterans Affairs doc-
ument evidencing the military service-re-
lated death of a spouse while in military 
service. 

‘‘(5) OFFICIAL FORMS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall design and distribute an official 
Department of Defense form that can be used 
by an individual to give notice under para-
graph (1).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 303A of such 
Act, as added by subsection (a), shall apply 
with respect to deaths that occur on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 501) is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 303 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 303A. Protection of surviving spouse 

with respect to mortgage fore-
closure.’’. 

Subtitle B—Improvements to 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 

SEC. 1611. IMPROVED PROTECTION OF MEMBERS 
OF UNIFORMED SERVICES AGAINST 
DEFAULT JUDGMENTS. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF PLAINTIFF AFFIDAVIT 
FILING REQUIREMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
201(b) of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 521(b)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and 
indenting such clauses two ems to the right; 

(B) in the matter before clause (i), as re-
designated by subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘In any’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph (B): 
‘‘(B) DUE DILIGENCE.—Before filing the affi-

davit, the plaintiff shall conduct a diligent 
and reasonable investigation to determine 
whether or not the defendant is in military 
service, including a search of available 
records of the Department of Defense and 
any other information reasonably available 
to the plaintiff. The affidavit shall set forth 
all steps taken to determine the defendant’s 
military status and shall have attached cop-
ies of the records on which the plaintiff re-
lied in drafting the affidavit.’’. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—Paragraph (1)(B) of 
such section, as added by paragraph (1), shall 
apply with respect to actions and pro-
ceedings filed on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

(b) APPOINTMENT OF ATTORNEY TO REP-
RESENT DEFENDANT IN MILITARY SERVICE.— 
Paragraph (2) of such section (50 U.S.C. App. 
521(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘If in an action’’ and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If in an action’’; 
(2) in subparagraph (A), as designated by 

paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘If an attorney’’ 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(C) LIMITATIONS ON APPOINTED ATTOR-
NEY.—If an attorney’’; 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A), as 
designated by paragraph (1), the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) DUE DILIGENCE.—If the court appoints 
an attorney to represent the defendant— 

‘‘(i) the attorney shall conduct a diligent 
and reasonable investigation to determine 
whether or not the defendant is in military 
service, including a search of available 
records of the Department of Defense and 
any other information reasonably available 
to the attorney; and 

‘‘(ii) the plaintiff shall submit to the attor-
ney such information as the plaintiff may 
have concerning the whereabouts or identity 
of the defendant.’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) TREATMENT OF ATTORNEYS FEES.—The 
reasonable fees of an attorney appointed to 
represent a servicemember shall be treated 
as costs of court for court cost purposes, un-
less the creditor seeks relief from such 
charges from the court.’’. 
SEC. 1612. MODIFICATION OF PERIOD IN WHICH A 

WAIVER OF A RIGHT PURSUANT TO 
A WRITTEN AGREEMENT MAY BE 
MADE UNDER SERVICEMEMBERS 
CIVIL RELIEF ACT. 

Section 107(a) of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 517) is amended in 
the third sentence by striking ‘‘during or 
after the servicemember’s period of military 
service’’ and inserting ‘‘after the occurrence 
of the event that gave rise to the rights or 
protections to be waived’’. 
SEC. 1613. CLARIFICATION REGARDING APPLICA-

TION OF ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY 
OF ATTORNEY GENERAL AND PRI-
VATE RIGHT OF ACTION UNDER 
SERVICEMEMBERS CIVIL RELIEF 
ACT. 

Sections 801 and 802 of the Servicemembers 
Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 597 and 597a) 
shall apply as if such sections were included 
in the enactment of the Soldiers’ and Sail-
ors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940 (54 Stat. 1178, 
chapter 888) and included in the restatement 
of such Act in Public Law 108–189. 
SEC. 1614. EXPANSION OF PROTECTIONS RELAT-

ING TO MORTGAGES TO INCLUDE 
OBLIGATIONS ON REAL OR PER-
SONAL PROPERTY FOR WHICH A 
SERVICEMEMBER IS PERSONALLY 
LIABLE AS A GUARANTOR OR CO- 
MAKER. 

Section 303(a) of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 533) is amended, in 
the matter before paragraph (1), by inserting 
‘‘or an obligation on real or personal prop-
erty for which a servicemember is personally 
liable as a guarantor or co-maker’’ after ‘‘by 
a servicemember’’. 

Subtitle C—Enforcement of Rights Under 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 

SEC. 1621. ELECTION OF ARBITRATION TO RE-
SOLVE CONTROVERSIES UNDER 
SERVICEMEMBERS CIVIL RELIEF 
ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 512) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) ELECTION OF ARBITRATION.— 
‘‘(1) CONSENT REQUIRED.—Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law, whenever a con-
tract with a servicemember provides for the 
use of arbitration to resolve a controversy 
subject to a provision of this Act and arising 
out of or relating to such contract, arbitra-
tion may be used to settle such controversy 
only if, after such controversy arises, all par-
ties to such controversy consent in writing 
to use arbitration to settle such controversy. 

‘‘(2) EXPLANATION REQUIRED.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, when-
ever arbitration is elected to settle a dispute 
pursuant to paragraph (1), the arbitrator 
shall provide the parties to such contract 
with a written explanation of the factual and 
legal basis for any decision made by the arbi-
trator in the course of such arbitration.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.—Subsection (d) of such 
section, as added by subsection (a), shall 

apply with respect to contracts entered into, 
amended, altered, modified, renewed, or ex-
tended after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 1622. ISSUANCE AND SERVICE OF CIVIL IN-

VESTIGATIVE DEMANDS BY ATTOR-
NEY GENERAL UNDER 
SERVICEMEMBERS CIVIL RELIEF 
ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 801 of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 597) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(d) ISSUANCE AND SERVICE OF CIVIL INVES-
TIGATIVE DEMANDS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Attorney 
General has reason to believe that any per-
son may be in possession, custody, or control 
of any documentary material relevant to an 
investigation under this Act, the Attorney 
General may, before commencing a civil ac-
tion under subsection (a), issue in writing 
and serve upon such person, a civil investiga-
tive demand requiring— 

‘‘(A) the production of such documentary 
material for inspection and copying; 

‘‘(B) that the custodian of such documen-
tary material answer in writing written 
questions with respect to such documentary 
material; or 

‘‘(C) the production of any combination of 
such documentary material or answers. 

‘‘(2) FALSE CLAIMS.—The provisions of sec-
tion 3733 of title 31, United States Code, gov-
erning the authority to issue, use, and en-
force civil investigative demands shall apply 
with respect to the authority to issue, use, 
and enforce civil investigative demands 
under this section, except that, for purposes 
of applying such section 3733— 

‘‘(A) references to false claims law inves-
tigators or investigations shall be considered 
references to investigators or investigations 
under this Act; 

‘‘(B) references to interrogatories shall be 
considered references to written questions, 
and answers to such need not be under oath; 

‘‘(C) the definitions relating to ‘false 
claims law’ shall not apply; and 

‘‘(D) provisions relating to qui tam rela-
tors shall not apply. 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL REPORT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of the SCRA 
Enhancement and Improvement Act of 2013 
and not less frequently than once each year 
thereafter, the Attorney General shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the House of Representatives a re-
port on the issuance of civil investigative de-
mands under this subsection during the pre-
vious one-year period. 

‘‘(B) ELEMENTS.—Each report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include the fol-
lowing for the year covered by the report: 

‘‘(i) The number of times that a civil inves-
tigative demand was issued under this sub-
section. 

‘‘(ii) For each civil investigative demand 
issued under this subsection with respect to 
an investigation, whether such investigation 
resulted in a settlement or conviction.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (d) of 
such section, as added by subsection (a), 
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall apply with respect 
to all violations of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 501 et seq.), regard-
less of when the violations are alleged to 
have occurred. 
SEC. 1623. INCREASE IN CIVIL PENALTIES FOR 

VIOLATION OF SERVICEMEMBERS 
CIVIL RELIEF ACT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 801(b)(3) of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 597(b)(3)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking 
‘‘$55,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$110,000’’; and 
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(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking 

‘‘$110,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$220,000’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the date that is 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act and shall apply with 
respect to violations of the Servicemembers 
Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 501 et seq.) 
that occur on or after such date. 

Subtitle D—Other Matters 
SEC. 1631. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The heading for section 
305 of the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act 
(50 U.S.C. App. 535) is amended by striking 
‘‘RESIDENTIAL OR MOTOR VEHICLE 
LEASES’’ and inserting ‘‘LEASES OF PREM-
ISES OCCUPIED AND MOTOR VEHICLES 
USED’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents in section 1(b) of such Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 501(b)) is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 305 and inserting the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘Sec. 305. Termination of leases of premises 

occupied and motor vehicles 
used.’’. 

SA 2326. Mrs. GILLIBRAND sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 
2014 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe 
military personnel strengths for such 
fiscal year, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of division A, add the following: 
TITLE XVI—MILITARY VOTING 

SEC. 1601. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Protect 

Military and Overseas Voters Act’’. 
Subtitle A—Absent Uniformed Services 

Voters and Overseas Voters 
SEC. 1611. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Absent 
Uniformed Services Voters and Overseas 
Voters Act’’. 
SEC. 1612. EXTENDING GUARANTEE OF RESI-

DENCY FOR VOTING PURPOSES TO 
DEPENDENTS OF ABSENT MILITARY 
PERSONNEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 705 of the 
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act (50 U.S.C. 
App. 595) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND DE-
PENDENTS’’ after ‘‘SPOUSES’’; and 

(2) by amending subsection (b) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(b) SPOUSES AND DEPENDENTS.—For the 
purposes of voting for any Federal office (as 
defined in section 301 of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431)) or any 
State or local office, a dependent of a person 
who is absent from a State in compliance 
with military or naval orders shall not, sole-
ly by reason of that person’s absence and 
without regard to whether or not such de-
pendent is accompanying that person— 

‘‘(1) be deemed to have lost a residence or 
domicile in that State, without regard to 
whether or not the person intends to return 
to that State; 

‘‘(2) be deemed to have acquired a resi-
dence or domicile in any other State; or 

‘‘(3) be deemed to have become a resident 
in or a resident of any other State.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to absences from States described in 
section 705(b) of the Servicemembers Civil 
Relief Act (50 U.S.C. App. 595(b)), as amended 

by subsection (a), after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, regardless of the date of 
the military or naval order concerned. 
SEC. 1613. PRE-ELECTION REPORTS ON AVAIL-

ABILITY AND TRANSMISSION OF AB-
SENTEE BALLOTS. 

Section 102(c) of the Uniformed and Over-
seas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973ff–1(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) REPORTS ON AVAILABILITY, TRANS-
MISSION, AND RECEIPT OF ABSENTEE BAL-
LOTS.— 

‘‘(1) PRE-ELECTION REPORT ON ABSENTEE 
BALLOT AVAILABILITY.—Not later than 55 
days before any regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office, each State shall 
submit a report to the Attorney General, the 
Election Assistance Commission (hereafter 
in this subsection referred to as the ‘Com-
mission’), and the Presidential Designee, and 
make that report publicly available that 
same day, certifying that absentee ballots 
for the election are or will be available for 
transmission to absent uniformed services 
voters and overseas voters by not later than 
46 days before the election. The report shall 
be in a form prescribed by the Attorney Gen-
eral, in consultation with the Commission, 
and shall require the State to certify specific 
information about ballot availability from 
each unit of local government which will ad-
minister the election. 

‘‘(2) PRE-ELECTION REPORT ON ABSENTEE 
BALLOT TRANSMISSION.—Not later than 43 
days before any regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office, each State shall 
submit a report to the Attorney General, the 
Commission, and the Presidential Designee, 
and make that report publicly available that 
same day, certifying whether all absentee 
ballots have been transmitted by not later 
than 46 days before the election to all quali-
fied absent uniformed services and overseas 
voters whose requests were received at least 
46 days before the election. The report shall 
be in a form prescribed by the Attorney Gen-
eral, , in consultation with the Commission, 
and shall require the State to certify specific 
information about ballot transmission, in-
cluding the total numbers of ballot requests 
received and ballots transmitted, from each 
unit of local government which will admin-
ister the election. 

‘‘(3) POST-ELECTION REPORT ON NUMBER OF 
ABSENTEE BALLOTS TRANSMITTED AND RE-
CEIVED.—Not later than 90 days after the 
date of each regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office, each State and 
unit of local government which administered 
the election shall (through the State, in the 
case of a unit of local government) submit a 
report to the Attorney General, the Commis-
sion, and the Presidential Designee on the 
combined number of absentee ballots trans-
mitted to absent uniformed services voters 
and overseas voters for the election and the 
combined number of such ballots which were 
returned by such voters and cast in the elec-
tion, and shall make such report available to 
the general public that same day.’’. 
SEC. 1614. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF CIVIL PENALTIES AND 
PRIVATE RIGHTS OF ACTION.—Section 105 of 
the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absen-
tee Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff—4) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 105. ENFORCEMENT. 

‘‘(a) ACTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

may bring civil action in an appropriate dis-
trict court for such declaratory or injunctive 
relief as may be necessary to carry out this 
title. 

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—In a civil action brought 
under paragraph (1), if the court finds that 
the State violated any provision of this title, 
it may, to vindicate the public interest, as-
sess a civil penalty against the State— 

‘‘(A) in an amount not to exceed $110,000 
for each such violation, in the case of a first 
violation; or 

‘‘(B) in an amount not to exceed $220,000 for 
each such violation, for any subsequent vio-
lation. 

‘‘(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
December 31 of each year, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall submit to Congress an annual re-
port on any civil action brought under para-
graph (1) during the preceding year. 

‘‘(b) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—A person 
who is aggrieved by a State’s violation of 
this title may bring a civil action in an ap-
propriate district court for such declaratory 
or injunctive relief as may be necessary to 
carry out this title. 

‘‘(c) STATE AS ONLY NECESSARY DEFEND-
ANT.—In any action brought under this sec-
tion, the only necessary party defendant is 
the State, and it shall not be a defense to 
any such action that a local election official 
or a unit of local government is not named 
as a defendant, notwithstanding that a State 
has exercised the authority described in sec-
tion 576 of the Military and Overseas Voter 
Empowerment Act to delegate to another ju-
risdiction in the State any duty or responsi-
bility which is the subject of an action 
brought under this section.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to violations alleged to have occurred on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1615. REVISIONS TO 45-DAY ABSENTEE BAL-

LOT TRANSMISSION RULE. 
(a) REPEAL OF WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 102 of the Uni-

formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff—1) is amended by 
striking subsection (g). 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
102(a)(8)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff— 
1(a)(8)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘except as 
provided in subsection (g),’’. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF TIME-PERIOD TO AVOID 
WEEKEND DEADLINES.—Section 102(a)(8) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff—1(a)(8)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘45 days’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘46 days’’. 

(c) REQUIRING USE OF EXPRESS DELIVERY IN 
CASE OF FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENT.— 
Section 102 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff—1), 
as amended by subsection (a), is amended by 
inserting after subsection (f) the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(g) REQUIRING USE OF EXPRESS DELIVERY 
IN CASE OF FAILURE TO TRANSMIT BALLOTS 
WITHIN DEADLINES.— 

‘‘(1) TRANSMISSION OF BALLOT BY EXPRESS 
DELIVERY.—If a State fails to meet the re-
quirement of subsection (a)(8)(A) to transmit 
a validly requested absentee ballot to an ab-
sent uniformed services voter or overseas 
voter not later than 46 days before the elec-
tion (in the case in which the request is re-
ceived at least 46 days before the election)— 

‘‘(A) the State shall transmit the ballot to 
the voter by express delivery; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of a voter who has des-
ignated that absentee ballots be transmitted 
electronically in accordance with subsection 
(f)(1), the State shall transmit the ballot to 
the voter electronically. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR TRANSMISSION FEWER 
THAN 40 DAYS BEFORE THE ELECTION.—If, in 
carrying out paragraph (1), a State transmits 
an absentee ballot to an absent uniformed 
services voter or overseas voter fewer than 40 
days before the election, the State shall en-
able the ballot to be returned by the voter by 
express delivery, except that in the case of 
an absentee ballot of an absent uniformed 
services voter for a regularly scheduled gen-
eral election for Federal office, the State 
may satisfy the requirement of this para-
graph by notifying the voter of the proce-
dures for the collection and delivery of such 
ballots under section 103A.’’. 
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SEC. 1616. USE OF SINGLE ABSENTEE BALLOT AP-

PLICATION FOR SUBSEQUENT ELEC-
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 104 of the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff-3) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 104. USE OF SINGLE APPLICATION FOR 

SUBSEQUENT ELECTIONS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a State accepts and 

processes a request for an absentee ballot by 
an absent uniformed services voter or over-
seas voter and the voter requests that the 
application be considered an application for 
an absentee ballot for each subsequent elec-
tion for Federal office held in the State 
through the next regularly scheduled general 
election for Federal office (including any 
runoff elections which may occur as a result 
of the outcome of such general election), the 
State shall provide an absentee ballot to the 
voter for each such subsequent election. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION FOR VOTERS CHANGING REG-
ISTRATION.—Subsection (a) shall not apply 
with respect to a voter registered to vote in 
a State for any election held after the voter 
notifies the State that the voter no longer 
wishes to be registered to vote in the State 
or after the State determines that the voter 
has registered to vote in another State or is 
otherwise no longer eligible to vote in the 
State. 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITION OF REFUSAL OF APPLICA-
TION ON GROUNDS OF EARLY SUBMISSION.—A 
State may not refuse to accept or to process, 
with respect to any election for Federal of-
fice, any otherwise valid voter registration 
application or absentee ballot application 
(including the postcard form prescribed 
under section 101) submitted by an absent 
uniformed services voter or overseas voter 
on the grounds that the voter submitted the 
application before the first date on which the 
State otherwise accepts or processes such ap-
plications for that election which are sub-
mitted by absentee voters who are not mem-
bers of the uniformed services or overseas 
citizens.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to voter registration and absentee bal-
lot applications which are submitted to a 
State or local election official on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1617. APPLICABILITY TO COMMONWEALTH 

OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA IS-
LANDS. 

Paragraph (6) and (8) of section 107 of the 
Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee 
Voting Act (42 U.S.C. 1973ff–6(6)) are each 
amended by striking ‘‘and American Samoa’’ 
and inserting ‘‘American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands’’. 
SEC. 1618. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
title, the amendments made by this subtitle 
shall apply with respect to elections occur-
ring on or after January 1, 2014. 
Subtitle B—Voter Registration Modernization 
SEC. 1621. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Voter 
Registration Modernization Act’’. 
SEC. 1622. REQUIRING AVAILABILITY OF INTER-

NET FOR VOTER REGISTRATION. 
(a) REQUIRING AVAILABILITY OF INTERNET 

FOR REGISTRATION.—The National Voter Reg-
istration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et seq.) 
is amended by inserting after section 6 the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6A. INTERNET REGISTRATION. 

‘‘(a) REQUIRING AVAILABILITY OF INTERNET 
FOR ONLINE REGISTRATION.— 

‘‘(1) AVAILABILITY OF ONLINE REGISTRA-
TION.—Each State, acting through the chief 
State election official, shall ensure that the 
following services are available to the public 

at any time on the official public websites of 
the appropriate State and local election offi-
cials in the State, in the same manner and 
subject to the same terms and conditions as 
the services provided by voter registration 
agencies under section 7(a): 

‘‘(A) Online application for voter registra-
tion. 

‘‘(B) Online assistance to applicants in ap-
plying to register to vote. 

‘‘(C) Online completion and submission by 
applicants of the mail voter registration ap-
plication form prescribed by the Election As-
sistance Commission pursuant to section 
9(a)(2), including assistance with providing a 
signature in electronic form as required 
under subsection (c). 

‘‘(D) Online receipt of completed voter reg-
istration applications. 

‘‘(b) ACCEPTANCE OF COMPLETED APPLICA-
TIONS.—A State shall accept an online voter 
registration application provided by an indi-
vidual under this section, and ensure that 
the individual is registered to vote in the 
State, if— 

‘‘(1) the individual meets the same voter 
registration requirements applicable to indi-
viduals who register to vote by mail in ac-
cordance with section 6(a)(1) using the mail 
voter registration application form pre-
scribed by the Election Assistance Commis-
sion pursuant to section 9(a)(2); and 

‘‘(2) the individual provides a signature in 
electronic form in accordance with sub-
section (c) (but only in the case of applica-
tions submitted during or after the second 
year in which this section is in effect in the 
State). 

‘‘(c) SIGNATURES IN ELECTRONIC FORM.—For 
purposes of this section, an individual pro-
vides a signature in electronic form by— 

‘‘(1) electronically signing the document in 
the manner required by the State for pur-
poses of submitting online applications for 
voter registration before the date of the en-
actment of this section; 

‘‘(2) executing a computerized mark in the 
signature field on an online voter registra-
tion application; or 

‘‘(3) submitting with the application an 
electronic copy of the individual’s hand-
written signature through electronic means. 

‘‘(d) CONFIRMATION AND DISPOSITION.— 
‘‘(1) CONFIRMATION OF RECEIPT.—Upon the 

online submission of a completed voter reg-
istration application by an individual under 
this section, the appropriate State or local 
election official shall send the individual a 
notice confirming the State’s receipt of the 
application and providing instructions on 
how the individual may check the status of 
the application. 

‘‘(2) NOTICE OF DISPOSITION.—As soon as the 
appropriate State or local election official 
has approved or rejected an application sub-
mitted by an individual under this section, 
the official shall send the individual a notice 
of the disposition of the application. 

‘‘(3) METHOD OF NOTIFICATION.—The appro-
priate State or local election official shall 
send the notices required under this sub-
section by regular mail, and, in the case of 
an individual who has requested that the 
State provide voter registration and voting 
information through electronic mail, by both 
electronic mail and regular mail. 

‘‘(e) PROVISION OF SERVICES IN NON-
PARTISAN MANNER.—The services made avail-
able under subsection (a) shall be provided in 
a manner that ensures that, consistent with 
section 7(a)(5)— 

‘‘(1) the online application does not seek to 
influence an applicant’s political preference 
or party registration; and 

‘‘(2) there is no display on the website pro-
moting any political preference or party al-
legiance, except that nothing in this para-
graph may be construed to prohibit an appli-

cant from registering to vote as a member of 
a political party. 

‘‘(f) PROTECTION OF SECURITY OF INFORMA-
TION.—In meeting the requirements of this 
section, the State shall establish appropriate 
technological security measures to prevent 
to the greatest extent practicable any unau-
thorized access to information provided by 
individuals using the services made available 
under subsection (a). 

‘‘(g) USE OF ADDITIONAL TELEPHONE-BASED 
SYSTEM.—A State shall make the services 
made available online under subsection (a) 
available through the use of an automated 
telephone-based system, subject to the same 
terms and conditions applicable under this 
section to the services made available on-
line, in addition to making the services 
available online in accordance with the re-
quirements of this section. 

‘‘(h) NONDISCRIMINATION AMONG REG-
ISTERED VOTERS USING MAIL AND ONLINE 
REGISTRATION.—In carrying out this Act, the 
Help America Vote Act of 2002, or any other 
Federal, State, or local law governing the 
treatment of registered voters in the State 
or the administration of elections for public 
office in the State, a State shall treat a reg-
istered voter who registered to vote online in 
accordance with this section in the same 
manner as the State treats a registered voter 
who registered to vote by mail.’’. 

(b) TREATMENT AS INDIVIDUALS REG-
ISTERING TO VOTE BY MAIL FOR PURPOSES OF 
FIRST-TIME VOTER IDENTIFICATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 303(b)(1)(A) of the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 
15483(b)(1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘by 
mail’’ and inserting ‘‘by mail or online under 
section 6A of the National Voter Registra-
tion Act of 1993’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) TIMING OF REGISTRATION.—Section 

8(a)(1) of the National Voter Registration 
Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg–6(a)(1)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (C); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) in the case of online registration 
through the official public website of an 
election official under section 6A, if the valid 
voter registration application is submitted 
online not later than the lesser of 30 days, or 
the period provided by State law, before the 
date of the election (as determined by treat-
ing the date on which the application is sent 
electronically as the date on which it is sub-
mitted); and’’. 

(2) INFORMING APPLICANTS OF ELIGIBILITY 
REQUIREMENTS AND PENALTIES.—Section 
8(a)(5) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg–6(a)(5)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and 7’’ and inserting 
‘‘6A, and 7’’. 
SEC. 1623. USE OF INTERNET TO UPDATE REG-

ISTRATION INFORMATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) UPDATES TO INFORMATION CONTAINED ON 

COMPUTERIZED STATEWIDE VOTER REGISTRA-
TION LIST.—Section 303(a) of the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 15483(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) USE OF INTERNET BY REGISTERED VOT-
ERS TO UPDATE INFORMATION.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The appropriate State 
or local election official shall ensure that 
any registered voter on the computerized list 
may at any time update the voter’s registra-
tion information, including the voter’s ad-
dress and electronic mail address, online 
through the official public website of the 
election official responsible for the mainte-
nance of the list, so long as the voter attests 
to the contents of the update by providing a 
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signature in electronic form in the same 
manner required under section 6A(c) of the 
National Voter Registration Act of 1993. 

‘‘(B) PROCESSING OF UPDATED INFORMATION 
BY ELECTION OFFICIALS.—If a registered voter 
updates registration information under sub-
paragraph (A), the appropriate State or local 
election official shall— 

‘‘(i) revise any information on the comput-
erized list to reflect the update made by the 
voter; and 

‘‘(ii) if the updated registration informa-
tion affects the voter’s eligibility to vote in 
an election for Federal office, ensure that 
the information is processed with respect to 
the election if the voter updates the informa-
tion not later than the lesser of 7 days, or 
the period provided by State law, before the 
date of the election. 

‘‘(C) CONFIRMATION AND DISPOSITION.— 
‘‘(i) CONFIRMATION OF RECEIPT.—Upon the 

online submission of updated registration in-
formation by an individual under this para-
graph, the appropriate State or local elec-
tion official shall send the individual a no-
tice confirming the State’s receipt of the up-
dated information and providing instructions 
on how the individual may check the status 
of the update. 

‘‘(ii) NOTICE OF DISPOSITION.—As soon as 
the appropriate State or local election offi-
cial has accepted or rejected updated infor-
mation submitted by an individual under 
this paragraph, the official shall send the in-
dividual a notice of the disposition of the up-
date. 

‘‘(iii) METHOD OF NOTIFICATION.—The appro-
priate State or local election official shall 
send the notices required under this subpara-
graph by regular mail, and, in the case of an 
individual who has requested that the State 
provide voter registration and voting infor-
mation through electronic mail, by both 
electronic mail and regular mail.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 303(d)(1)(A) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 15483(d)(1)(A)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraph (B) and subsection (a)(6)’’. 

(b) ABILITY OF REGISTRANT TO USE ONLINE 
UPDATE TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON RESI-
DENCE.—Section 8(d)(2)(A) of the National 
Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 
1973gg–6(d)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after 
‘‘return the card’’ the following: ‘‘or update 
the registrant’s information on the comput-
erized Statewide voter registration list using 
the online method provided under section 
303(a)(6) of the Help America Vote Act of 
2002’’; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘re-
turned,’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘re-
turned or if the registrant does not update 
the registrant’s information on the comput-
erized Statewide voter registration list using 
such online method,’’. 
SEC. 1624. STUDY ON BEST PRACTICES FOR 

INTERNET REGISTRATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
shall conduct an ongoing study on best prac-
tices for implementing the requirements for 
Internet registration under section 6A of the 
National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (as 
added by section 1622) and the requirement 
to permit voters to update voter registration 
information online under section 303(a)(6) of 
the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (as added 
by section 1623). 

(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Director of the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology shall make pub-
licly available a report on the study con-
ducted under subsection (a). 

(2) QUADRENNIAL UPDATE.—The Director of 
the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology shall review and update the re-
port made under paragraph (1). 

(c) USE OF BEST PRACTICES IN EAC VOL-
UNTARY GUIDANCE.—Subsection (a) of section 
311 of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (42 
U.S.C. 15501(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such vol-
untary guidance shall utilize the best prac-
tices developed by the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
under section 1624 of the Voter Registration 
Modernization Act for the use of the Internet 
in voter registration.’’. 
SEC. 1625. PROVISION OF ELECTION INFORMA-

TION BY ELECTRONIC MAIL TO INDI-
VIDUALS REGISTERED TO VOTE. 

(a) INCLUDING OPTION ON VOTER REGISTRA-
TION APPLICATION TO PROVIDE E-MAIL AD-
DRESS AND RECEIVE INFORMATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(b) of the Na-
tional Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg–7(b)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (3); 

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

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(5) shall include a space for the applicant 
to provide (at the applicant’s option) an elec-
tronic mail address, together with a state-
ment that, if the applicant so requests, in-
stead of using regular mail the appropriate 
State and local election officials shall pro-
vide to the applicant, through electronic 
mail sent to that address, the same voting 
information (as defined in section 302(b)(2) of 
the Help America Vote Act of 2002) which the 
officials would provide to the applicant 
through regular mail.’’. 

(2) PROHIBITING USE FOR PURPOSES UNRE-
LATED TO OFFICIAL DUTIES OF ELECTION OFFI-
CIALS.—Section 9 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1973gg–7) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITING USE OF ELECTRONIC MAIL 
ADDRESSES FOR OTHER THAN OFFICIAL PUR-
POSES.—The chief State election official 
shall ensure that any electronic mail address 
provided by an applicant under subsection 
(b)(5) is used only for purposes of carrying 
out official duties of election officials and is 
not transmitted by any State or local elec-
tion official (or any agent of such an official, 
including a contractor) to any person who 
does not require the address to carry out 
such official duties and who is not under the 
direct supervision and control of a State or 
local election official.’’. 

(b) REQUIRING PROVISION OF INFORMATION 
BY ELECTION OFFICIALS.—Section 302(b) of 
the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 
15482(b)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) PROVISION OF OTHER INFORMATION BY 
ELECTRONIC MAIL.—If an individual who is a 
registered voter has provided the State or 
local election official with an electronic 
mail address for the purpose of receiving vot-
ing information (as described in section 
9(b)(5) of the National Voter Registration 
Act of 1993), the appropriate State or local 
election official, through electronic mail 
transmitted not later than 7 days before the 
date of the election involved, shall provide 
the individual with information on how to 
obtain the following information by elec-
tronic means: 

‘‘(A) The name and address of the polling 
place at which the individual is assigned to 
vote in the election. 

‘‘(B) The hours of operation for the polling 
place. 

‘‘(C) A description of any identification or 
other information the individual may be re-
quired to present at the polling place.’’. 

SEC. 1626. CLARIFICATION OF REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NECESSARY INFORMATION 
TO SHOW ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE. 

Section 8 of the National Voter Registra-
tion Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg–6) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (j) as sub-
section (k); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (i) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(j) REQUIREMENT FOR STATE TO REGISTER 
APPLICANTS PROVIDING NECESSARY INFORMA-
TION TO SHOW ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.—For 
purposes meeting the requirement of sub-
section (a)(1) that an eligible applicant is 
registered to vote in an election for Federal 
office within the deadlines required under 
such subsection, the State shall consider an 
applicant to have provided a ‘valid voter reg-
istration form’ if— 

‘‘(1) the applicant has accurately com-
pleted the application form and attested to 
the statement required by section 9(b)(2); 
and 

‘‘(2) in the case of an applicant who reg-
isters to vote online in accordance with sec-
tion 6A, the applicant provides a signature in 
accordance with subsection (c) of such sec-
tion.’’. 
SEC. 1627. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), the amendments made by this 
subtitle (other than the amendments made 
by section 1625) shall take effect January 1, 
2016. 

(b) WAIVER.—Subject to the approval of the 
Election Assistance Commission, if a State 
certifies to the Election Assistance Commis-
sion that the State will not meet the dead-
line referred to in subsection (a) because of 
extraordinary circumstances and includes in 
the certification the reasons for the failure 
to meet the deadline, subsection (a) shall 
apply to the State as if the reference in such 
subsection to ‘‘January 1, 2016’’ were a ref-
erence to ‘‘January 1, 2018’’. 

SA 2327. Mr. MANCHIN (for himself, 
Mr. KIRK, and Mr. BURR) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. CONSOLIDATED AND COORDINATED 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT INTERNET 
PORTAL TO CONNECT CURRENT AND 
FORMER MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES WITH EMPLOYERS SEEKING 
EMPLOYEES WITH SKILLS AND EX-
PERIENCE DEVELOPED THROUGH 
MILITARY SERVICE. 

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

(1) Although significant progress has been 
made, unemployment among veterans re-
mains stubbornly high. 

(2) The unemployment rate among younger 
veterans, ages 18 to 24, remains well above 
the national average. 

(3) This problem impacts the Department 
of Defense budget. Over the past 10 years, the 
Federal Government has expended more than 
$9,600,000,000 on unemployment compensa-
tion benefits for former members of the 
Armed Forces. 

(4) The Department makes significant in-
vestments in members of the Armed Forces 
including specialized technical training in 
skills that are easily transferrable to civil-
ian career fields. 
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(5) Beyond specific technical training, vet-

erans gain unique leadership, organizational, 
and other skills that make them valued em-
ployees in the private sector. 

(6) Government agencies, private sector en-
tities, and nonprofit organizations are re-
sponding to the issue of unemployment 
among veterans. 

(7) There are now so many programs to as-
sist veterans in finding employment, many 
within the Government, that veterans may 
not know where to seek assistance in finding 
employment. While these programs are well 
intentioned, many are duplicative in nature, 
and compete for scarce resources. 

(8) The Department of Labor, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, the Department 
Defense, and the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment are currently working to consolidate 
the veterans employment initiatives of the 
Government into a single, consolidated 
Internet portal with the goal of connecting 
veterans who are seeking employment with 
employers who want to employ them. 

(9) The consolidated portal will prevent 
Federal Government agencies from com-
peting with each other to accomplish the 
same goal, and will save the Federal Govern-
ment money while providing a comprehen-
sive, coordinated tool for employers and vet-
erans seeking employment. 

(10) The Federal Government can accom-
plish this by leveraging the best practices of 
current programs. 

(11) While progress has been made, there is 
no statutory requirement to streamline 
these Government programs and coordinate 
the resources that are all intended to 
achieve the same goal. 

(b) CONSOLIDATED INTERNET PORTAL RE-
QUIRED.—Commencing not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Labor shall, in con-
junction with the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and organiza-
tions concerned with veterans resources, 
consolidate Internet portals of the Federal 
Government on employment for current and 
former members of the Armed Forces into a 
comprehensive consolidated Internet portal 
within a single existing platform or system 
for the purposes of connecting current and 
former members of the Armed Forces who 
are seeking employment with employers who 
want to employ them. 

(c) ELEMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The consolidated Internet 

portal under subsection (b) should include 
the following: 

(A) A means through which current and 
former members of the Armed Forces may 
connect for employment purposes with em-
ployers seeking the experience and skills de-
veloped during service in the Armed Forces, 
including a means of presenting a profile of 
each member or former member to employ-
ers that includes, at a minimum— 

(i) the skills obtained by such member or 
former member during service in the Armed 
Forces and additional skills such member or 
former member is interested in pursuing; and 

(ii) the current or intended residence of 
such member or former member (including 
an option for members or former members 
who are willing to reside in various loca-
tions). 

(B) A means of permitting qualified pro-
spective employers to post employment 
openings and seek contact with members or 
former members based on their profile for 
the purposes of requesting the initiation of 
arrangements or negotiations concerning po-
tential employment. 

(C) A means of presenting other employ-
ment resources, including resume prepara-
tion, to members or former members seeking 
employment. 

(2) MATTERS CONSIDERED.—In developing 
the consolidated Internet portal, the Secre-
taries referred to in subsection (b) should 
consider, at a minimum, the following: 

(A) Public and private sector resources on 
matters relating to the portal. 

(B) Opportunities to incorporate local em-
ployment networks into the portal. 

(C) Methodologies to determine the most 
effective employment resources and pro-
grams to be incorporated into the portal. 

(D) Means for streamlining processes 
through the portal for employers to find and 
employ former members of the Armed 
Forces. 

(d) MEMBER PARTICIPATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Participation in the con-

solidated Internet portal under subsection 
(b) shall be limited to members of the Na-
tional Guard and Reseves, members of the 
Armed Forces on active duty who are 
transitioning from military service to civil-
ian life, former members of the Armed 
Forces, and veterans. 

(2) VOLUNTARY.—Participation by a mem-
ber or former member of the Armed Forces 
described in paragraph (1) in the consoli-
dated Internet portal shall be voluntary. A 
member or former member participating in 
the portal may cease participation in the 
portal at any time. 

(e) REPORTS BY IMPLEMENTING SECRE-
TARIES.— 

(1) PRELIMINARY REPORT.—Not later than 
six months after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretaries shall submit to 
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port on the consolidated Internet portal 
under subsection (b). The report shall in-
clude the following: 

(A) A list of the Internet portals of the 
Federal Government that are redundant to, 
or duplicative of, the consolidated Internet 
portal. 

(B) An estimate of the cost-savings to be 
achieved by the Federal Government 
through the consolidated Internet portal, in-
cluding through the elimination or consoli-
dation into the consolidated Internet portal 
of the Internet portals listed under subpara-
graph (A). 

(2) REPORT FOLLOWING IMPLEMENTATION OF 
PORTAL.—Not later than one year after the 
date of the implementation of the consoli-
dated Internet portal under subsection (b), 
the Secretaries shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on 
the portal. 

(3) ELEMENTS.—Each report under this sub-
section shall include a description of the 
consolidated Internet portal and such other 
information on the portal as the Secretaries 
consider appropriate. 

(f) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 540 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report on the elimination by 
Federal agencies of Internet portals that are 
redundant to, or duplicative of, the consoli-
dated Internet portal under subsection (b). 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The report shall include 
the following: 

(A) The list of the internet portals of the 
Federal Government at the time of the im-
plementation of the consolidated Internet 
portal that are determined by the Comp-
troller General to have been redundant to, or 
duplicative of, the consolidated Internet por-
tal. 

(B) An assessment whether the list of 
internet portals under subsection (f)(1)(A) 
encompassed all the Internet portals of the 
Federal Government that were redundant to, 
or duplicative of, the consolidated Internet 
portal. 

(C) An assessment of the actions taken by 
Federal agencies to eliminate Internet por-
tals that were redundant to, or duplicative 
of, the consolidated Internet portal. 

(D) A list of Internet portals of the Federal 
Government determined to be redundant to, 
or duplicative of the consolidated Internet 
portal that have yet to be eliminated by Fed-
eral agencies as of the date of the report. 

(g) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions, the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce, 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives. 

SA 2328. Mrs. BOXER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle E of title V, 
add the following: 
SEC. 547. SEXUAL ASSAULT FORENSIC EXAM-

INERS. 

(a) PERSONNEL ELIGIBLE FOR ASSIGNMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the only individuals who may 
be assigned to duty as a sexual assault foren-
sic examiner (SAFE) for the Armed Forces, 
and for any dependents of members of the 
Armed Forces or civilian employees of the 
Department of Defense who are eligible for 
sexual assault forensic examinations 
through the Department of Defense, shall be 
members of the Armed Forces and civilian 
personnel of the Department of Defense or 
Department of Homeland Security who are 
as follows: 

(A) Physicians. 
(B) Nurse practitioners. 
(C) Nurse midwives. 
(D) Physician assistants. 
(E) Registered nurses. 
(2) INDEPENDENT DUTY CORPSMEN.—An inde-

pendent duty corpsman or equivalent may be 
assigned to duty as a sexual assault forensic 
examiner for individuals described in para-
graph (1) if no individual provided for in that 
paragraph is otherwise available for assign-
ment to such duty. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF EXAMINERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary concerned 

shall ensure the availability of an adequate 
number of sexual assault forensic examiners 
for individuals described in subsection (a)(1) 
through the following: 

(A) Assignment of at least one sexual as-
sault forensic examiner at each military 
medical treatment facility under the juris-
diction of such Secretary, whether in the 
United States or overseas. 

(B) If assignment as described in subpara-
graph (A) is infeasible or impracticable, 
entry into agreements with local licensed 
and accredited medical facilities, whether 
Governmental or otherwise, with the re-
sources for the provision of sexual assault fo-
rensic examinations for such individuals. 

(2) NAVAL VESSELS.—The Secretary con-
cerned shall ensure the availability of an 
adequate number of sexual assault forensic 
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examiners for naval vessels through the as-
signment of at least one sexual assault fo-
rensic examiner for each naval vessel having 
a regular complement of more than 100 per-
sonnel. 

(c) TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Commencing not later 

than one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary concerned 
shall ensure that all sexual assault forensic 
examiners under the jurisdiction of such 
Secretary have completed the requirements 
of the training program specified in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraphs (2), and 
shall establish a mechanism to ensure com-
pliance with the ongoing training require-
ments in subparagraphs (C) and (D) of that 
paragraph. The requirements shall apply uni-
formly to all sexual assault forensic exam-
iners under the jurisdiction of the Secre-
taries. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—Each training program 
under this subsection shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(A) Training in sexual assault forensic ex-
aminations by qualified personnel who— 

(i) is a certified sexual assault forensic ex-
aminer; or 

(ii) possesses training and clinical or foren-
sic experience in sexual assault forensic ex-
aminations similar to that of a certified sex-
ual assault forensic examiner. 

(B) A minimum of 40 hours of coursework 
for participants in sexual assault forensic ex-
aminations of adults and adolescents. 

(C) Clinical mentoring to ensure con-
tinuing competency. 

(D) Guidelines for continuing education. 
(3) NATURE OF TRAINING.—The Secretary 

concerned shall ensure that the training pro-
vided incorporates and reflects best practices 
and standards on sexual assault forensic ex-
aminations. 

(4) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CERTIFICATION.— 
It is the sense of Congress that each partici-
pant who successfully completes all training 
required under the training program should 
obtain a sexual assault forensic examiner 
certification by not later than five years 
after completion of such training. 

(5) EXAMINERS UNDER AGREEMENTS.—Any 
individual providing sexual assault forensic 
examinations for the Armed Forces under an 
agreement under subsection (b)(1)(B) shall, 
to the extent practicable, possess the train-
ing and experience required for certification 
under the training program. 

(d) SECRETARY CONCERNED DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘‘Secretary concerned’’ 
means— 

(1) the Secretary of Defense with respect to 
matters concerning the Department of De-
fense; and 

(2) the Secretary of Homeland Security 
with respect to matters concerned the Coast 
Guard when it is not operating as a service 
in the Navy. 

SA 2329. Mr. LEAHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add 
the following: 

SEC. 1208. SUPPORT FOR INTERNATIONAL CRIMI-
NAL TRIBUNAL PROSECUTION OF 
GENOCIDE, CRIMES AGAINST HU-
MANITY, AND WAR CRIMES. 

Section 705 of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 2001 (22 U.S.C. 
7401) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (b); and 
(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-

lowing new subsection: 
‘‘(b) LIMITATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds authorized to be 

appropriated by this or any other Act may 
be made available for training and technical 
assistance for, and professional and in-kind 
support of, international and hybrid criminal 
tribunals in their investigations, apprehen-
sions, and prosecutions of Joseph Kony, 
Omar al-Bashir, Bashar al-Assad, and other 
high-profile, non-allied foreign nationals 
who are accused of genocide, crimes against 
humanity, or war crimes. 

‘‘(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate con-
gressional committees on the specific types 
of assistance and support to be provided 
under paragraph (1).’’. 

SA 2330. Mr. LEAHY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. EX GRATIA PAYMENTS TO LOCAL MILI-

TARY COMMANDERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Defense 

may, under such regulations as the Sec-
retary may prescribe, make available 
amounts to local military commanders ap-
pointed by the Secretary, or by an officer or 
employee designated by the Secretary, to 
provide at their discretion ex gratia pay-
ments in amounts consistent with subsection 
(d) for damage, personal injury, or death 
that is incident to combat operations of the 
Armed Forces in a foreign country. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—An ex gratia payment 
under this section may be provided only if— 

(1) the prospective foreign civilian recipi-
ent is determined by the local military com-
mander to be friendly to the United States; 

(2) a claim for damages would not be com-
pensable under chapter 163 of title 10, United 
States Code (commonly known as the ‘‘For-
eign Claims Act’’); and 

(3) the property damage, personal injury, 
or death was not caused by action by an 
enemy. 

(c) NATURE OF PAYMENTS.—Any payments 
provided under a program under subsection 
(a) shall not be considered an admission or 
acknowledgment of any legal obligation to 
compensate for any damage, personal injury, 
or death. 

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.—If the Sec-
retary of Defense determines a program 
under subsection (a) to be appropriate in a 
particular setting, the amounts of payments, 
if any, to be provided to civilians determined 
to have suffered harm incident to combat op-
erations of the Armed Forces under the pro-
gram should be determined pursuant to regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary and 
based on an assessment, which should in-
clude such factors as cultural appropriate-
ness and prevailing economic conditions. 

(e) LEGAL ADVICE.—Local military com-
manders shall receive legal advice before 

making ex gratia payments under this sub-
section. The legal advisor, under regulations 
of the Department of Defense, shall advise on 
whether an ex gratia payment is proper 
under this section and applicable Depart-
ment of Defense regulations. 

(f) WRITTEN RECORD.—A written record of 
any ex gratia payment offered or denied 
shall be kept by the local commander and on 
a timely basis submitted to the appropriate 
office in the Department of Defense as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Defense. 

(g) REPORT.—The Secretary of Defense 
shall report to the congressional defense 
committees on an annual basis the efficacy 
of the ex gratia payment program including 
the number of types of cases considered, 
amounts offered, the response from ex gratia 
payment recipients, and any recommended 
modifications to the program. 

SA 2331. Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself 
and Mr. CORKER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1197, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of division A, add the following: 
TITLE XVI—EMBASSY SECURITY 

SEC. 1601. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Chris Ste-

vens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, and Glen 
Doherty Embassy Security, Threat Mitiga-
tion, and Personnel Protection Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 1602. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House of 
Representatives. 

(2) FACILITIES.—The term ‘‘facilities’’ en-
compasses embassies, consulates, expedi-
tionary diplomatic facilities, and any other 
diplomatic facilities, not in the United 
States, including those that are intended for 
temporary use. 

Subtitle A—Funding Authorization and 
Transfer Authority 

SEC. 1611. CAPITAL SECURITY COST SHARING 
PROGRAM. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 2014 for the Department of State 
$1,383,000,000, to be available until expended, 
for the Capital Security Cost Sharing Pro-
gram, authorized by section 604(e) of the Se-
cure Embassy Construction and Counterter-
rorism Act of 1999 (title VI of division A of 
H.R. 3427, as enacted into law by section 
1000(a)(7) of Public Law 106–113; 113 Stat. 
1501A–453; 22 U.S.C. 4865 note). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE CAPITAL SE-
CURITY COST SHARING PROGRAM.—It is the 
sense of Congress that— 

(1) the Capital Security Cost Sharing Pro-
gram should prioritize the construction of 
new facilities and the maintenance of exist-
ing facilities in high threat, high risk areas 
in addition to addressing immediate threat 
mitigation as set forth in section 1612, and 
should take into consideration the priorities 
of other government agencies that are con-
tributing to the Capital Security Cost Shar-
ing Program when replacing or upgrading 
diplomatic facilities; and 

(2) all United States Government agencies 
are required to pay into the Capital Security 
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Cost Sharing Program a percentage of total 
costs determined by interagency agree-
ments, in order to address immediate threat 
mitigation needs and increase funds for the 
Capital Security Cost Sharing Program for 
fiscal year 2014, including to address infla-
tion and increased construction costs. 

(c) RESTRICTION ON CONSTRUCTION OF OF-
FICE SPACE.—Section 604(e)(2) of the Secure 
Embassy Construction and Counterterrorism 
Act of 1999 (title VI of division A of H.R. 3427, 
as enacted into law by section 1000(a)(7) of 
Public Law 106–113; 113 Stat. 1501A–453; 22 
U.S.C. 4865 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘A project to construct a 
diplomatic facility of the United States may 
not include office space or other accommoda-
tions for an employee of a Federal agency or 
department if the Secretary of State deter-
mines that such department or agency has 
not provided to the Department of State the 
full amount of funding required by paragraph 
(1), except that such project may include of-
fice space or other accommodations for 
members of the United States Marine 
Corps.’’. 
SEC. 1612. IMMEDIATE THREAT MITIGATION. 

(a) ALLOCATION OF AUTHORIZED APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—In addition to any funds otherwise 
made available for such purposes, the De-
partment of State shall, notwithstanding 
any other provision of law except as provided 
in subsection (d), use $300,000,000 of the fund-
ing provided in section 1611 for immediate 
threat mitigation projects, with priority 
given to facilities determined to be ‘‘high 
threat, high risk’’ pursuant to section 1642. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—In allocating 
funding for threat mitigation projects, the 
Secretary of State shall prioritize funding 
for— 

(1) the construction of safeguards that pro-
vide immediate security benefits; 

(2) the purchasing of additional security 
equipment, including additional defensive 
weaponry; 

(3) the paying of expenses of additional se-
curity forces, with an emphasis on funding 
United States security forces where prac-
ticable; and 

(4) any other purposes necessary to miti-
gate immediate threats to United States per-
sonnel serving overseas. 

(c) TRANSFER.—The Secretary may trans-
fer and merge funds authorized under sub-
section (a) to any appropriation account of 
the Department of State for the purpose of 
carrying out the threat mitigation projects 
described in subsection (b). 

(d) USE OF FUNDS FOR OTHER PURPOSES.— 
Notwithstanding the allocation requirement 
under subsection (a), funds subject to such 
requirement may be used for other author-
ized purposes of the Capital Security Cost 
Sharing Program if, not later than 15 days 
prior to such use, the Secretary certifies in 
writing to the appropriate congressional 
committees that— 

(1) high threat, high risk facilities are 
being secured to the best of the United 
States Government’s ability; and 

(2) the Secretary of State will make funds 
available from the Capital Security Cost 
Sharing Program or other sources to address 
any changed security threats or risks, or new 
or emergent security needs, including imme-
diate threat mitigation. 
SEC. 1613. LANGUAGE TRAINING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Omnibus 
Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act 
of 1986 (22 U.S.C. 4851 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 416. LANGUAGE REQUIREMENTS FOR DIP-

LOMATIC SECURITY PERSONNEL AS-
SIGNED TO HIGH THREAT, HIGH 
RISK POSTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Diplomatic security per-
sonnel assigned permanently to, or who are 

serving in, long-term temporary duty status 
as designated by the Secretary of State at a 
high threat, high risk post should receive 
language training described in subsection (b) 
in order to prepare such personnel for duty 
requirements at such post. 

‘‘(b) LANGUAGE TRAINING DESCRIBED.—Lan-
guage training referred to in subsection (a) 
should prepare personnel described in such 
subsection— 

‘‘(1) to speak the language at issue with 
sufficient structural accuracy and vocabu-
lary to participate effectively in most formal 
and informal conversations on subjects ger-
mane to security; and 

‘‘(2) to read within an adequate range of 
speed and with almost complete comprehen-
sion on subjects germane to security.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$5,000,000 annually for fiscal years 2014 and 
2015 to carry out this section. 

(c) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW.—The In-
spector General of the Department of State 
and Broadcasting Board of Governors shall, 
at the end of fiscal years 2014 and 2015, re-
view the language training conducted pursu-
ant to this section and make the results of 
such reviews available to the Secretary of 
State and the appropriate congressional 
committees. 
SEC. 1614. FOREIGN AFFAIRS SECURITY TRAIN-

ING. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that— 
(1) Department of State employees and 

their families deserve improved and efficient 
programs and facilities for high threat train-
ing and training on risk management deci-
sion processes; 

(2) improved and efficient high threat, high 
risk training is consistent with the Benghazi 
Accountability Review Board (ARB) rec-
ommendation number 17; 

(3) improved and efficient security training 
should take advantage of training synergies 
that already exist, like training with, or in 
close proximity to, Fleet Antiterrorism Se-
curity Teams (FAST), special operations 
forces, or other appropriate military and se-
curity assets; and 

(4) the Secretary of State should undertake 
temporary measures, including leveraging 
the availability of existing government and 
private sector training facilities, to the ex-
tent appropriate to meet the critical secu-
rity training requirements of the Depart-
ment of State. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
IMMEDIATE SECURITY TRAINING FOR HIGH 
THREAT, HIGH RISK ENVIRONMENTS.—There is 
authorized to be appropriated for the Depart-
ment of State $100,000,000 for improved im-
mediate security training for high threat, 
high risk security environments, including 
through the utilization of government or pri-
vate sector facilities to meet critical secu-
rity training requirements. 

(c) ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR LONG-TERM SECURITY TRAINING 
FOR HIGH THREAT, HIGH RISK ENVIRON-
MENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be 
appropriated $350,000,000 for the acquisition, 
construction, and operation of a new Foreign 
Affairs Security Training Center or expand-
ing existing government training facilities, 
subject to the certification requirement in 
paragraph (2). 

(2) REQUIRED CERTIFICATION.—Not later 
than 15 days prior to the obligation or ex-
penditure of any funds authorized to be ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1), the 
President shall certify to the appropriate 
congressional committees that the acquisi-
tion, construction, and operation of a new 
Foreign Affairs Security Training Center, or 
the expansion of existing government train-

ing facilities, is necessary to meet long-term 
security training requirements for high 
threat, high risk environments. 

(3) EFFECT OF CERTIFICATION.—If the cer-
tification in paragraph (2) is made— 

(A) up to $100,000,000 of the funds author-
ized to be appropriated under subsection (b) 
shall also be authorized for the purposes set 
forth in paragraph (1); or 

(B) up to $100,000,000 of funds available for 
the acquisition, construction, or operation of 
Department of State facilities may be trans-
ferred and used for the purposes set forth in 
paragraph (1). 

(d) USE OF FUNDS APPROPRIATED UNDER THE 
AMERICAN REINVESTMENT AND RECOVERY ACT 
OF 2009.—Of the funds appropriated to the 
Department of State under title XI of the 
American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 
2009 (Public Law 111–5), $54,545,177 is to re-
main available until September 30, 2016, for 
activities consistent with subsections (b) and 
(c). 
SEC. 1615. TRANSFER AUTHORITY. 

Section 4 of the Foreign Service Buildings 
Act of 1926 (22 U.S.C. 295) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsections: 

‘‘(j)(1) In addition to exercising any other 
transfer authority available to the Secretary 
of State, and subject to subsection (k), the 
Secretary may transfer to, and merge with, 
any appropriation for embassy security, con-
struction, and maintenance such amounts 
appropriated for any other purpose related to 
diplomatic and consular programs on or 
after October 1, 2013, as the Secretary deter-
mines are necessary to provide for the secu-
rity of sites and buildings in foreign coun-
tries under the jurisdiction and control of 
the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) Any funds transferred under the au-
thority provided in paragraph (1) shall be 
merged with funds in the heading to which 
transferred, and shall be available subject to 
the same terms and conditions as the funds 
with which merged. 

‘‘(k) Not later than 15 days before any 
transfer of funds under subsection (j), the 
Secretary shall notify the Committees on 
Foreign Relations and Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committees on Foreign Af-
fairs and Appropriations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.’’. 

Subtitle B—Contracting and Other Matters 
SEC. 1621. LOCAL GUARD CONTRACTS ABROAD 

UNDER DIPLOMATIC SECURITY PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 136(c)(3) of the 
Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1990 and 1991 (22 U.S.C. 4864(c)(3)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) in evaluating proposals for such con-
tracts, award contracts to technically ac-
ceptable firms offering the lowest evaluated 
price, except that— 

‘‘(A) the Secretary may award contracts on 
the basis of best value (as determined by a 
cost-technical tradeoff analysis); and 

‘‘(B) proposals received from United States 
persons and qualified United States joint 
venture persons shall be evaluated by reduc-
ing the bid price by 10 percent;’’. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives a report that includes— 

(1) an explanation of the implementation 
of paragraph (3) of section 136(c) of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1990 and 1991, as amended by sub-
section (a); and 

(2) for each instance in which an award is 
made pursuant to subparagraph (A) of such 
paragraph, as so amended, a written jus-
tification and approval, providing the basis 
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for such award and an explanation of the in-
ability to satisfy the needs of the Depart-
ment of State by technically acceptable, 
lowest price evaluation award. 
SEC. 1622. DISCIPLINARY ACTION RESULTING 

FROM UNSATISFACTORY LEADER-
SHIP IN RELATION TO A SECURITY 
INCIDENT. 

Section 304(c) of the Diplomatic Security 
Act (22 U.S.C. 4834 (c)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1), (2), and 
(3) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), respec-
tively, and moving such subparagraphs, as so 
redesignated, 2 ems to the right; 

(2) by striking ‘‘RECOMMENDATIONS’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘RECOMMENDATIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever’’; and 
(3) by inserting at the end the following 

new paragraph: 
‘‘(2) CERTAIN SECURITY INCIDENTS.—Unsatis-

factory leadership by a senior official with 
respect to a security incident involving loss 
of life, serious injury, or significant destruc-
tion of property at or related to a United 
States Government mission abroad may be 
grounds for disciplinary action. If a Board 
finds reasonable cause to believe that a sen-
ior official provided such unsatisfactory 
leadership, the Board may recommend dis-
ciplinary action subject to the procedures in 
paragraph (1).’’. 
SEC. 1623. MANAGEMENT AND STAFF ACCOUNT-

ABILITY. 
(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF STATE.— 

Nothing in this title or any other provision 
of law shall be construed to prevent the Sec-
retary of State from using all authorities in-
vested in the office of Secretary to take per-
sonnel action against any employee or offi-
cial of the Department of State that the Sec-
retary determines has breached the duty of 
that individual or has engaged in misconduct 
or unsatisfactorily performed the duties of 
employment of that individual, and such 
misconduct or unsatisfactory performance 
has significantly contributed to the serious 
injury, loss of life, or significant destruction 
of property, or a serious breach of security, 
even if such action is the subject of an Ac-
countability Review Board’s examination 
under section 304(a) of the Diplomatic Secu-
rity Act (22 U.S.C. 4834(a)). 

(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—Section 304 of the 
Diplomatic Security Act (22 U.S.C. 4834) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by inserting after 
‘‘breached the duty of that individual’’ the 
following: ‘‘or has engaged in misconduct or 
unsatisfactorily performed the duties of em-
ployment of that individual, and such mis-
conduct or unsatisfactory performance has 
significantly contributed to the serious in-
jury, loss of life, or significant destruction of 
property, or the serious breach of security 
that is the subject of the Board’s examina-
tion as described in subsection (a),’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTABILITY.—When-
ever a Board determines that an individual 
has engaged in any conduct addressed in sub-
section (c), the Board shall evaluate the 
level and effectiveness of management and 
oversight conducted by employees or offi-
cials in the management chain of such indi-
vidual.’’. 
SEC. 1624. SECURITY ENHANCEMENTS FOR SOFT 

TARGETS. 
Section 29 of the State Department Basic 

Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 2701) is 
amended in the third sentence by inserting 
‘‘physical security enhancements and’’ after 
‘‘Such assistance may include’’. 
SEC. 1625. REEMPLOYMENT OF ANNUITANTS. 

Section 824(g) of the Foreign Service Act of 
1980 (22 U.S.C. 4064(g)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘to fa-
cilitate the’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘Afghanistan, if’’ and inserting ‘‘to facilitate 
the assignment of persons to high threat, 
high risk posts or to posts vacated by mem-
bers of the Service assigned to high threat, 
high risk posts, if’’; 

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall submit to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
incurred costs over the prior fiscal year of 
the total compensation and benefit pay-
ments to annuitants reemployed by the De-
partment pursuant to this section.’’; and 

(3) by adding after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing paragraphs: 

‘‘(4) In the event that an annuitant quali-
fied for compensation or payments pursuant 
to this subsection subsequently transfers to 
a position for which the annuitant would not 
qualify for a waiver under this subsection, 
the Secretary may no longer waive the appli-
cation of subsections (a) through (d) with re-
spect to such annuitant. 

‘‘(5) The authority of the Secretary to 
waive the application of subsections (a) 
through (d) for an annuitant pursuant to this 
subsection shall terminate on October 1, 
2019.’’. 

Subtitle C—Expansion of the Marine Corps 
Security Guard Detachment Program 

SEC. 1631. MARINE CORPS SECURITY GUARD 
PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to the responsi-
bility of the Secretary of State for diplo-
matic security under section 103 of the Dip-
lomatic Security Act (22 U.S.C. 4802), the 
Secretary of State, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense, shall— 

(1) develop and implement a plan to incor-
porate the additional Marine Corps Security 
Guard personnel authorized pursuant to sec-
tion 404 of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 
112–239; 10 U.S.C. 5983 note) at United States 
embassies, consulates, and other facilities; 
and 

(2) conduct an annual review of the Marine 
Corps Security Guard Program, including— 

(A) an evaluation of whether the size and 
composition of the Marine Corps Security 
Guard Program is adequate to meet global 
diplomatic security requirements; 

(B) an assessment of whether Marine Corps 
security guards are appropriately deployed 
among facilities to respond to evolving secu-
rity developments and potential threats to 
United States interests abroad; and 

(C) an assessment of the mission objectives 
of the Marine Corps Security Guard Program 
and the procedural rules of engagement to 
protect diplomatic personnel under the Pro-
gram. 

(b) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, and annually thereafter for three 
years, the Secretary of State, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Defense, shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees an unclassified report, with a classi-
fied annex as necessary, that addresses the 
requirements set forth in subsection (a)(2). 
Subtitle D—Reporting on the Implementation 

of the Accountability Review Board Rec-
ommendations 

SEC. 1641. DEPARTMENT OF STATE IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS 
PROVIDED BY THE ACCOUNTABILITY 
REVIEW BOARD CONVENED AFTER 
THE SEPTEMBER 11–12, 2012, AT-
TACKS ON UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT PERSONNEL IN BENGHAZI, 
LIBYA. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 

Act, the Secretary of State shall submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees an 
unclassified report, with a classified annex, 
on the implementation by the Department of 
State of the recommendations of the Ac-
countability Review Board convened pursu-
ant to title III of the Omnibus Diplomatic 
and Antiterrorism Act of 1986 (22 U.S.C. 4831 
et seq.) to examine the facts and cir-
cumstances surrounding the September 11– 
12, 2012, killings of four United States Gov-
ernment personnel in Benghazi, Libya. 

(b) CONTENT.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include the following ele-
ments: 

(1) An assessment of the overall state of 
the Department of State’s diplomatic secu-
rity to respond to the evolving global threat 
environment, and the broader steps the De-
partment of State is taking to improve the 
security of United States diplomatic per-
sonnel in the aftermath of the Account-
ability Review Board Report. 

(2) A description of the specific steps taken 
by the Department of State to address each 
of the 29 recommendations contained in the 
Accountability Review Board Report, includ-
ing— 

(A) an assessment of whether implementa-
tion of each recommendation is ‘‘complete’’ 
or is still ‘‘in progress’’; and 

(B) if the Secretary of State determines 
not to fully implement any of the 29 rec-
ommendations in the Accountability Review 
Board Report, a thorough explanation as to 
why such a decision was made. 

(3) An enumeration and assessment of any 
significant challenges that have slowed or 
interfered with the Department of State’s 
implementation of the Accountability Re-
view Board recommendations, including— 

(A) a lack of funding or resources made 
available to the Department of State; 

(B) restrictions imposed by current law 
that in the Secretary of State’s judgment 
should be amended; and 

(C) difficulties caused by a lack of coordi-
nation between the Department of State and 
other United States Government agencies. 
SEC. 1642. DESIGNATION AND REPORTING FOR 

HIGH THREAT, HIGH RISK FACILI-
TIES. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, in consultation with the Director of 
National Intelligence and the Secretary of 
Defense, shall submit to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, the Select Committee on 
Intelligence, and the Committee on Armed 
Services of the Senate and the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and the Committee 
on Armed Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives a classified report, with an un-
classified summary, evaluating Department 
of State facilities that the Secretary of 
State determines to be ‘‘high threat, high 
risk’’ in accordance with subsection (c). 

(b) CONTENT.—For each facility determined 
to be ‘‘high threat, high risk’’ pursuant to 
subsection (a), the report submitted under 
such subsection shall also include— 

(1) a narrative assessment describing the 
security threats and risks facing posts over-
seas and the overall threat level to United 
States personnel under chief of mission au-
thority; 

(2) the number of diplomatic security per-
sonnel, Marine Corps security guards, and 
other Department of State personnel dedi-
cated to providing security for United States 
personnel, information, and facilities; 

(3) an assessment of host nation willing-
ness and capability to provide protection in 
the event of a security threat or incident, 
pursuant to the obligations of the United 
States under the Vienna Convention on Con-
sular Relations, done at Vienna April 24, 
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1963, and the 1961 Vienna Convention on Dip-
lomatic Relations, done at Vienna April 18, 
1961; 

(4) an assessment of the quality and experi-
ence level of the team of United States sen-
ior security personnel assigned to the facil-
ity, considering collectively the assignment 
durations and lengths of government experi-
ence; 

(5) the number of Foreign Service Officers 
who have received Foreign Affairs Counter 
Threat training; 

(6) a summary of the requests made during 
the previous calendar year for additional re-
sources, equipment, or personnel related to 
the security of the facility and the status of 
such requests; 

(7) an assessment of the ability of United 
States personnel to respond to and survive a 
fire attack, including— 

(A) whether the facility has adequate fire 
safety and security equipment for safehavens 
and safe areas; and 

(B) whether the employees working at the 
facility have been adequately trained on the 
equipment available; 

(8) for each new facility that is opened, a 
detailed description of the steps taken to 
provide security for the new facility, includ-
ing whether a dedicated support cell was es-
tablished in the Department of State to en-
sure proper and timely resourcing of secu-
rity; and 

(9) a listing of any ‘‘high-threat, high-risk’’ 
facilities where the Department of State and 
other government agencies’ facilities are not 
collocated including— 

(A) a rationale for the lack of collocation; 
and 

(B) a description of what steps, if any, are 
being taken to mitigate potential security 
vulnerabilities associated with the lack of 
collocation. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF HIGH THREAT, HIGH 
RISK FACILITY.—In determining what facili-
ties constitute ‘‘high threat, high risk facili-
ties’’ under this section, the Secretary shall 
take into account with respect to each facil-
ity whether there are— 

(1) high to critical levels of political vio-
lence or terrorism; 

(2) national or local governments with in-
adequate capacity or political will to provide 
appropriate protection; and 

(3) in locations where there are high to 
critical levels of political violence or ter-
rorism or national or local governments lack 
the capacity or political will to provide ap-
propriate protection— 

(A) mission physical security platforms 
that fall well below the Department of 
State’s established standards; or 

(B) security personnel levels that are insuf-
ficient for the circumstances. 

(d) INSPECTOR GENERAL REVIEW AND RE-
PORT.—The Inspector General for the Depart-
ment of State and the Broadcasting Board of 
Governors shall, on an annual basis— 

(1) review the determinations of the De-
partment of State with respect to high 
threat, high risk facilities, including the 
basis for making such determinations; 

(2) review contingency planning for high 
threat, high risk facilities and evaluate the 
measures in place to respond to attacks on 
such facilities; 

(3) review the risk mitigation measures in 
place at high threat, high risk facilities to 
determine how the Department of State 
evaluates risk and whether the measures put 
in place sufficiently address the relevant 
risks; 

(4) review early warning systems in place 
at high threat, high risk facilities and evalu-
ate the measures being taken to preempt and 
disrupt threats to such facilities; and 

(5) provide to the appropriate congres-
sional committees an assessment of the de-

terminations of the Department of State 
with respect to high threat, high risk facili-
ties, including recommendations for addi-
tions or changes to the list of such facilities, 
and a report regarding the reviews and eval-
uations undertaken pursuant to paragraphs 
(1) through (4) and this paragraph. 
SEC. 1643. DESIGNATION AND REPORTING FOR 

HIGH-RISK COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
THREAT POSTS. 

(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of State, in conjunction 
with appropriate officials in the intelligence 
community and the Secretary of Defense, 
shall submit to the appropriate committees 
of Congress a report assessing the counter-
intelligence threat to United States diplo-
matic facilities in Priority 1 Counterintel-
ligence Threat Nations, including— 

(1) an assessment of the use of locally em-
ployed staff and guard forces and a listing of 
diplomatic facilities in Priority 1 Counter-
intelligence Threat Nations without con-
trolled access areas; and 

(2) recommendations for mitigating any 
counterintelligence threats and for any nec-
essary facility upgrades, including costs as-
sessment of any recommended mitigation or 
upgrades so recommended. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-

GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Select Committee on Intelligence, the 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Armed Services, 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) PRIORITY 1 COUNTERINTELLIGENCE 
THREAT NATION.—The term ‘‘Priority 1 Coun-
terintelligence Threat Nation’’ means a 
country designated as such by the October 
2012 National Intelligence Priorities Frame-
work (NIPF). 
SEC. 1644. COMPTROLLER GENERAL REPORT ON 

IMPLEMENTATION OF BENGHAZI AC-
COUNTABILITY REVIEW BOARD REC-
OMMENDATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs of the House of Represent-
atives a report on the progress of the Depart-
ment of State in implementing the rec-
ommendations of the Benghazi Account-
ability Review Board. 

(b) CONTENT.—The report required under 
subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an assessment of the progress the De-
partment of State has made in implementing 
each specific recommendation of the Ac-
countability Review Board; and 

(2) a description of any impediments to 
recommended reforms, such as budget con-
straints, bureaucratic obstacles within the 
Department or in the broader interagency 
community, or limitations under current 
law. 

(c) FORM.—The report required under sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form but may contain a classified annex. 
SEC. 1645. SECURITY ENVIRONMENT THREAT 

LIST BRIEFINGS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and upon each subsequent update of the Se-
curity Environment Threat List (SETL), the 
Bureau of Diplomatic Security shall provide 
classified briefings to the appropriate con-
gressional committees on the SETL. 

(b) CONTENT.—The briefings required under 
subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) an overview of the SETL; and 
(2) a summary assessment of the security 

posture of those facilities where the SETL 
assesses the threat environment to be most 
acute, including factors that informed such 
assessment. 

Subtitle E—Accountability Review Boards 
SEC. 1651. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the Accountability Review Board mech-

anism as outlined in section 302 of the Omni-
bus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism 
Act (22 U.S.C. 4832) is an effective tool to col-
lect information about and evaluate adverse 
incidents that occur in a world that is in-
creasingly complex and dangerous for United 
States diplomatic personnel; and 

(2) the Accountability Review Board 
should provide information and analysis that 
will assist the Secretary, the President, and 
Congress in determining what contributed to 
an adverse incident as well as what new 
measures are necessary in order to prevent 
the recurrence of such incidents. 
SEC. 1652. PROVISION OF COPIES OF ACCOUNT-

ABILITY REVIEW BOARD REPORTS 
TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than 2 days after an Account-
ability Review Board provides its report to 
the Secretary of State in accordance with 
title III of the Omnibus Diplomatic and 
Antiterrorism Act of 1986 (22 U.S.C. 4831 et 
seq.), the Secretary shall provide copies of 
the report to the appropriate congressional 
committees for retention and review by 
those committees. 
SEC. 1653. CHANGES TO EXISTING LAW. 

(a) MEMBERSHIP.—Section 302(a) of the Om-
nibus Diplomatic Security and 
Antiterrorism Act (22 U.S.C. 4832(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘one of which shall be 
the Inspector General of the Department of 
State and the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors,’’ after ‘‘4 appointed by the Secretary 
of State,’’. 

(b) STAFF.—Section 302(b)(2) of the Omni-
bus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism 
Act (22 U.S.C. 4832(b)(2)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: ‘‘Such persons 
shall be drawn from bureaus or other agency 
sub-units that are not impacted by the inci-
dent that is the subject of the Board’s re-
view.’’. 

Subtitle F—Other Matters 
SEC. 1661. ENHANCED QUALIFICATIONS FOR DEP-

UTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
STATE FOR HIGH THREAT, HIGH 
RISK POSTS. 

The Omnibus Diplomatic Security and 
Antiterrorism Act of 1986 is amended by in-
serting after section 206 (22 U.S.C. 4824) the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 207. DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 

STATE FOR HIGH THREAT, HIGH 
RISK POSTS. 

‘‘The individual serving as Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of State for High Threat, High 
Risk Posts shall have one or more of the fol-
lowing qualifications: 

‘‘(1) Service during the last six years at 
one or more posts designated as High Threat, 
High Risk by the Department of State at the 
time of service. 

‘‘(2) Previous service as the office director 
or deputy director of one or more of the fol-
lowing Department of State offices or suc-
cessor entities carrying out substantively 
equivalent functions: 

‘‘(A) The Office of Mobile Security Deploy-
ments. 

‘‘(B) The Office of Special Programs and 
Coordination. 

‘‘(C) The Office of Overseas Protective Op-
erations. 

‘‘(D) The Office of Physical Security Pro-
grams. 

‘‘(E) The Office of Intelligence and Threat 
Analysis. 
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‘‘(3) Previous service as the Regional Secu-

rity Officer at two or more overseas posts. 
‘‘(4) Other government or private sector ex-

perience substantially equivalent to service 
in the positions listed in paragraphs (1) 
through (3).’’. 

SA 2332. Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN, and Mr. HARKIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle D of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 864. EXCHANGE STORE SYSTEM PARTICIPA-

TION IN THE ACCORD ON FIRE AND 
BUILDING SAFETY IN BANGLADESH. 

(a) SPECIAL PROCUREMENT GUIDANCE FOR 
GARMENTS MANUFACTURED IN BANGLADESH.— 
The senior official of the Department of De-
fense designated pursuant to section 2481(c) 
of title 10, United States Code, to oversee the 
defense commissary system and the ex-
change store system shall require, consistent 
with applicable international agreements, 
that the exchange store system— 

(1) for the purchase of garments manufac-
tured in Bangladesh for the private label 
brands of the exchange store system, either 
becomes a signatory of, or otherwise abides 
by the applicable requirements and terms set 
forth in, the Accord on Fire and Building 
Safety in Bangladesh without becoming a 
signatory; 

(2) for the purchase of licensed apparel 
manufactured in Bangladesh, gives a pref-
erence to licensees that are signatories to 
the Accord on Fire and Building Safety in 
Bangladesh; and 

(3) for the purchase of garments manufac-
tured in Bangladesh from retail suppliers, 
gives a preference to retail suppliers that are 
signatories to the Accord on Fire and Build-
ing Safety in Bangladesh. 

(b) NOTICE OF EXCEPTIONS.—If garments 
manufactured in Bangladesh are purchased 
from suppliers that are not signatories to 
the Accord on Fire and Building Safety in 
Bangladesh, the Department of Defense offi-
cial referred to in subsection (a) shall notify 
Congress of the purchase and the reasons 
therefor. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The requirements 
imposed by this section shall take effect 90 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act or as soon after that date as the Sec-
retary of Defense determines to be prac-
ticable so as to avoid disruption in garment 
supplies for the exchange store system. 

SA 2333. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. DURBIN) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title V, add the 
following: 
SEC. 593. TREATMENT OF CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 

PAID FROM WORKING CAPITAL 
FUND ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 251(a)(3) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 

Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(a)(3)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘For purposes of this paragraph, a working 
capital fund account established pursuant to 
section 2208 of title 10, United States Code, 
or subaccount or portion of such an account, 
that is used to pay 1 or more civilian em-
ployees of the Department of Defense shall 
be included as a military personnel ac-
count.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENT.—The 
amendment made by subsection (a) shall 
apply to any order of the President to ex-
empt military personnel accounts from se-
questration issued under section 255(f)(1) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 905(f)(1)) after 
January 1, 2014. 

SA 2334. Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. WARNER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1197, to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2014 for military activi-
ties of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense 
activities of the Department of Energy, 
to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1082. ADJUSTMENTS TO RATES OF BASIC 

PAY OF PREVAILING RATE EMPLOY-
EES. 

(a) LIMITATION ON ADJUSTMENTS.— 
(1) PREVAILING RATE EMPLOYEES OF AGEN-

CIES.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, and except as otherwise provided in 
this section, a prevailing rate employee de-
scribed in section 5342(a)(2)(A) of title 5, 
United States Code, may not be paid— 

(A) during the period beginning on January 
1, 2014 and ending on the normal effective 
date of the applicable wage survey adjust-
ment that is to take effect in fiscal year 2014, 
in an amount that exceeds the rate payable 
for the applicable grade and step of the appli-
cable wage schedule in accordance with such 
section; and 

(B) during the period beginning on the day 
after the end of the period described in sub-
paragraph (A) and ending on September 30, 
2014, in an amount that exceeds, as a result 
of a wage survey adjustment, the rate pay-
able under subparagraph (A) by more than 
the sum of— 

(i) the percentage adjustment taking effect 
in fiscal year 2014 under section 5303 of title 
5, United States Code, in the rates of pay 
under the General Schedule; and 

(ii) the difference between the overall aver-
age percentage of the locality-based com-
parability payments taking effect in fiscal 
year 2014 under section 5304 of such title 
(whether by adjustment or otherwise), and 
the overall average percentage of such pay-
ments which was effective in the previous 
fiscal year under such section. 

(2) OTHER PREVAILING RATE EMPLOYEES.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
no prevailing rate employee described in sub-
paragraph (B) or (C) of section 5342(a)(2) of 
title 5, United States Code, and no employee 
covered by section 5348 of such title, may be 
paid during the periods for which paragraph 
(1) is in effect at a rate that exceeds the 
rates that would be payable under paragraph 
(1) were paragraph (1) applicable to such em-
ployee. 

(3) EMPLOYEES PAID FROM NEW SCHEDULES.— 
For the purposes of this subsection, the rates 
payable to an employee who is covered by 
this subsection and who is paid from a sched-
ule not in existence on September 30, 2013, 

shall be determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment. 

(4) RATES OF PREMIUM PAY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, rates of 
premium pay for employees subject to this 
subsection may not be changed from the 
rates in effect on September 30, 2013, except 
to the extent determined by the Office of 
Personnel Management to be consistent with 
the purpose of this subsection. 

(5) PERIOD COVERED.—This subsection shall 
apply with respect to pay for service per-
formed on or after the first day of the first 
applicable pay period beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2013. 

(6) TREATMENT UNDER OTHER LAWS.—For 
the purpose of administering any provision 
of law (including any rule or regulation that 
provides premium pay, retirement, life in-
surance, or any other employee benefit) that 
requires any deduction or contribution, or 
that imposes any requirement or limitation 
on the basis of a rate of salary or basic pay, 
the rate of salary or basic pay payable after 
the application of this subsection shall be 
treated as the rate of salary or basic pay. 

(7) LIMITATIONS.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall be considered to permit or re-
quire the payment to any employee covered 
by this subsection at a rate in excess of the 
rate that would be payable were this sub-
section not in effect. 

(8) EXCEPTIONS.—The Office of Personnel 
Management may provide for exceptions to 
the limitations imposed by this subsection if 
the Office determines that such exceptions 
are necessary to ensure the recruitment or 
retention of qualified employees. 

(b) COMPARABILITY OF ADJUSTMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-

section (a), effective as of the first day of the 
first applicable pay period beginning after 
December 31, 2013, the percentage increase in 
rates of basic pay for the statutory pay sys-
tems under section 5344 and 5348 of title 5, 
United States Code, that takes place in fiscal 
year 2014 shall be not less than the percent-
age increase received by employees in the 
same pay locality whose rates of basic pay 
are adjusted under sections 5303 and 5304 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(2) PAY LOCALITIES.—For the purposes of 
this subsection, prevailing rate employees in 
localities where there are no employees 
whose pay is increased pursuant to sections 
5303 and 5304 of title 5, United States Code, 
and prevailing rate employees described in 
section 5343(a)(5) of title 5, United States 
Code, shall be considered to be located in the 
pay locality designated as ‘‘Rest of United 
States’’ under section 5304 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

SA 2335. Mr. PRYOR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 804. INCLUSION OF SHOES AND RELATED 

MATERIALS UNDER DOMESTIC 
SOURCE REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b)(1) of sec-
tion 2533a of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (D) and 
(E) as subparagraphs (E) and (F), respec-
tively; and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:44 Nov 20, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00141 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A19NO6.072 S19NOPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8284 November 19, 2013 
(2) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 

following new subparagraph (D): 
‘‘(D) shoes, and the materials and compo-

nents thereof, shoe findings, and soling ma-
terials;’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(k) of such section is amended by striking 
‘‘or (E)’’ and inserting ‘‘(E), or (F)’’. 

SA 2336. Mr. BEGICH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title VIII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 843. JUSTIFICATION AND APPROVAL OF 

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACTS. 

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

(1) Section 811 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public 
Law 111–84; 123 Stat. 2405) included a require-
ment for a written justification and approval 
(J&A) when awarding applicable Federal sole 
source contracts in excess of $20,000,000. 

(2) Ensuring competition in the Federal ac-
quisition process is of vital importance to 
United States taxpayers. 

(3) Section 811 was intended to further this 
objective. 

(4) Government contracting officers may 
inadvertently be deterred from awarding 
contracts over $20,000,000 under section 8(a) 
of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 637(a)) 
as a result of confusion over the proper in-
terpretation of section 811. 

(5) Section 811 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 should 
be repealed and replaced in order to ensure 
that the objective of the section is properly 
implemented and not misconstrued to pro-
hibit or limit the award of sole source con-
tracts of over $20,000,000 to those businesses 
which qualify for such awards under the 
small business 8(a) program. 

(b) MODIFIED JUSTIFICATION AND APPROVAL 
REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO SOLE SOURCE 
CONTRACTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense shall modify the 
Department of Defense Supplement to the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation to provide 
that the head of an agency (as that term is 
defined in section 2302(1) of title 10, United 
States Code) may not award a sole-source 
contract for an amount exceeding $20,000,000 
unless— 

(A) the contracting officer for the contract 
justifies the use of a sole-source contract in 
writing; and 

(B) the justification is approved by an offi-
cial designated in section 2304(f)(1)(B) of title 
10, United States Code, to approve contract 
awards for dollar amounts that are com-
parable to the amount of the sole-source con-
tract. 

(2) ELEMENTS OF JUSTIFICATION.—The jus-
tification of a sole-source contract required 
pursuant to subsection (a) shall include the 
following: 

(A) A description of the needs of the agen-
cy concerned for the matters covered by the 
contract. 

(B) A specification of the statutory provi-
sion providing the exception from the re-
quirement to use competitive procedures in 
entering into the contract. 

(C) A determination that the use of a sole 
source contract is in the best interest of the 
Department of Defense. 

(D) A determination that the anticipated 
cost of the contract will be fair and reason-
able. 

(E) Such other matters as the official ref-
erenced in paragraph (1)(B) shall specify for 
purposes of this subsection. 

(3) TREATMENT OF OTHER JUSTIFICATION AND 
APPROVAL ACTIONS.—In the case of any con-
tract for which a justification and approval 
is required under section 2304(f) of title 10, 
United States Code, a justification and ap-
proval meeting the requirements of such sec-
tion may be treated as meeting the require-
ments of this section for purposes of the 
award of a sole-source contract. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed as— 

(A) prohibiting or limiting a contract ex-
ceeding $20,000,000 in compliance with para-
graphs (1) and (2) from being awarded for a 
procurement described in section 
2304(f)(2)(D)(ii) of title 10, United States 
Code; or 

(B) eliminating, reducing, or otherwise 
modifying obligations of the Department of 
Defense under section 15(g)(1) of the Small 
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 644(g)(1)). 

(c) REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED PROVISION.— 
Section 811 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 
111–84; 123 Stat. 2405) is hereby repealed. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Federal Acquisition 
Regulatory Council shall amend the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation to implement this 
section and the repeal of section 811 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2010 (Public Law 111–84; 123 Stat. 
2405). 

SA 2337. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title XII, add the following: 
Subtitle D—Human Rights Sanctions 

SEC. 1241. DEFINITIONS. 
In this subtitle: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, the Committee on 
Homeland Security, and the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the House of Representa-
tives; and 

(B) the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs, and the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary of the Senate. 

(2) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The term ‘‘fi-
nancial institution’’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 5312 of title 31, United 
States Code. 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign 
person’’ means a person that is not a United 
States person. 

(4) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means an 
individual or entity. 

(5) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a United States citizen or an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence to 
the United States; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
the United States or of any jurisdiction 
within the United States, including a foreign 
branch of such an entity. 

SEC. 1242. IDENTIFICATION OF FOREIGN PER-
SONS RESPONSIBLE FOR GROSS VIO-
LATIONS OF HUMAN RIGHTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a list of 
each foreign person that the President deter-
mines, based on credible information— 

(1) is responsible for extrajudicial killings, 
torture, or other gross violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights com-
mitted against individuals in any foreign 
country seeking— 

(A) to expose illegal activity carried out by 
government officials; or 

(B) to obtain, exercise, defend, or promote 
internationally recognized human rights and 
freedoms, such as the freedoms of religion, 
expression, association, and assembly, and 
the rights to a fair trial and democratic elec-
tions; or 

(2) acted as an agent of or on behalf of a 
foreign person in a matter relating to an ac-
tivity described in paragraph (1). 

(b) UPDATES.—The President shall submit 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
an update of the list required by subsection 
(a) as new information becomes available. 

(c) FORM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The list required by sub-

section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The name of a foreign per-
son to be included in the list required by sub-
section (a) may be submitted in a classified 
annex only if the President— 

(A) determines that it is vital for the na-
tional security interests of the United States 
to do so; 

(B) uses the annex in a manner consistent 
with congressional intent and the purposes 
of this subtitle; and 

(C) not later than 15 days before submit-
ting the name in a classified annex, provides 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
notice of, and a justification for, including or 
continuing to include each person in the 
classified annex despite any publicly avail-
able credible information indicating that the 
person engaged in an activity described in 
paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (a). 

(3) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN INFORMA-
TION.—In preparing the list required by sub-
section (a), the President shall consider— 

(A) information provided by the chair-
person and ranking member of each of the 
appropriate congressional committees; and 

(B) credible information obtained by other 
countries and nongovernmental organiza-
tions that monitor violations of human 
rights. 

(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The unclassified 
portion of the list required by subsection (a) 
shall be made available to the public and 
published in the Federal Register. 

(d) REMOVAL FROM LIST.—A foreign person 
may be removed from the list required by 
subsection (a) if the President determines 
and reports to the appropriate congressional 
committees not later than 15 days before the 
removal of the person from the list that— 

(1) credible information exists that the per-
son did not engage in the activity for which 
the person was added to the list; 

(2) the person has been prosecuted appro-
priately for the activity in which the person 
engaged; or 

(3) the person has credibly demonstrated a 
significant change in behavior, has paid an 
appropriate consequence for the activities in 
which the person engaged, and has credibly 
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committed to not engage in an activity de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection 
(a). 

(e) REQUESTS BY CHAIRPERSON AND RANKING 
MEMBER OF APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL 
COMMITTEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 120 days 
after receiving a written request from the 
chairperson and ranking member of one of 
the appropriate congressional committees 
with respect to whether a foreign person 
meets the criteria for being added to the list 
required by subsection (a), the President 
shall submit a response to that chairperson 
and ranking member of the committee with 
respect to the status of the person. 

(2) FORM.—The President may submit a re-
sponse required by paragraph (1) in classified 
form if the President determines that it is 
necessary for the national security interests 
of the United States to do so. 

(3) REMOVAL.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the President removes 

from the list required by subsection (a) a for-
eign person that has been placed on the list 
at the request of the chairperson and rank-
ing member of one of the appropriate con-
gressional committees, the President shall 
provide the chairperson and ranking member 
with any information that contributed to 
the removal decision. 

(B) FORM OF INFORMATION.—The President 
may submit the information requested by 
subparagraph (A) in classified form if the 
President determines that it is necessary to 
the national security interests of the United 
States to do so. 

(f) NONAPPLICABILITY OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
REQUIREMENT WITH RESPECT TO VISA 
RECORDS.—The President shall publish the 
list required by subsection (a) without re-
gard to the requirements of section 222(f) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1202(f)) with respect to confidentiality 
of records pertaining to the issuance or re-
fusal of visas or permits to enter the United 
States. 
SEC. 1243. INADMISSIBILITY OF CERTAIN INDI-

VIDUALS. 
(a) INELIGIBILITY FOR VISAS.—An individual 

who is a foreign person on the list required 
by section 1242(a) is ineligible to receive a 
visa to enter the United States and ineligible 
to be admitted to the United States. 

(b) CURRENT VISAS REVOKED.—The Sec-
retary of State shall revoke, in accordance 
with section 221(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1201(i)), the visa or 
other documentation of an individual who 
would be ineligible to receive such a visa or 
documentation under subsection (a). 

(c) WAIVER FOR NATIONAL SECURITY INTER-
ESTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 
may waive the application of subsection (a) 
or (b) in the case of an individual if— 

(A) the Secretary determines that such a 
waiver— 

(i) is necessary to permit the United States 
to comply with the Agreement between the 
United Nations and the United States of 
America regarding the Headquarters of the 
United Nations, signed June 26, 1947, and en-
tered into force November 21, 1947, or other 
applicable international obligations of the 
United States; or 

(ii) is in the national security interests of 
the United States; and 

(B) before granting the waiver, the Sec-
retary provides to the appropriate congres-
sional committees notice of, and a justifica-
tion for, the waiver. 

(2) TIMING FOR NOTICE OF CERTAIN WAIV-
ERS.—In the case of a waiver under subpara-
graph (A)(ii) of paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall submit the notice required by subpara-
graph (B) of that paragraph not later than 15 
days before granting the waiver. 

(d) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary of State shall prescribe such regula-
tions as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion. 
SEC. 1244. FINANCIAL MEASURES. 

(a) FREEZING OF ASSETS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall exer-

cise all powers granted by the International 
Emergency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1701 et seq.) (except that the requirements of 
section 202 of such Act (50 U.S.C. 1701) shall 
not apply) to the extent necessary to freeze 
and prohibit all transactions in all property 
and interests in property of a foreign person 
on the list required by section 1242(a) of this 
Act if such property and interests in prop-
erty are in the United States, come within 
the United States, or are or come within the 
possession or control of a United States per-
son. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to foreign persons included on the clas-
sified annex under section 1242(c)(2) if the 
President determines that such an exception 
is vital to the national security interests of 
the United States. 

(b) WAIVER FOR NATIONAL SECURITY INTER-
ESTS.—The Secretary of the Treasury may 
waive the application of subsection (a) if the 
Secretary— 

(1) determines that such a waiver is in the 
national security interests of the United 
States; and 

(2) not later than 15 days before granting 
the waiver, provides to the appropriate con-
gressional committees notice of, and a jus-
tification for, the waiver. 

(c) ENFORCEMENT.— 
(1) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-

tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of this section or any reg-
ulation, license, or order issued to carry out 
this section shall be subject to the penalties 
set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of section 
206 of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) to the 
same extent as a person that commits an un-
lawful act described in subsection (a) of that 
section. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS.—Not later than 120 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Treasury shall prescribe regulations 
requiring each financial institution that is a 
United States person and has within its pos-
session or control assets that are property or 
interests in property of a foreign person on 
the list required by section 1242(a) to certify 
to the Secretary that, to the best of the 
knowledge of the financial institution, the 
financial institution has frozen all assets 
within the possession or control of the finan-
cial institution that are required to be frozen 
pursuant to subsection (a). 

(d) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall issue such regu-
lations, licenses, and orders as are necessary 
to carry out this section. 
SEC. 1245. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

Not later than one year after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and annually 
thereafter, the Secretary of State and the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall each submit 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
a report on— 

(1) the actions taken to carry out this sub-
title, including— 

(A) the number of foreign persons added to 
or removed from the list required by section 
1242(a) during the year preceding the report, 
the dates on which those persons were added 
or removed, and the reasons for adding or re-
moving those persons; and 

(B) if few or no persons have been added to 
that list during that year, the reasons for 
not adding more persons to the list; and 

(2) efforts by the executive branch to en-
courage the governments of other countries 

to impose sanctions that are similar to the 
sanctions imposed under this subtitle. 

SA 2338. Mr. CORKER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1046. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON B61-12 LIFE 

EXTENSION PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) During the debate in the Senate on the 

ratification of the Treaty on Measures for 
the Further Reduction and Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, signed on April 8, 
2010, and entered into force on February 5, 
2011, between the United States and the Rus-
sian Federation (commonly known as the 
‘‘New START Treaty’’), leaders in both Con-
gress and the executive branch acknowledged 
the critical linkage between the moderniza-
tion of the nuclear arsenal and the ability to 
safely reduce the number of warheads in the 
nuclear stockpile of the United States. 

(2) As proposed by the President, success-
fully executing the B61-12 life extension pro-
gram would generate an 53 percent reduction 
in the total number of air-delivered gravity 
weapons in the active and inactive nuclear 
stockpile of the United States and an 87 per-
cent reduction in the total amount of nu-
clear material utilized by air-delivered grav-
ity weapons in the nuclear stockpile of the 
United States. 

(3) The B61-12 life extension program has 
already been delayed by fluctuating appro-
priations and further delays in appropria-
tions threaten the viability and credibility 
of the nuclear deterrent of the United States 
and the nuclear assurances provided to allies 
of the United States in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and in the Pacific re-
gion. 

(4) Alternative proposals to refurbish B61 
nuclear weapons do not meet the military re-
quirements of the United States Strategic 
Command and fail to address all of the con-
cerns relating to aging faced by the existing 
B61 series of air-delivered gravity weapons. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the Sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) further delays to the B61-12 life exten-
sion program would have unacceptable ef-
fects on the reliability and credibility of the 
nuclear deterrent of the United States; and 

(2) it is critical that the United States en-
sure that there are no further delays in suc-
cessfully executing the ongoing B61-12 life 
extension program, development of the asso-
ciated tail-kit assembly, and development of 
a nuclear-capable F-35 Block 4 aircraft. 

SA 2339. Mr. CORKER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the 
following: 
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SEC. 1046. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON B61-12 LIFE 

EXTENSION PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) During the debate in the Senate on the 

ratification of the Treaty on Measures for 
the Further Reduction and Limitation of 
Strategic Offensive Arms, signed on April 8, 
2010, and entered into force on February 5, 
2011, between the United States and the Rus-
sian Federation (commonly known as the 
‘‘New START Treaty’’), leaders in both Con-
gress and the executive branch acknowledged 
the critical linkage between the moderniza-
tion of the nuclear arsenal and the ability to 
safely reduce the number of warheads in the 
nuclear stockpile of the United States. 

(2) As proposed by the President, success-
fully executing the B61-12 life extension pro-
gram would generate an 53 percent reduction 
in the total number of air-delivered gravity 
weapons in the active and inactive nuclear 
stockpile of the United States and an 87 per-
cent reduction in the total amount of nu-
clear material utilized by air-delivered grav-
ity weapons in the nuclear stockpile of the 
United States. 

(3) The B61-12 life extension program has 
already been delayed by fluctuating appro-
priations and further delays in appropria-
tions threaten the viability and credibility 
of the nuclear deterrent of the United States 
and the nuclear assurances provided to allies 
of the United States in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and in the Pacific re-
gion. 

(4) Alternative proposals to refurbish B61 
nuclear weapons do not meet the military re-
quirements of the United States Strategic 
Command and fail to address all of the con-
cerns relating to aging faced by the existing 
B61 series of air-delivered gravity weapons. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the Sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) further delays to the B61-12 life exten-
sion program would have unacceptable ef-
fects on the reliability and credibility of the 
nuclear deterrent of the United States; and 

(2) it is critical that the United States en-
sure that there are no further delays in suc-
cessfully executing the ongoing B61-12 life 
extension program, development of the asso-
ciated tail-kit assembly, and development of 
a nuclear-capable F-35 Block 4 aircraft. 

SA 2340. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle C of title I, add the 
following: 
SEC. 125. SENSE OF SENATE ON THE LITTORAL 

COMBAT SHIP PROGRAM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Despite early problems with the Lit-

toral Combat Ship (LCS) program, the Navy 
has made substantial progress in getting pro-
duction on schedule and costs under control. 
As a result, the Navy is now purchasing LCS 
below the congressionally mandated cost 
cap. According to congressional testimony 
provided by Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
(Research, Development and Acquisition) 
Sean Stackley on July 25, 2013 before the 
Subcommittee on Seapower and Projection 
Forces of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, ‘‘The average cost of both LCS 
variants—including basic construction, gov-

ernment-furnished equipment (GFE), and 
change orders—across the 10-seaframe pro-
curement over the five year period falls 
under the Congressionally-mandated cost 
cap of $480 million per seaframe (FY 2009 dol-
lars)’’. This testimony is consistent with the 
findings in the Congressional Budget Office’s 
October 2013 report entitled ‘‘An Analysis of 
the Navy’s Fiscal Year 2014 Shipbuilding 
Plan’’ which states: ‘‘In the 2014 Future 
Years Defense Program, the Navy estimated 
the average cost of the LCS at about $420 
million per ship over the next five years, in-
cluding the 6 ships (2 per year) to be bought 
in 2016 through 2018, after the end of the two 
10-ship contracts. That figure is well below 
the Congressionally mandated cost cap for 
the LCS program of $515 million per ship (ad-
justed for inflation). Overall, the Navy esti-
mated that the 36 LCSs to be purchased by 
2026 would cost about $446 million per ship, 
on average’’. Finally, according to the De-
partment of the Navy, LCS is ‘‘the only ship-
building program wherein the unit cost in 
production is on a marked steady decline’’. 

(2) LCS is vital to the Navy and our na-
tional security. According to Secretary of 
the Navy, Ray Mabus, it is ‘‘the future of the 
Navy and the future of how we fight’’. Simi-
larly, Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
Stackley, in his written testimony for Con-
gress observed: ‘‘[T]he LCS program is of 
critical importance to our Navy. With its 
great speed and interchangeable modules, 
the ship will provide unprecedented 
warfighting flexibility. LCS is one of the cor-
nerstones of the future Navy, and provides 
critical capability to the fleet. This fast, 
agile, focused-mission platform is designed 
for operation in near-shore environments, 
yet is capable of open-ocean operation’’. 

(3) The LCS program is an essential ele-
ment of the Navy’s long-term shipbuilding 
strategy which directly supports warfighting 
and presence requirements articulated by 
the combatant commanders. The planned 
buy of 52 LCS supports strategic and oper-
ational requirements validated in the Navy’s 
2012 Force Structure Assessment (FSA) pur-
suant to the January 2012 defense strategic 
guidance document entitled ‘‘Sustaining 
U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st 
Century Defense’’. According to the Depart-
ment of the Navy, ‘‘LCS and associated mis-
sion modules replace the capabilities of frig-
ates (FFGs), mine countermeasure (MCM) 
ships, and patrol craft (PCs) which are reach-
ing [the end of their] expected service life’’. 
Additionally, according to the Navy, ‘‘delay-
ing procurement of these ships would slow 
both the delivery of this critical capability 
to the fleet [and] progress toward the 300- 
ship target in FY 2019 and the ultimate goal 
of meeting a 306 ship force structure required 
to support validated . . . warfighting and 
presence requirements’’. Similarly, as noted 
in congressional testimony provided by Ron-
ald O’Rourke of the Congressional Research 
Service (CRS), ‘‘If the LCS program were 
truncated to 24 ships or some other number 
well short of 52, a potential key issue [for 
Congress] would be the operational implica-
tions for the Navy of potentially not having 
sufficient capacity to fully perform the 
LCS’s three core missions of countering 
mines, small boats, and diesel submarines, 
particularly in littoral waters’’. 

(4) The cost for all LCS seaframes under 
contract (FY 10–13 ships) will increase if the 
current block buy contracts are disrupted. 
According to the Department of the Navy, 
costs will increase ‘‘due to the impact of lost 
workload, inefficiencies, and breakage to the 
vendor base’’. Additionally, negotiated ship 
construction prices will be lost for FY 14 and 
FY 15 ships. Moreover, FY 15 competitive 
prices will be required to be renegotiated in 
a sole source environment which will likely 

result in significant increases to FY 15 ship 
pricing. Slowing or pausing the program will 
also likely result in additional costs to fu-
ture ships as a result of lost learning in the 
shipyards, increased overhead, vendor pric-
ing, and concerns about contract stability. 
Finally, disrupting the current block buy 
contracts could potentially cause extreme 
damage to the shipbuilding industrial base. 

(5) Many first-of-class ships experience un-
anticipated challenges, setbacks, and, as a 
result, intense scrutiny and sometimes harsh 
criticism. According to the Secretary of the 
Navy, Ray Mabus, ‘‘the first of every single 
class in our Navy has faced similar issues 
and has been strengthened by dealing with 
them’’. Similarly, according to congressional 
testimony provided on October 23, 2013 by 
CRS analyst Ronald O’Rourke, ‘‘In the midst 
of criticisms of certain Navy surface ship ac-
quisition programs in the 30-year ship-
building plan, [such as the LCS program], on 
issues such as cost growth, ship capabilities, 
construction-quality, and testing of combat 
system equipment, it can be helpful to re-
call, as a matter of providing some historical 
context, that a number of earlier Navy sur-
face combatant acquisition programs—in-
cluding some, like the DDG–51 program, that 
are today considered acquisition success sto-
ries—were themselves criticized on one or 
more of these grounds’’. For example, in Jan-
uary 1990, the Government Accountability 
Office (GAO) criticized the DDG–51 Arleigh 
Burke destroyer program in their report to 
the Secretary of Defense, ‘‘Navy Ship-
building: Cost and Schedule Problems on the 
DDG–51 AEGIS Destroyer Program’’, noting 
that the shipyard had originally ‘‘encoun-
tered problems in designing and constructing 
the lead ship. The contract costs have in-
creased substantially, and the ship will be 
about 17 months late. Since the lead ship is 
only 50 percent complete, additional prob-
lems could surface and delay the follow 
ships.’’ Additionally, the GAO recommended 
‘‘that the Secretary of Defense ensure suffi-
cient information exists to justify the award 
of contracts for follow ships beyond the 
seven now under contract’’. Nevertheless, 
the Navy went on to successfully build a 
total of 62 of these destroyers since the pro-
gram’s inception with an additional 13 ships 
planned (under construction, on contract, or 
covered by awarded contracts). 

(6) The Government Accountability Of-
fice’s July 2013 report, ‘‘Navy Shipbuilding: 
Significant Investments in the Littoral Com-
bat Ship Continue Amid Substantial Un-
knowns about Capabilities, Use, and Cost’’, 
overstates the significance of design changes 
to follow-on ships. As noted by Assistant 
Navy Secretary Stackley in his July 2013 tes-
timony before Congress, ‘‘No changes to LCS 
seaframe requirements are envisioned in the 
near term as both LCS classes meet Navy re-
quirements’’. Further, as the Department of 
the Navy has stated, ‘‘The issues and correc-
tive efforts discussed [in the GAO report] are 
consistent with all lead ships of any new 
class of surface combatants, or any lead ship 
of a new class. Other ‘new, potentially sig-
nificant seaframe design changes’ mentioned 
[in the GAO report] as under consideration 
by the Navy would—if accepted by the 
Navy—be incorporated into the next procure-
ment (LCS 25 and follow), as is standard 
practice in all shipbuilding programs’’. 

(7) The GAO’s concern with concurrency in 
the development and fielding of LCS mission 
modules is misplaced. As Assistant Navy 
Secretary Stackley has explained in his con-
gressional testimony before the House 
Armed Services Committee, ‘‘The modular 
strategy for mission packages is a break-
through concept for delivering cost effective 
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capability by employing mature tech-
nologies to meet today’s warfighting require-
ments while also providing tremendous flexi-
bility to rapidly employ developing tech-
nologies to counter emerging threats or oth-
erwise close gaps today, and in the future. . . 
In order to deliver these capabilities in the 
capacity needed, and with an eye on control-
ling cost and risk, the Navy is employing an 
incremental fielding strategy wherein the 
first increment leverages mature tech-
nologies and existing programs of record to 
provide a level of performance exceeding 
that available in the fleet today’’. Moreover, 
Assistant Secretary Stackley made clear 
that ‘‘[t]his incremental approach minimizes 
concurrency risk while allowing the flexi-
bility which the modular concept pro-
vides. . . This time-phased fielding of capa-
bility is fundamental as it allows the Navy 
to rapidly field systems as they are matured 
instead of waiting for the final capability de-
livery. The major systems that comprise 
mission packages are already established as 
individual programs, with their own Acquisi-
tion Program Baselines (APBs) including 
cost, schedule and performance objectives 
and thresholds’’. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that— 

(1) chief among the mandates of the Navy 
is forward presence; 

(2) operating forward overseas is critical to 
United States national security and the pres-
ervation of United States national interests; 

(3) to achieve this forward presence, the 
size of the Navy fleet matters; 

(4) the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) will be 
a critical component of the overall size of 
the Navy fleet and, without it, the Navy will 
not be able to provide the capabilities or ca-
pacity that operational commanders require; 

(5) the capabilities of the Littoral Combat 
Ship remain essential to operational com-
manders; 

(6) Littoral Combat Ship vessels, together 
with their mission modules, form a key part 
of the long-range shipbuilding strategy of 
the Navy to meet force structure require-
ments in support of the January 2012 defense 
strategic guidance document entitled ‘‘Sus-
taining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities for 
21st Century Defense’’; 

(7) the Navy should continue to plan on 
procuring 52 Littoral Combat Ship seaframes 
in accordance with its most recent long- 
range shipbuilding plan, while balancing 
available funding with achieving the lowest 
possible pricing to the Government; 

(8) the progress of the Navy in answering 
the concerns of the July 2013 report of the 
Government Accountability Office, entitled 
‘‘Navy Shipbuilding: Significant Investments 
in the Littoral Combat Ship Continue Amid 
Substantial Unknowns about Capabilities, 
Use, and Cost’’, has been noteworthy and 
adequate; 

(9) the report on the Littoral Combat Ship 
referred to in paragraph (8), while detailed 
and substantive, contains recommendations 
that do not reflect a full and thorough un-
derstanding of the Littoral Combat Ship pro-
gram; 

(10) the Navy should be applauded for its 
decision to deploy U.S.S. Freedom (LCS 1), a 
research and development funded platform, 
early and with a surface warfare (SUW) mis-
sion package to gather helpful information 
and lessons learned in order to better inform 
the development of operational, manning, 
maintenance, and logistics support concepts; 

(11) the Navy should be commended for the 
ongoing and rigorous testing of the mine 
countereasures (MCM) mission module being 
conducted by U.S.S. Independence (LCS 2)— 
another research and development funded 
platform—and the recent successful comple-
tion of the second phase of developmental 

testing of the SUW mission package by 
U.S.S. Fort Worth (LCS 3); 

(12) the Navy must continue to endeavor to 
drive overall Littoral Combat Ship program 
costs down; 

(13) the Navy must inform the future pro-
curement strategy with thorough assess-
ments, which are based on validated require-
ments and independent cost estimates and 
which include program thresholds and objec-
tives for cost, schedule, and performance; 

(14) future acquisition decisions on the Lit-
toral Combat Ship should be informed with 
an up-to-date service cost position and 
‘‘should cost’’ assessment; 

(15) the Defense Acquisition Executive 
should determine whether a new Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) Cost Analysis 
and Program Evaluation (CAPE) inde-
pendent cost estimate (ICE) will be needed to 
inform future Littoral Combat Ship program 
decisions; and 

(16) the Navy, along with the Joint Staff, 
should conduct a requirements assessment 
study to serve as a revalidation of the Lit-
toral Combat Ship capabilities definition 
document. 

SA 2341. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle A of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1208. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DEFENSE CO-

OPERATION WITH GEORGIA. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Georgia is a highly valued partner of 

the United States and has repeatedly dem-
onstrated its commitment to advancing the 
mutual interests of both countries, including 
through the deployment of Georgian forces 
as part of the NATO-led International Secu-
rity Assistance Force in Afghanistan, cur-
rently serving as the largest non-NATO con-
tributor and without caveats in Helmand 
Province, and as part of the Multi-National 
Force in Iraq. 

(2) Contrary to international law and the 
2008 ceasefire agreement between Russia and 
Georgia, Russian forces have constructed 
barriers, including barbed wire and fences, 
along the administrative boundary line for 
the South Ossetia region of Georgia. This 
‘‘borderization’’ is inconsistent with Russia’s 
international commitments under the Au-
gust 2008 ceasefire agreement, is contrary to 
Georgia’s sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity, creates hardship and significant nega-
tive impacts for populations on both sides of 
these barriers, and is detrimental to long- 
term conflict resolution. 

(3) The peaceful transfer of power as the re-
sult of the October 2012 parliamentary elec-
tions in Georgia represents a major accom-
plishment toward the Georgian people’s cre-
ation of a free society and full democracy. 

(4) The presidential election of October 
2013 marks another major step in this transi-
tion to a free and open democracy. Inter-
national election observers from the Organi-
zation for Security and Co-operation in Eu-
rope (OSCE) concluded that the election 
‘‘was efficiently administered, transparent 
and took place in an amicable and construc-
tive environment [. . .]. Fundamental free-
doms of expression, movement and assembly 
were respected, and candidates were able to 

campaign without restriction. [. . .] A wide 
range of views and information was made 
available to voters through the media, pro-
viding candidates with a platform to present 
their programmes and opinions freely.’’ This 
is consistent with significant progress to-
ward a mature and free democracy. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—Congress— 
(1) declares that the United States sup-

ports Georgia’s sovereignty, independence, 
territorial integrity, and the inviolability of 
its internationally recognized borders and 
expresses concerns over the continued occu-
pation of the Georgian regions of Abkhazia 
and South Ossetia by the Russian Federa-
tion; 

(2) encourages the President to enhance de-
fense cooperation efforts with Georgia and 
supports the efforts of the Government of 
Georgia to provide for the defense of its gov-
ernment, people, and sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity within its internationally 
recognized borders; 

(3) reaffirms its support for Georgia’s 
NATO membership aspirations and congratu-
lates Georgia on the steps it has taken to 
further its integration with NATO; 

(4) remains committed to assisting the 
people of Georgia in establishing a free and 
democratic society in their country; and 

(5) congratulates the Government and peo-
ple of Georgia on the presidential election of 
October 27, 2013, and commends the Govern-
ment and people of Georgia on a peaceful and 
democratic transfer of power and its contin-
ued movement toward a free and democratic 
society. 

SA 2342. Mr. MENENDEZ submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1220. REPORTING ON DEVELOPMENT AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS IN AF-
GHANISTAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Defense, in cooperation 
with the Secretary of State and the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, shall develop and 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a plan to enter into the Afghani-
stan development assistance database of the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment relevant information related to 
development and infrastructure projects in 
Afghanistan planned or implemented under 
the Commanders Emergency Response Pro-
gram, Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund, and 
the Task Force for Business and Stability 
Operations. 

(b) CONTENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The plan developed under 

subsection (a) shall include the following: 
(A) Appropriate thresholds and timeframes 

for Department of Defense development or 
infrastructure projects to be included in the 
database so as to maximize the usefulness of 
the database for the monitoring and assess-
ment of prior, ongoing, and future United 
States Government assistance to Afghani-
stan. 

(B) Rationales for the establishment of 
such thresholds and timetables as well as an 
estimated cost and timeframe required to 
complete the data entry process. 
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(C) Measures to protect from public disclo-

sure information that if released would po-
tentially threaten the lives or livelihoods of 
United States citizens, third-country nation-
als, or citizens of Afghanistan associated 
with United States Government development 
projects. 

(2) DIRECT SUPPORT FOR ANSF EXCLUDED.— 
The information included in the develop-
ment assistance database pursuant to the 
plan shall not include projects designed to 
directly support the Afghan National Secu-
rity Forces (ANSF). 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means— 

(1) the congressional defense committees; 
and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

SA 2343. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself, 
Mr. PAUL, Mr. LEE, and Mr. WYDEN) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 1197, 
to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for military activities of the 
Department of Defense, for military 
construction, and for defense activities 
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for 
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle B of title XII, add 
the following: 
SEC. 1220. COMPLETION OF ACCELERATED TRAN-

SITION OF UNITED STATES COMBAT 
AND MILITARY AND SECURITY OP-
ERATIONS TO THE GOVERNMENT OF 
AFGHANISTAN. 

(a) FINDING.—Congress finds that, in June 
2013, the Government of Afghanistan as-
sumed the lead for combat operations in all 
regions of Afghanistan consistent with the 
schedule agreed to by President Barack 
Obama and President of Afghanistan Hamid 
Karzai. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy 
of the United States— 

(1) that, in coordination with the Govern-
ment of Afghanistan, North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) member countries, and 
other allies in Afghanistan, the President 
shall complete the accelerated transition of 
United States military and security oper-
ations to the Government of Afghanistan 
and redeploy United States Armed Forces 
from Afghanistan (including operations in-
volving military and security-related con-
tractors) by not later than December 31, 2014; 
and 

(2) to pursue diplomatic efforts leading to 
a political settlement and reconciliation of 
the internal conflict in Afghanistan. 

(c) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that, should the President deter-
mine the necessity to maintain United 
States troops in Afghanistan to carry out 
missions after December 31, 2014, any such 
presence and missions should be authorized 
by a separate vote of Congress not later than 
June 1, 2014. 

(d) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as limiting or 
prohibiting any authority of the President 
to— 

(1) modify the military strategy, tactics, 
and operations of United States Armed 
Forces as such Armed Forces redeploy from 
Afghanistan; 

(2) attack al Qaeda forces wherever such 
forces are located; 

(3) provide financial support and equip-
ment to the Government of Afghanistan for 

the training and supply of Afghanistan mili-
tary and security forces; 

(4) gather, provide, and share intelligence 
with United States allies operating in Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan; or 

(5) provide security after December 31, 2014, 
to United States facilities or diplomatic per-
sonnel located in Afghanistan. 

SA 2344. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. 
BROWN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 381, to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the World War II mem-
bers of the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raiders’’, 
for outstanding heroism, valor, skill, 
and service to the United States in 
conducting the bombings of Tokyo; as 
follows: 

On page 3, strike lines 16 and 17, and insert 
the following: 

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent pro tempore 

On page 4, line 1, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert 
‘‘(b)’’, and move the margin 2 ems to the left. 

On page 4, line 2, strike ‘‘paragraph (1)’’ 
and insert ‘‘subsection (a)’’. 

On page 4, strike lines 6 through 13, and in-
sert the following: 

(c) FOLLOWING AWARD OF MEDALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Following the award of 

the gold medals referred to in subsection (a), 
5 of the gold medals shall be given to the 5 
surviving members of the mission as of Feb-
ruary 2013 or their next of kin, with a sixth 

On page 4, line, 19, strike ‘‘(B)’’ and insert 
‘‘(2)’’, and move the margin 2 ems to the left. 

On page 4, line 22, strike ‘‘this paragraph’’ 
and insert ‘‘paragraph (1)’’. 

On page 5, line 1, strike ‘‘(b) DUPLICATE 
MEDALS.’’ and insert ‘‘SEC. 3. DUPLICATE 
MEDALS.’’, and move the margin 2 ems to 
the left. 

On page 5, between lines 6 and 7, insert the 
following: 
SEC. 4. STATUS OF MEDALS. 

On page 5, line 7, strike ‘‘(c)’’ and insert 
‘‘(a)’’. 

On page 5, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 

(b) NUMISMATIC MEDALS.—For purposes of 
sections 5134 and 5136 of title 31, United 
States Code, all medals struck under this 
Act are numismatic items. 

On page 5, strike lines 10 through 20. 

SA 2345. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. 
LEVIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3304, to authorize the Presi-
dent to award the Medal of Honor to 
Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. Sloat 
of the United States Army for acts of 
valor during the Vietnam Conflict and 
to authorize the award of Medal of 
Honor to certain other veterans who 
were previously recommended for 
award of the Medal of Honor; as fol-
lows: 

On page 2, line 3, strike ‘‘AND REQUEST’’. 
On page 2, line 11, strike ‘‘AND RE-

QUESTED’’. 
On page 3, line 1, strike ‘‘AND REQUEST’’. 
On page 3, line 9, strike ‘‘AND RE-

QUESTED’’. 

SA 2346. Mr. DONNELLY (for Mr. 
LEVIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 3304, to authorize the Presi-
dent to award the Medal of Honor to 
Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. Sloat 
of the United States Army for acts of 
valor during the Vietnam Conflict and 
to authorize the award of Medal of 
Honor to certain other veterans who 

were previously recommended for 
award of the Medal of Honor; as fol-
lows: 

Amend the title so as to read ‘‘An Act to 
authorize the President to award the Medal 
of Honor to Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. 
Sloat of the United States Army for acts of 
valor during the Vietnam Conflict and to au-
thorize the award of the Medal of Honor to 
certain other veterans who were previously 
recommended for award of the Medal of 
Honor.’’. 

SA 2347. Mrs. FISCHER (for herself 
and Mr. HOEVEN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 1197, to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2014 for military 
activities of the Department of De-
fense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military 
personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of subtitle E of title X, add the 
following: 
SEC. 1046. BUDGET TREATMENT AND PLAN ON 

IMPLEMENTATION OF REDUCTIONS 
IN NUCLEAR FORCES IN CONNEC-
TION WITH THE NEW START TREATY. 

(a) BUDGET TREATMENT OF REDUCTIONS 
PURSUANT TO NEW START TREATY.—The 
Secretary of Defense shall ensure that ac-
tivities relating to the dismantlement or 
conversion of nuclear weapons in connection 
with the implementation of the New START 
Treaty are assigned separate, dedicated pro-
gram elements in the budget materials sub-
mitted to the President by the Secretary in 
connection with the submission to Congress, 
pursuant to section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, of the budget for fiscal year 2015 
and each fiscal year thereafter in which re-
ductions to the nuclear forces of the United 
States are made in connection with the im-
plementation the New START Treaty. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF PLAN ON NEW START 
TREATY.—Not later than the date on which 
the President submits the budget of the 
President to Congress under section 1105 of 
title 31, United States Code, for fiscal year 
2015, the Secretary of Defense shall submit 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
the plan required by section 1042(a) of the 
National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal 
Year 2012 (Public Law 112–81; 125 Stat. 1575). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the following: 

(A) The congressional defense committees. 
(B) The Committee on Foreign Relations of 

the Senate and the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives. 

(2) NEW START TREATY.—The term ‘‘New 
START Treaty’’ means the Treaty on Meas-
ures for the Further Reduction and Limita-
tion of Strategic Offensive Arms, signed on 
April 8, 2010, and entered into force on Feb-
ruary 5, 2011, between the United States and 
the Russian Federation. 

SA 2348. Mr. JOHANNS (for himself 
and Mrs. FISCHER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1197, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014 for 
military activities of the Department 
of Defense, for military construction, 
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal 
year, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 
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At the end of subtitle D of title IX, add the 

following: 
SEC. 949. BRIEFINGS FOR CONGRESS ON THE 

STATUS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CYBER COMMAND. 

(a) QUARTERLY BRIEFINGS REQUIRED.—Com-
mencing 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and every 120 days there-
after, the Secretary of Defense shall provide 
the congressional defense committees, and 
any other Member of Congress requesting 
such a briefing, a briefing on the status of 
the United States Cyber Command. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—Each briefing under sub-
section (a) shall include the following: 

(1) An update on the status of any proposal 
to elevate the United States Cyber Command 
to the status of a unified combatant com-
mand. 

(2) A current summary assessment of the 
specific advantages and disadvantages for 
the national security of the United States of 
elevating the United State Cyber Command 
to the status of a unified combatant com-
mand. 

(3) A current estimate of the cost of ele-
vating the United States Cyber Command to 
the status of a unified combatant command, 
and a current justification for that cost. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on November 19, 2013, at 3:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on No-
vember 19, 2013, at 10 a.m. in room SR– 
418 of the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on November 19, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EAST ASIA AND PACIFIC 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on November 19, 2013, at 10:30 a.m., to 
hold an East Asia and Pacific Affairs 
subcommittee hearing entitled, ‘‘As-
sessing the Response to Typhoon Yo-
landa/Haiyan.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE EFFICIENCY AND EFFEC-

TIVENESS OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS AND THE 
FEDERAL WORKFORCE 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on the Efficiency and Effectiveness of 
Federal Programs and the Federal 
Workforce of the Committee on Home-

land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate on November 19, 
2013, at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a hearing 
entitled, ‘‘Strengthening Government 
Oversight: Examining the Roles and Ef-
fectiveness of Oversight Positions 
Within the Federal Workforce.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL SECURITY AND 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND FINANCE AND THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC POLICY 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Subcommittee on National Security 
and International Trade and Finance 
and the Subcommittee on Economic 
Policy be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on November 
19, 2013, at 3:30 p.m., to conduct a hear-
ing entitled, ‘‘The Present and Future 
Impact of Virtual Currency.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that MAJ 
Casey Williams, a U.S. Army officer 
who is serving as a military fellow in 
my office, be granted the privilege of 
the floor for the remainder of the first 
session of the 113th Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend floor 
privileges to MAJ Richard Anderson, 
our Army fellow, for the remainder of 
this calendar year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Col. B.B. 
Lange, a defense fellow assigned to our 
office, be granted privileges of the floor 
for the purpose of the Defense bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Dan Gilbert, 
my Department of Defense Fellow, and 
Erica Miller, my State Department 
Fellow, be granted floor privileges for 
the duration of the National Defense 
Authorization Act, through final pas-
sage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Alec Johnson, 
a legislative fellow detailed to the 
Committee on Appropriations, be 
granted floor privileges for the dura-
tion of the consideration of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014. 

I ask unanimous consent that CDR 
Tasya Y. Lacy, a U.S. Naval officer, 
who is currently serving as Senator 
SHAHEEN’s defense legislative fellow 
this year, be granted floor privileges 
during the duration of S. 1197, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
2014. I also ask unanimous consent that 

floor privileges be granted to Maj. Nate 
Somers, a U.S. Air Force officer who is 
serving as a defense legislative fellow 
in Senator CARDIN’s office, for the du-
ration of consideration of S. 1197. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 1197 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent that when the Senate resumes 
consideration of S. 1197 on Wednesday, 
November 20, there be up to 6 hours of 
debate only on the issue of sexual as-
sault, with Senator GILLIBRAND or des-
ignee controlling 3 hours, Senators 
MCCASKILL and AYOTTE or designees 
each controlling 75 minutes, the rank-
ing member or designee controlling 20 
minutes, and the chairman or designee 
controlling 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

DOOLITTLE TOKYO RAIDERS 
CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL 
Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 

consent the Banking, Housing and 
Urban Affairs Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 381 and 
the Senate proceed to its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 381) to award a Congressional 

Gold Medal to the World War II members of 
the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raiders,’’ for out-
standing heroism, valor, skill, and service to 
the United States in conducting the bomb-
ings of Tokyo. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent the Brown amendment, which 
is at the desk, be agreed to, the bill, as 
amended, be read three times and 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2344) was agreed 
to. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of 
Amendments.’’) 

The bill (S. 381), as amended, was or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

S. 381 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

Congress finds that— 
(1) on April 18, 1942, the brave men of the 

17th Bombardment Group (Medium) became 
known as the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raiders’’ for 
outstanding heroism, valor, skill, and service 
to the United States in conducting the 
bombings of Tokyo; 

(2) 80 brave American aircraft crewmen, led 
by Lieutenant Colonel James Doolittle, vol-
unteered for an ‘‘extremely hazardous mis-
sion’’, without knowing the target, location, 
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or assignment, and willingly put their lives 
in harm’s way, risking death, capture, and 
torture; 

(3) the conduct of medium bomber oper-
ations from a Navy aircraft carrier under 
combat conditions had never before been at-
tempted; 

(4) after the discovery of the USS Hornet 
by Japanese picket ships 170 miles further 
away from the prearranged launch point, the 
Doolittle Tokyo Raiders proceeded to take 
off 670 miles from the coast of Japan; 

(5) by launching more than 100 miles be-
yond the distance considered to be mini-
mally safe for the mission, the Doolittle 
Tokyo Raiders deliberately accepted the risk 
that the B–25s might not have enough fuel to 
reach the designated air-fields in China on 
return; 

(6) the additional launch distance greatly 
increased the risk of crash landing in Japa-
nese occupied China, exposing the crews to 
higher probability of death, injury, or cap-
ture; 

(7) because of that deliberate choice, after 
bombing their targets in Japan, low on fuel 
and in setting night and deteriorating 
weather, none of the 16 airplanes reached the 
prearranged Chinese airfields; 

(8) of the 80 Doolittle Tokyo Raiders who 
launched on the raid, 8 were captured, 2 died 
in the crash, and 70 returned to the United 
States; 

(9) of the 8 captured Doolittle Tokyo Raid-
ers, 3 were executed and 1 died of disease; 
and 

(10) there were only 5 surviving members of 
the Doolittle Tokyo Raiders as of February 
2013. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL. 

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 
shall make appropriate arrangements for the 
award, on behalf of Congress, of 6 gold med-
als of appropriate design in honor of the 
World War II members of the 17th Bombard-
ment Group (Medium) who became known as 
the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo Raiders’’, in recogni-
tion of their military service during World 
War II. 

(b) DESIGN AND STRIKING.—For the pur-
poses of the award referred to in subsection 
(a), the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
strike the gold medals with suitable em-
blems, devices, and inscriptions, to be deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(c) FOLLOWING AWARD OF MEDALS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Following the award of 

the gold medals referred to in subsection (a), 
5 of the gold medals shall be given to the 5 
surviving members of the mission as of Feb-
ruary 2013 or their next of kin, with a sixth 
medal to be given to the National Museum of 
the United States Air Force, where it shall 
be displayed with the Doolittle Tokyo Raid-
ers Goblets, as appropriate, and made avail-
able for research. 

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the National Museum of the 
United States Air Force should make the 
gold medal received under paragraph (1) 
available for display elsewhere, particularly 
at other locations and events associated with 
the Doolittle Tokyo Raiders. 
SEC. 3. DUPLICATIVE MEDALS. 

Under such regulations as the Secretary 
may prescribe, the Secretary may strike and 
sell duplicates in bronze of the gold medal 
struck under this Act, at a price sufficient to 
cover the costs of the medals, including 
labor, materials, dyes, use of machinery, and 
overhead expenses. 
SEC. 4. STATUS OF MEDALS. 

(a) NATIONAL MEDALS.—Medals struck pur-
suant to this Act are national medals for 
purposes of chapter 51 of title 31, United 
States Code. 

(b) NUMISMATIC MEDALS.—For purposes of 
sections 5134 and 5136 of title 31, United 
States Code, all medals struck under this 
Act are numismatic items. 

f 

AWARDING OF THE MEDAL OF 
HONOR 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent the Armed Services Committee 
be discharged from further consider-
ation of H.R. 3304, and the Senate pro-
ceed to its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3304) to authorize and request 

the President to award the Medal of Honor 
to Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. Sloat of 
the United States Army for acts of valor dur-
ing the Vietnam Conflict and to authorize 
the award of the Medal of Honor to certain 
other veterans who were previously rec-
ommended for award of the Medal of Honor. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent the Levin amendment, which 
is at the desk, be agreed to; the bill, as 
amended, be read three times and 
passed; the Levin title amendment, 
which is at the desk, be agreed to; and 
the motions to reconsider be laid upon 
the table, with no intervening action 
or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment (No. 2345) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

On page 2, line 3, strike ‘‘AND REQUEST’’. 
On page 2, line 11, strike ‘‘and requested’’. 
On page 3, line 1, strike ‘‘AND REQUEST’’. 
On page 3, line 9, strike ‘‘and requested’’. 
The amendment was ordered to be 

engrossed and the bill to be read a 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The amendment (No. 2346) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

(Purpose: To amend the title) 

Amend the title so as to read ‘‘An Act to 
authorize the President to award the Medal 
of Honor to Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. 
Sloat of the United States Army for acts of 
valor during the Vietnam Conflict and to au-
thorize the award of the Medal of Honor to 
certain other veterans who were previously 
recommended for award of the Medal of 
Honor.’’. 

f 

AUTHORIZING DOCUMENT 
PRODUCTION 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of S. Res. 300, which was 
submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 300) to authorize pro-

duction of records by the Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations 
of the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs has re-
ceived a request from a federal law en-
forcement agency seeking access to 
records that the Subcommittee ob-
tained during its recent investigation 
into JP Morgan Chase’s ‘‘whale trades’’ 
and risks and abuses of derivatives. 

This resolution would authorize the 
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations, acting jointly, to pro-
vide records, obtained by the Sub-
committee in the course of its inves-
tigation, in response to this request 
and requests from other government 
entities and officials with a legitimate 
need for the records. 

Mr. DONNELLY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the resolution be agreed 
to, the preamble be agreed to, and the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 300) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
(The resolution, with its preamble, is 

printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 1737 

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President, I 
understand that S. 1737, introduced 
earlier today by Senator HARKIN, is at 
the desk, and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
first time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1737) to provide for an increase in 
the Federal minimum wage and to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
increased expensing limitations and the 
treatment of certain real property as section 
179 property. 

Mr. DONNELLY. I now ask for its 
second reading and object to my own 
request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will re-
ceive its second reading on the next 
legislative day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 20, 2013 

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
November 20, 2013; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the time 
for the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day; that following any 
leader remarks, the Senate be in a pe-
riod of morning business for debate 
only for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
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minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half and the 
Republicans controlling the second 
half; and that following morning busi-
ness, the Senate resume consideration 
of S. 1197, the National Defense Au-
thorization Act, under the previous 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President, 
if there is no further business to come 
before the Senate, I ask unanimous 
consent that it adjourn under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:13 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, November 20, 2013, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 

LINDA THOMAS–GREENFIELD, AN ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF STATE (AFRICAN AFFAIRS), TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE AFRICAN DE-
VELOPMENT FOUNDATION FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE 
TERM EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 27, 2015, VICE JOHNNIE CAR-
SON. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES AIR 
FORCE AND AS PERMANENT PROFESSOR AT THE UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTIONS 9333(B) AND 9336(A): 

To be colonel 

BRANDON K. DOAN 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF 
THE UNITED STATES OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT TO 
THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE RESERVE OF THE ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 12203 AND 12211: 

To be colonel 

DAVID A. CENITI 
DOUGLAS J. DIMOND 
BRIAN J. KELLER 
PAUL J. MCDONALD 
EDWARD M. REILLY 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be commander 

JULIE A. MEIER 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant commander 

KRYSTEN J. PELSTRING 
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HONORING THE CAREER AND 
SERVICE OF SAL HOWARD 

HON. BRIAN HIGGINS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
honor the Sal Howard and his service to the 
City of Buffalo. A dedicated employee with an 
indefatigable spirit, Sal has worked for the City 
of Buffalo for 31 years. 

Sal began his long career with the City of 
Buffalo during the tenure of Mayor Jimmy Grif-
fin. Due to the death of his father, Benjamin, 
Sal left high school to provide for his mother, 
brother, and sister. Through the Mayor’s Sum-
mer Youth Program, Sal worked fixing snow 
plows and lawnmowers to aid his family. 

After working for the Mayor’s Summer Youth 
Program, Sal accepted a position with the City 
of Buffalo Animal Shelter, transporting dogs 
back and forth to the veterinarian, among 
other responsibilities. Sal’s next step came 
with a position in the City of Buffalo’s Engi-
neering Department. As part of the Clean 
Sweep initiative, Sal drives trucks to help 
clean city streets, remove debris, and beautify 
our neighborhoods. 

In addition to his day job, Sal serves as a 
New York State licensed armed security 
guard. Sal’s work ethic is second to none. 

The Howard family has an impressive his-
tory of civil service. Sal’s father Benjamin was 
a sanitation engineer for the City, and his 
mother Columbia worked as a custodian for 
the Board of Education. His sister Sarah cur-
rently is a bus aide for the Board of Education 
and his brother Bernie worked for the City until 
his passing. 

Sal’s dedication to our community extends 
beyond his job. A devoted Catholic, he is an 
usher and Eucharistic Minister at St. Columba- 
Brigid Roman Catholic Church, on the corner 
of Hickory and Eagle Streets in Buffalo. 

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me a 
few moments to acknowledge Sal’s commend-
able career and service to our community. I 
am grateful for his good works and wish him 
the best in all his future endeavors. 

f 

HONORING JULIAN NABOZNY 

HON. ED PASTOR 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. PASTOR of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
before you today to pay tribute to a Phoenix 
community leader and businessman, who for 
20 years now has given back to his commu-
nity by providing complimentary breakfasts to 
thousands of individuals at his McDonald’s 
restaurant on Thanksgiving Day. 

Mr. Julian Nabozny, a native of Argentina 
whose family moved to Chicago when he was 
13, went to high school and college in Illinois 

and became a naturalized U.S. citizen. He be-
came a high school teacher, mainly so he 
could pursue his first love—soccer—but soon 
learned he could not survive on a coach’s sal-
ary. When he learned McDonald’s was looking 
for prospective Hispanic owners, he took a 
shot and worked his way up from three estab-
lishments in Chicago to now owning five res-
taurants in Phoenix. 

Since he moved to Phoenix in the early 
1990s, Mr. Nabozny has built his restaurants 
to offer more than just a family experience; 
they have become local community centers. 
Besides providing thousands of free break-
fasts on Thanksgiving Day, his McDonald’s 
stores have provided free community re-
sources, such as information about health in-
surance, immigration laws, or free mammo-
grams. He has become a trusted leader 
whose voice lends help to important causes in 
the Hispanic community. He was recently hon-
ored as the 2012 Man of the Year at ‘‘La 
Noche de Amistad (The Night of Friendship)’’, 
an event organized by Phoenix 1190 AM 
Radio and Mujeres Unicas, a Spanish-lan-
guage radio program, for donating much of his 
time and personal finances to help those less 
fortunate. In 2000, he won the National Res-
taurant Association’s Cornerstone Humani-
tarian Award. 

In addition, Mr. Nabozny has been a mem-
ber of the McDonald’s Board of Directors; 
president of Chicago McDonald’s Hispanic 
Owners Association; treasurer, vice president, 
and president of the national McDonald’s His-
panic Owners Association; chair of the com-
pany’s Hispanic Marketing Committee; a lead-
er in McDonald’s Hispanic Scholarship Pro-
gram; and is a member of the company’s Ari-
zona Board of Directors. He is also the Ari-
zona/Nevada representative to the McDonald’s 
National Hispanic Board of Directors. 

As he has grown his business, Mr. Nabozny 
has built his restaurants to reflect the diversity 
of the neighborhoods in which they are lo-
cated. He features Aztec-inspired artwork and 
a Talavera mosaic from Puebla, Mexico in his 
Phoenix restaurants, among other cultural fea-
tures. 

Mr. Nabozny has said that he believes God 
saved his life three times on separate occa-
sions. Those incidents reinforced his drive to 
help those who are less fortunate. By pro-
viding free Thanksgiving Day breakfasts and 
other resources to the Phoenix community, he 
has provided physical nourishment, and in 
many cases, spiritual nourishment, to thou-
sands of his fellow human beings. I have had 
a longstanding friendship with Mr. Nabozny 
and I admire him greatly. Therefore, on the 
occasion of the 20th year he plans to provide 
free Thanksgiving breakfasts, and to show him 
our deep appreciation, I ask my colleagues 
today to help me pay tribute to my friend and 
a great community leader, Mr. Julian Nabozny. 

HONORING THE CAREER OF RAY 
LOMAS 

HON. CHERI BUSTOS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
talk about Ray Lomas of Rock Island, Illinois. 

Ray Lomas has been helping kids in the 
Quad-Cities since the 1950s. He coached 
sports teams, mentored students and athletes, 
and co-founded the Metropolitan Youth Pro-
gram in the 1980s. Metro Youth continues to 
this day to engage students through its step-
pers and drill team while providing tutoring 
and educational programs. A drummer him-
self, Lomas hosted the drum unit at his house 
every day, and made sure that they also 
learned practical skills like paying bills and ap-
plying for jobs. 

Now 84, Ray Lomas has lived in the Quad- 
Cities for almost his entire life, and spent 36 
years working for Deere & Co. in East Moline. 
His son Rory Lomas is now retired after serv-
ing in the Army for over 24 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I’d like to thank Ray Lomas for 
his years of service to our community and I 
am very happy that Rock Island celebrated 
Ray Lomas Day on October 24th. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. NIKI TSONGAS 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, I was unable 
to cast a vote on rollcall 586 and 587 on No-
vember 15, 2013. I was in Massachusetts to 
meet with Army Chief of Staff General Ray 
Odierno at Natick Soldier Systems Center, the 
only active duty Army installation in New Eng-
land. Since I encouraged him to come, and 
helped organize a portion of his visit, I felt it 
was necessary to be present. 

Had I been present for this vote, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on the Motion to Recommit 
(rollcall 586) and ‘‘no’’ on the final passage of 
H.R. 3350 (rollcall 587). 

I would have voted against H.R. 3350 be-
cause it would have opened up health insur-
ance plans that do not meet the basic require-
ments of the Affordable Care Act to new en-
rollees. I would have voted for the Democratic 
Motion to Recommit. This motion would have 
given insurance companies the option to con-
tinue offering plans that were in existence as 
of October 1, 2013 to current enrollees, but 
would not have opened up these plans that do 
not meet basic requirements to new con-
sumers. 
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RECOGNIZING THE 100TH ANNIVER-

SARY OF THE ROTARY CLUB OF 
READING, BERKS COUNTY, PENN-
SYLVANIA 

HON. JIM GERLACH 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GERLACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate the Rotary Club of Reading, 
Berks County, Pennsylvania, on the occasion 
of its 100th anniversary. 

The Rotary Club of Reading was chartered 
on December 1, 1913 and was the 88th Ro-
tary Club of over 30,000 now to be chartered. 
Throughout its proud 100 year history, the 
Reading Rotarians have committed them-
selves to making a difference in the commu-
nity by providing meaningful service to those 
in need. Among the many projects the mem-
bers of the Rotary Club of Reading have un-
dertaken and completed include: establishing 
Rotary Park for the enjoyment of the citizens 
of Reading and Berks County; performing 
roadside cleanups; and awarding scholarships 
to Reading High School students. 

The distinguished volunteer service by the 
members of the Rotary Club of Reading over 
the last 100 years has served to significantly 
improve the quality of life in the Greater Read-
ing community. 

Mr. Speaker, in recognition of its 100th anni-
versary, I ask that my colleagues join me 
today in recognizing the Rotary Club of Read-
ing, Berks County, Pennsylvania. 

f 

CRISIS IN THE CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
today I held a subcommittee hearing that was 
not called an ‘‘emergency’’ hearing, but it very 
well could have been. Since we first decided 
to hold a hearing to spotlight the human rights 
situation in the Central African Republic, the 
situation has deteriorated even further so that 
today the country is on the verge of a humani-
tarian catastrophe. 

Coups and dictatorships have characterized 
the Central African Republic since its inde-
pendence in 1960, but the current crisis is far 
more dangerous than what has come before. 

Consider this: in a country of approximately 
5 million people, roughly 1.1 million citizens 
face serious food insecurity. Some 460,000 
CAR nationals are displaced, including 64,000 
who have fled to neighboring countries as ref-
ugees and nearly 400,000 who are internally 
displaced. 

This is because there has been a complete 
breakdown of law and order in the country fol-
lowing the ouster of former President François 
Bozizé in March of this year. After riding to 
power on the back of an insurrection known 
as Seleka, the current dictator, Michel 
Djotodia, has found it difficult to disengage. 
Seleka, originally a political alliance, has trans-
formed into a militia of about 25,000 men, up 
to 90 percent of which come from Chad and 
Sudan and therefore constitute in the eyes of 

many a foreign invasion force. They do not 
speak the local language, and are Muslim in 
a nation that is roughly 80 percent Christian. 
They have targeted churches for destruction 
and stirred up sectarian hatreds where none 
had existed previously. Indeed, the Sudanese 
contingent in particular are said to be mem-
bers of the notorious janjaweed, who have 
spread slavery and destruction in the Darfur 
region of Sudan and now are doing the same 
in the Central African Republic. 

And if that is not bad enough, elsewhere, 
the Lord’s Resistance Army, or LRA, under 
the psychotic leader Joseph Kony is also 
loose in the Central African Republic. Both the 
LRA and Seleka are said to kidnap children to 
serve as soldiers, and UNICEF estimates that 
there are now as many as 3,500 child soldiers 
affiliated with armed groups in the country. 

Djotodia has formally disbanded Seleka, but 
Seleka continues to wreak destruction in the 
countryside, and they have seized mines and 
other resources in the country. Djotodia’s writ 
does not extend much beyond the capital city 
of Bangui. 

Even in Bangui, the situation is chaotic. One 
of our witnesses, Mike Jobbins, related how 
‘‘There have been nearly a dozen successful 
or attempted carjackings of humanitarian vehi-
cles over the past two weeks and at least 
three aid workers have lost their lives since 
the crisis began.’’ 

In response to the depredations of Seleka, 
their victims have begun to form self-defense 
units referred to as anti-balaka, or anti-ma-
chete, gangs, which have begun to commit re-
taliatory outrages of their own. Rather than 
confront the Seleka rebels who are respon-
sible for starting the cycle of violence, how-
ever, they often target Muslim civilians, who 
are deemed ‘‘soft targets.’’ Thus, violence be-
gets violence. 

The situation is so bad that just this past 
week, John Ging, director of the UN Office for 
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs warned, 
‘‘We are very, very concerned that the seeds 
of a genocide are being sown.’’ 

All this is happening in a state which is, by 
any definition, dysfunctional. 

In the words of PM Nicolas Tiangaye, who 
is the closest thing to a legitimate figure in the 
government of the Central African Republic 
and whom my staff and I met with this sum-
mer when he visited Washington, the Central 
African Republic is ‘‘anarchy, a non-state.’’ 

This descent into chaos has compounded 
the misery of the people of the Central African 
Republic suffered greatly and lagged substan-
tially in terms of development. Prior to this 
year, the Central African Republic ranked 180 
of 186 countries per the UN Human Develop-
ment Index. 

One area where the Central African Repub-
lic did lead bespeaks an irony: National Geo-
graphic ranked the Central African Republic as 
the nation least affected by light pollution. This 
is, of course, indicative of its low level of de-
velopment, and the neglect and affirmative 
harm which generations of political leaders 
have subjected the country and its people. 

Amid this darkness, however, there are 
bright spots. It is the leadership of churches 
and faith based organizations, as well as tradi-
tional Muslim leaders long resident in the Cen-
tral African Republic who have sought to 
defuse communal tensions. These indigenous 
Muslim leaders who speak for peace need to 
be recognized and distinguished from foreign 

fighters from countries such as Sudan—the 
same janjaweed who harrowed Darfur—who 
kill and sow destruction in the name of jihad. 

We had the opportunity to hear from one 
such courageous faith leader, Bishop Nongo. 
I had the privilege of hosting Bishop Nongo in 
my office when he came to visit Washington 
this summer, and I was moved nearly to tears 
as he described the suffering of the people in 
his country. It is leaders such as Bishop 
Nongo, who provide assistance to all regard-
less of their affiliation, and who strive for 
peace, who provide the greatest hope for the 
Central African Republic. 

f 

DIGITAL ACCOUNTABILITY AND 
TRANSPARENCY ACT OF 2013 

SPEECH OF 

HON. RUSH HOLT 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, November 18, 2013 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, as a scientist, I 
know firsthand how important scientific con-
ferences and meetings are. I opposed H.R. 
2061, the Digital Accountability and Trans-
parency Act, because it would cut by 30 per-
cent the amount of travel federal employees 
could undertake for conferences, meetings, 
and other crucial events. 

Although I appreciate the sponsors’ efforts 
to ensure oversight on travel expenditures, I 
suspect they fail to realize the impact that this 
legislation would have on the progress of 
science and technology. Scientific conferences 
play a key role in American innovation. The in-
formal conversations, formal presentations, 
and everything else that goes on between sci-
entists from different institutions and different 
countries lead to new collaborations that have 
the promise of new discoveries. 

Just about any scientific society in this 
country can give you examples where large 
numbers of federally sponsored researchers 
have teamed up to tackle pressing issues of 
our day at a conference. To give just one ex-
ample, the American Chemical Society and 
the American Physical Society have stated 
that the development of an anti-cancer drug 
was the result of collaboration between a team 
of scientists from three laboratories that took 
place at one of these conferences. 

We justifiably invest in federal research ef-
forts, and we should ensure that we maximize 
that investment. When we deny federal sci-
entists and researchers the ability to travel 
and collaborate with their peers, we leave 
them and our country with a diminished ability 
to make the most of that investment. 

This affects not only scientists, of course. It 
is important for all federal employees to meet 
with their fellow professionals. If any of my 
colleagues wonder why face-to-face meetings 
are important, I would ask, why did they vote 
for House rules that require all of our votes to 
be taken in person here in the House of Rep-
resentatives? 

While H.R. 2061 takes some laudable at-
tempts to increase transparency, it will un-
doubtedly stifle scientific collaboration, and 
thus I cannot support it. 
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TO RECOGNIZE THE 150 YEAR AN-

NIVERSARY OF THE GETTYS-
BURG ADDRESS 

HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in recognition of 278 simple words spoken a 
century and a half ago in a small town in my 
home state of Pennsylvania. When President 
Lincoln addressed the crowd assembled at the 
dedication of the National Cemetery at Gettys-
burg, he noted in his speech that his words 
were ones that, ‘‘the world will little note, nor 
long remember’’. Yet, 150 years later, Presi-
dent Lincoln’s words of sacrifice and strength 
still ring true. Even amidst the fog of a still 
raging civil war, Lincoln promised that ‘‘this 
nation, under God, shall have a new birth of 
freedom’’—and that ‘‘government of the peo-
ple, by the people, for the people, shall not 
perish from the earth.’’ Today, we recognize 
the commitment of President Lincoln to reunite 
and ensure the continued success of our na-
tion. Furthermore, we reinforce our efforts to 
protect his solemn pledge of a free govern-
ment for a free people. 

f 

COMMEMORATING JOHN LANCE 
LINDABERRY 

HON. LEONARD LANCE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. LANCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the memory of Private First Class John 
Lance Lindaberry of Long Valley, New Jersey 
who honorably served his country during the 
Vietnam War. Mr. Lindaberry was a member 
of the 2nd Battalion of the 27th Infantry Regi-
ment, 25th Infantry Division, and killed in ac-
tion on Nov. 16, 1967. 

Mr. Lindaberry was graduated from West 
Morris Central High School in 1966, and 
joined the Army in 1967. He was loved by his 
family and the community, especially his fellow 
parishioners at the Highlands Presbyterian 
Church. 

Long Valley continues to honor the memory 
of Mr. Lindaberry at its annual Memorial Day 
services, as well as other fallen service mem-
bers. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS: 
HUNGER IN AMERICA 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JOYCE BEATTY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, November 18, 2013 

Mrs. BEATTY. Mr. Speaker, as we begin to 
enter the holiday season, let us reflect on the 
devastating impact of hunger on individuals, 
families, and communities. 

Mr. Speaker—hunger is no holiday for mil-
lions of Americans. 

50 million individuals in this country are food 
insecure and 17 million of them are children. 

Making sure children are well fed is nec-
essary if America is to reach its health, edu-
cation, economic, and fiscal goals. 

In 2011, 679,900 children in Ohio lived in 
food insecure households. 

On Nov. 1, the largest cuts in the history of 
our country’s food stamp program, now called 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram, went into effect when the increase given 
by the 2009 economic stimulus package ex-
pired. 

This reduction, which totaled $5 billion, has 
already touched more than 47 million people— 
1 in 7 Americans. 

Moreover, billions more in cuts are sched-
uled to occur in the following two years, de-
spite the fact that food insecurity in America 
has not even begun to return to pre-recession 
levels. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in a hunger crisis. 
When almost 50 million people in the richest 

country on the planet hungry, that is a crisis. 
Moreover, food insecurity can have wide- 

ranging detrimental consequences on individ-
ual’s physical and mental health, especially 
with the more vulnerable populations such as 
pregnant women and seniors. 

According to the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, more than 1 in 6 Ohio households 
faced food insecurity from 2010 to 2012, up 
6.3 percentage points from a decade earlier. 

Ohio trailed only Missouri and Nevada in 
hunger increases during that same time. 

Ohioans have been left to cope with loss of 
employment, wage stagnation, slow economic 
recovery, and food insecurity. 

Ohioans are hurting. 
Shellie, a mother in my district expressed to 

me that by the end of every month, she has 
to tell her kids that all they have left to eat is 
enough food for dinner. 

There is nothing left in the pantry to put on 
the table for breakfast or lunch. 

Then there is Roberta, who was a county 
caseworker in my district for 25 years and a 
school board member for ten years, and suf-
fered a serious and sudden illness. 

Now, because of medical bills, she and her 
family rely on food stamps and food pantries. 

Another touching example is Saundra in my 
district, who is disabled and lost her job during 
the recession. 

Food stamps are her only recourse for food. 
There are thousands of stories like Shellie’s, 

Roberta’s, and Saundra’s throughout our 
country. 

We must let our constituents know that we 
hear their struggles and we are fighting for 
them. 

Preventing irrational cuts to the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
is a great first step to curbing hunger. 

The large $40 billion cuts in the House 
version of the 2013 Farm Bill are unprece-
dented. 

SNAP should remain a part of the farm bill 
and I urge anyone who believes hunger and 
food insecurity should end to make sure that 
it does. 

This is a practical and moral imperative. 
I will continue to support the American peo-

ple through their daily fight to preserve funding 
for these initiatives and to end hunger in 
America. 

I thank you for the opportunity to speak on 
this important issue. 

HONORING BRANDT BEAUCHAMP 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Brandt 
Beauchamp. Brandt is a very special young 
man who has exemplified the finest qualities 
of citizenship and leadership by taking an ac-
tive part in the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 
663, and earning the most prestigious award 
of Eagle Scout. 

Brandt has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Brandt has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, 
Brandt has contributed to his community 
through his Eagle Scout project. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Brandt for his accomplishments 
with the Boy Scouts of America and for his ef-
forts put forth in achieving the highest distinc-
tion of Eagle Scout. 

f 

INTRODUCING A RESOLUTION IN 
RECOGNITION OF PEOPLE OF AF-
RICAN DESCENT AND BLACK EU-
ROPEAN LEADERS 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to introduce a resolution recognizing 
people of African descent, and particularly Eu-
rope’s Black community and political leaders, 
as we welcome a delegation of Black Euro-
pean Rights Leaders representing 10 Euro-
pean countries to Washington, DC this week, 
and continue working to address issues of in-
equality, discrimination, and inclusion in the 57 
North American and European countries that 
make up the region of the Organization for Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). 

An estimated seven to ten million individuals 
of African descent currently live in Europe, 
particularly in France, the United Kingdom, 
and the Netherlands, and form an influential 
part of the African diaspora. From labor and 
scholarship to politics and civil rights, they 
have contributed greatly to European history 
and culture over the past several centuries. 
However, the story of Black Europeans re-
mains widely untold, rendering many of their 
past and present contributions to the political 
and social life of Europe invisible or forgotten. 
Furthermore, similar to the experiences of 
many African Americans, they have increas-
ingly become the targets of discrimination, 
pernicious racial profiling, and violent hate 
crimes impacting equal access to housing, 
employment, education, and justice. 

On April 29, 2008, I chaired a U.S. Helsinki 
Commission hearing entitled, ‘‘The State of 
(In)visible Black Europe: Race, Rights, and 
Politics,’’ which focused on bringing to light the 
daily challenges of racism and discrimination 
encountered by Black Europeans, specifically 
with regard to their representation in leader-
ship positions and political participation. Since 
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then, I have worked with minority and other 
European legislators to convene annual 
events in Brussels, Belgium at the European 
Parliament to address these issues, including 
the 2009 Black European Summit: Trans-
atlantic Dialogue on Political Inclusion and the 
2010 and 2011 Transatlantic Minority Political 
Leadership Conferences. Follow-on initiatives 
from these events have included the Trans-
atlantic Inclusion Leaders Network in coopera-
tion with the State Department and German 
Marshall Fund, which works to advance 
young, diverse, and inclusive leaders on both 
sides of the Atlantic. 

This resolution acknowledges the findings 
from the OSCE’s Annual Hate Crimes Report 
and European Union Agency for Fundamental 
Rights’ (EUFRA) 2009 European Union Minori-
ties and Discrimination Survey (EU-MIDIS), as 
well as initiatives such as the June 2013 Euro-
pean Network Against Racism’s ‘‘People of Af-
rican Descent and Black Europeans’’ Policy 
Paper and Open Society Justice Initiative 
2009 report, entitled ‘‘Ethnic Profiling in the 
European Union,’’ which reveal systemic dis-
crimination against Black Europeans in hous-
ing, education, health care, employment, the 
criminal justice system, and access to political 
participation. Moreover, recent racist acts to-
wards Black European cabinet-level officials 
highlight continuing issues of racism and na-
tional extremism, and the need to increase the 
awareness of rights and protection for Black 
Europeans. 

Cooperation is key to addressing the global 
problems of racism and discrimination. As we 
continue working to build on past and current 
initiatives, I encourage my colleagues to join 
me in recognizing and celebrating the collec-
tive history and achievements made by people 
of African descent. This resolution reaffirms 
the importance of inclusion and the full and 
equal participation of people of African de-
scent around the world in all aspects of polit-
ical, economic, social, and cultural life. To that 
end, Congress should welcome increased par-
liamentary activities, including those of the 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly, to engage in 
efforts to promote racial equality and combat 
racial discrimination through efforts such as in-
troducing legislation, speaking out against rac-
ism, increasing the political participation of ra-
cial minorities, and working with Black Euro-
pean and other minority communities to de-
velop relevant policies. 

Europe today grapples with complex ques-
tions at the intersection of national identity, de-
creasing birth rates, increasing immigration, 
security concerns, and a rise in extremist polit-
ical parties and vigilantism. In this context of 
changing demographics and attitudes, the ex-
periences of Black Europeans increasingly 
serve as a measure of the strength of Euro-
pean democracies and commitments to 
human rights. Following the 2011 Transatlantic 
Minority Political Leadership Conference, U.S. 
and European parliamentarians called for a 
Joint US-EU Action Plan to work on trans-
atlantic solutions to address bias and discrimi-
nation and foster inclusion—much the way we 
work jointly on counterterrorism, trade, and 
other issues. The adoption of such an initiative 
would significantly increase the tools our gov-
ernments have to address common issues, 
develop proactive policies to meet changing 
demographics leading to increased diversity in 
our societies, and ultimately ensure the long- 
term stability and prosperity of our democ-
racies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of a Joint 
Action Plan in addition to immediate actions 
by European governments and members of 
civil society and the private sector, in consulta-
tion with Black European communities, to de-
velop and implement initiatives to combat ra-
cial discrimination and promote racial equality 
in Europe. In the interim, our government can 
do more to partner with European public and 
private sectors and Black and migrant commu-
nities to advance human rights and inclusion 
in Europe, including appointing at the State 
Department and U.S. Agency for International 
Development (USAID) Senior Advisors on 
Afro-descent peoples and establishing a State 
Department Fund for the Inclusion of Racial 
and Ethnic minorities modeled after the De-
partment’s International Fund for Women and 
Girls and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and 
Transgender (LGBT) Global Equality Funds. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, on November 
18th, I was attending a funeral and missed 
rollcall No. 588, on H.R. 2061. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

HONORING MICHAEL A. LENOIR, 
M.D. 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the extraordinary career of Dr. 
Michael LeNoir as we celebrate over 40 years 
of his contributions to the medical field. Dr. 
LeNoir continues to be a celebrated physician, 
and we join together in praise of his remark-
able contributions to the Bay Area, California, 
and our great nation. 

Dr. LeNoir is married to Denise Washington 
LeNoir and they have 4 daughters and 5 
grandchildren. He attended the University of 
Texas Medical Branch at Galveston and grad-
uated in 1967. During his transitional year, he 
interned at the Los Angeles County and the 
University of Southern California Medical Cen-
ter. He completed his pediatrics residency at 
the William Beaumont Army Medical Center in 
1970, and finished his fellowship in pediatric 
allergy and immunology in 1972 at the Univer-
sity of California at San Diego. Dr. LeNoir has 
been certified for 39 years in Allergy and Im-
munology from the American Board of Allergy 
and Immunology, and certified 40 years in Pe-
diatrics from the American Board of Pediatrics. 
He has practiced clinical allergy and pediatrics 
in the Bay Area since 1977, and has been an 
active member of the National Medical Asso-
ciation(NMA) since 1975. 

Throughout his prolific career, Dr. LeNoir 
has served in a number of leadership roles in-
cluding former board member of the American 
Association of Certified Allergists, former chair 
of the Underserved Committee of the Amer-
ican Academy of Allergy, past President of the 
Northern California Allergy Association, former 

Chair of the NMA Allergy and Asthma Section, 
and former Chair of the Clinical Faculty at the 
University of California, San Francisco when 
he served as an associate clinical professor. 

Dr. LeNoir has also earned myriad acco-
lades, including the first Floyd Malveaux 
Award by the NMA Allergy and Asthma Sec-
tion, the 2006 Community Physician of the 
Year Award by the Residents at Oakland Chil-
dren’s Hospital and Research Institute, the 
Lydia Smiley Award from the California School 
Nurses Association, as well as numerous 
awards highlighting his community service. 

Dr. LeNoir was named as one of the Amer-
ica’s leading African American Allergists by 
Black Enterprise Magazine in 2001 and 2008. 
Since 2001, Dr. LeNoir has been named as 
one of the best 200 physicians by Oakland 
Magazine and San Francisco Magazine. 

From 1981 to 1993, Dr. LeNoir was the 
medical editor for KCBS Radio, hosting a 2 
hour weekly talk show. He has been the CEO 
of the Ethnic Health America Network since 
1985, and is the host and executive producer 
of the About Health Program, a talk show fea-
tured on Pacifica Radio stations, including 
Berkeley’s KPFA. He has also served as 
president of the National Association of Physi-
cian Broadcasters. 

Currently, Dr. LeNoir is president of the Eth-
nic Health Institute at Alta Bates Summit Med-
ical Center, Board Chair of the African Amer-
ican Wellness Project, and member of the 
Board of Directors at Children’s Hospital and 
Research Center in Oakland. 

Earlier this summer, Dr. LeNoir was inaugu-
rated as the 114th President of the NMA. The 
NMA is the largest and oldest national organi-
zation representing the interests of more than 
32,000 African American physicians and the 
patients they serve. Under Dr. LeNoir’s leader-
ship, the NMA will continue its work to elimi-
nate health disparities, improve the pipeline for 
African American students, and advance the 
quality of health among communities of color 
and disadvantaged populations. 

I have had the privilege of knowing and 
working with Dr. LeNoir for many years. He is 
a brilliant and compassionate physician who 
has used his expertise and experience on be-
half of his patients and the overall community. 
I am proud to call him a colleague and a 
friend. 

On behalf of California’s 13th Congressional 
District, Dr. Michael LeNoir, I salute you. Your 
40 years of dedication to improving the health 
of our communities and leadership on medical 
advances have made an indelible mark in his-
tory. Thank you for your continued work and 
best wishes to you and your loved ones in the 
years to come. 

f 

HONORING THE 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF SAINT PETER LU-
THERAN CHURCH—AFTON, MN 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to the congregation of Saint Peter Lu-
theran Church of Afton, Minnesota on the oc-
casion of the 150th anniversary of the church. 
Since its founding by German settlers in 1863, 
the church has served as a center of faith and 
community. 
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The founding families of Saint Peter Lu-

theran Church of Afton held tightly to their 
faith and, as their numbers grew, they re-
cruited a travelling missionary, Reverend 
Horst, to conduct services from the homes of 
worshipers. Shortly thereafter another clergy-
man, Pastor Rolf, took over duties, regularly 
travelling 15 miles from Saint Paul by foot to 
preside over the parish. 

On December 27th, 1863, the congregation 
was formally organized into the ‘‘The Evan-
gelical Lutheran Saint Peter’s Church of Afton 
Township, Washington County, Minnesota.’’ 
During the next two years, three acres of land 
were purchased and on it built the first church 
from a reconstructed mill that had been aban-
doned in the area. The first service in the new 
Saint Peter’s church was held on August 12, 
1865 and it stood intact for nearly sixty years. 

Ultimately, the original structure was con-
verted into a schoolhouse in 1898 and a re-
placement church was erected beside it, both 
remaining until they burned down in 1924. The 
following year saw the completion of a re-
placement building on the grounds, today 
known as the ‘old’ church. 

Saint Peter Lutheran Church continues to 
play a central role in the lives of many Afton 
families, serving both spiritual and physical 
needs. Through its strong support of local food 
shelves and clothing drives, the congregation 
is directly helping to feed and clothe families 
in need. The congregation’s growth is a tribute 
to the generosity and commitment of six gen-
erations who have built on the foundation laid 
by those early German settlers. Saint Peter 
Lutheran Church has blessed the Afton area 
with its dedication to good deeds for 150 
years. 

Mr. Speaker, in honor of the 150th Anniver-
sary of Saint Peter Lutheran Church of Afton, 
Minnesota, I am pleased to submit this state-
ment to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

f 

HONORING IAN MORBY 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Ian Morby. Ian is 
a very special young man who has exempli-
fied the finest qualities of citizenship and lead-
ership by taking an active part in the Boy 
Scouts of America, Troop 663, and earning 
the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Ian has been very active with his troop, par-
ticipating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Ian has been involved with scout-
ing, he has not only earned numerous merit 
badges, but also the respect of his family, 
peers, and community. Most notably, Ian has 
contributed to his community through his 
Eagle Scout project. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Ian Morby for his accomplish-
ments with the Boy Scouts of America and for 
his efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of Eagle Scout. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ALLYSON Y. SCHWARTZ 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 588, I was unable to be present for the 
vote on H.R. 2061. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LOUISE A. ANDERSON 

HON. LARRY BUCSHON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. BUCSHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Ms. Louise A. Anderson who at 
the end of this month will be retiring as Direc-
tor of the West Central Indiana Area Health 
Education Center in my district. 

A nurse by vocation, she has been pas-
sionate about ensuring that Hoosiers have ac-
cess to quality healthcare in their communities 
by recruiting and training the next generation 
of healthcare providers. In addition to her pro-
fessional engagements, Ms. Anderson re-
mains a very active volunteer in professional 
and community organizations holding several 
board and committee positions at the local, 
state, and national levels. Her commitment to 
the citizens of West Central Indiana for the 
last three decades has been exemplary 
through her service as a provider, teacher, 
and educator. May we all live such a rich and 
distinguished life of service. 

f 

HONORING DR. STEPHEN T. 
BARTLETT 

HON. C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
before you today to honor Dr. Stephen T. 
Bartlett, a close friend and accomplished sur-
geon and respected professor, on the occa-
sion of his 60th birthday. 

A specialist in kidney and pancreas trans-
portation as well as vascular surgery, Dr. Bart-
lett has taught and practiced medicine at the 
renowned University of Maryland since 1991. 
He is a Peter Angelos Distinguished Professor 
and chairs the Department of Surgery at the 
university’s School of Medicine. He also 
serves as Senior Vice President and Surgeon- 
in-Chief at the University of Maryland Medical 
System. 

Dr. Bartlett earned his medical degree from 
the University of Chicago and completed his 
residency at the University of Pennsylvania. 
He continued his training at Northwestern Uni-
versity and taught at the University of Cali-
fornia Davis. He was then recruited to Mary-
land and revitalized the university’s transplant 
program. The school’s kidney transplant pro-
gram is now the second highest in volume in 
the country. Under his leadership, the surgical 
department ranks among the highest in the 
country in National Institute of Health grant 
funding. 

While Dr. Bartlett’s accomplishments are too 
numerous to list in their entirety, it bears men-
tioning that he has been recognized as a ‘‘Top 
Doctor’’ by Baltimore Magazine. The National 
Kidney Foundation recently named him one of 
its 2013 ‘‘Kidney Champions’’ for his ground- 
breaking contributions to the field of kidney re-
search and transplantation. He has authored 
more than 230 peer-reviewed journal articles 
and 11 book chapters. 

Of particular note, Dr. Bartlett lead an effort 
that recently resulted in the most extensive full 
face transplant completed in the world to date. 
In addition to historic projects like this, he con-
tinues to spearhead basic scientific research 
always with the singular goal of improving pa-
tients’ quality of life. 

I have had the pleasure of knowing Dr. Bart-
lett—as well as his wife, June, and three chil-
dren—on a personal level for many years. I 
am impressed with his dedication to his family. 
He may receive distinguished accolades for 
his medical breakthroughs, but his commit-
ment to his wife and children come first. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join with me 
today to honor Dr. Stephen Bartlett. His serv-
ice and dedication to the University of Mary-
land is an asset to the state. It is with great 
pride that I wish him the happiest of birthdays 
and many more to come. 

f 

THE 125TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
TOWN OF BRAMWELL, WEST VIR-
GINIA 

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, nestled in a pic-
turesque valley setting, amidst gently sloped 
green hills, complete with a meandering river 
is the town of Bramwell, West Virginia, which 
celebrates its 125th birthday tomorrow. 

Coal was very much a part of the genesis 
of Bramwell. It is a town that was home to 
many coal mine owners and operators. So 
much so in fact, this small town was once able 
to boast of more per capita millionaires than 
any town in the country. Entrepreneurism still 
reigns in Bramwell, although today it is not as 
much of the pocketbook as it is of the heart. 
Many of the town’s grand homes have been 
painstakingly and lovingly preserved by home-
owners. 

Throughout the year, the town hosts a num-
ber of festive events that celebrate its coal 
heritage. Every Christmas, homes are opened 
for tours and period costumed, well versed 
and pithy witted interpreters will guide visitors 
through a domestic lifestyle enjoyed in yester-
year. Each spring, home tours welcome the 
new season just as cordially and each fall, the 
Bramwell Octoberfest is not to be missed. 

However, any day of the year is a good day 
to visit this homage to history. Visitors will be 
met with a sincere pride in our coal heritage, 
the heritage of our families and of our State. 
That sense of pride is just as alive and kicking 
as ever. For everyone in Bramwell, history is 
not a thing of the past; it is a prologue to the 
future. In fact, the future of this temperate re-
gion fittingly dubbed Four Seasons Country, is 
bright, largely due to the efforts of commu-
nities like Bramwell. 

For the same pioneering spirit that estab-
lished deep roots here, the same productive 
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mindset that grew this small town into a con-
siderable per capita national asset; the same 
soul that said our best days are yet ahead; 
this town, with its share of Bluestone, is see-
ing more and more blue skies each day. And 
the word has spread. From Hatfield and 
McCoy Trail riders, from national and inter-
national Boy Scouts of America and their fami-
lies, to even our neighbors here in the Vir-
ginias, Bramwell has become a distinctive, de-
sirable destination in and of its own right. Of 
that we are most proud. 

I take great pride myself in playing a role in 
bringing the federal resources to bear so that 
the Bramwell story can be told and retold 
1,025 years from now. From Coal Heritage 
funding to supporting funding for VISTA to 
help staff the new Farmer’s Market, Bramwell 
is one heck of a good, sound federal invest-
ment. And, boy, that’s a story we can share 
with the world. 

It’s a story that exceeds the fame and in-
famy of the fabled fortunes of coal barons. It’s 
a tale with far broader implications than a slice 
of living history romanticized for a few days of 
entertainment. It is nothing short of a life’s les-
son, of a people not giving up nor giving in. 
And it is proof positive of the productivity that 
comes from a close knit group of people who 
work together for the common good. 

Mr. Speaker, the work and achievements 
this town’s citizens have forged constitute 
nothing short of a model for the country. 

I hope my colleagues will take note of this 
national investment and take time to visit 
soon. They may feel completely free to share 
this treasure of a town with their constituents. 
Bramwell welcomes all. 

To all my good friends in Bramwell, I wish 
you a very Happy Birthday and Godspeed. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. KAY GRANGER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
587, due to a previously scheduled, important 
event in my district with my constitutents that 
could not be rescheduled, I was not present 
for this vote. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

HONORING RYAN A. MCCOY 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Ryan A. McCoy. 
Ryan is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 395, and earn-
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Ryan has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Ryan has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Ryan 

has contributed to his community through his 
Eagle Scout project. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Ryan A. McCoy for his accom-
plishments with the Boy Scouts of America 
and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, on November 
18th, I was attending a funeral and missed 
rollcall No. 589, on H.R. 272. Had I been 
present I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

OUR UNCONSCIONABLE NATIONAL 
DEBT 

HON. MIKE COFFMAN 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
20, 2009, the day President Obama took of-
fice, the national debt was 
$10,626,877,048,913.08. 

Today, it is $17,192,878,839,268.39. We’ve 
added $6,566,001,790,355.31 to our debt in 4 
years. This is $6.5 trillion in debt our nation, 
our economy, and our children could have 
avoided with a balanced budget amendment. 

f 

IN CELEBRATION OF LOTTIE 
ALBERT’S 98TH BIRTHDAY 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise to wish my dear friend Lottie Al-
bert a very happy 98th birthday. Lottie was 
born on December 25, 1915 to Eva and Louis 
Wernick in New York, New York. In 1936, she 
married Sol Albert and shared 55 wonderful 
years of marriage with him. They had two 
daughters, Harriet and Doreen. Now, Lottie is 
a grandmother of Eric, Glenn, and Lowell, as 
well as a great-grandmother of Kyle, 
Samantha, Heather, and Seth. 

Lottie has been a resident of Broward Coun-
ty for 40 years and lived in the City of Sunrise 
for the past 12 years. She is an amazing indi-
vidual who has selflessly dedicated herself to 
helping so many throughout South Florida, 
and for that I am truly grateful. 

Her work with the Ann Storck Children’s 
Center, The Elderly Interest Fund’s MEDIVAN 
Program, and the Alzheimer’s Family Center 
was honored on March 25, 2012 with her in-
duction into the Broward County Women’s Hall 
of Fame. Additionally, in 1988, she was in-
ducted into the Area Agency on Aging’s Dr. 
Nan S. Hutchison Broward Senior Hall of 
Fame. Furthermore, in 2005 Broward County 
named November 12th as ‘‘Lottie Albert Ap-
preciation Day.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, Lottie exemplifies the ideals of 
civic engagement. Her compassion and tire-

less devotion to her community are a shining 
example for us all. She has been a wonderful 
friend to me for so many years, and it is my 
distinct honor to wish her a happy birthday. 

f 

HONORING ARGO MARKETING 
GROUP ON BEING AWARDED THE 
2013 INC. HIRE POWER AWARD 
FOR JOB CREATION 

HON. MICHAEL H. MICHAUD 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the Argo Marketing Group as it 
celebrates being awarded the 2013 Inc. Hire 
Power Award as the number one job creator 
in Lewiston, Maine. 

Argo Marketing Group was founded in 2003 
by Jason Levesque, a veteran of the United 
States Army. It provides quality third-party 
customer service to its clients’ customers 
around the world. In the past 10 years, the 
firm has grown from being the brainchild of 
one determined individual to a fast-growing in-
dustry pioneer with three Maine offices. 

This year, Argo Marketing Group has in-
vested $2.4 million in turning a dilapidated 
building in Lewiston’s downtown into a 25,000 
square foot headquarters with space for 250 
jobs. With the addition of the new Lewiston fa-
cility, Argo Marketing Group expects to have a 
total of 350 call center seats and 500 employ-
ees. For these efforts, the firm placed first on 
the 2013 Inc. Hire Power list of job creators in 
Lewiston. 

Throughout the Group’s rapid expansion, it 
has remained devoted to community service. It 
has lent its support to groups including the 
Lewiston Public Theater, Sand Castle pre-
school, and Maine’s National Guard and Re-
serve Family Readiness Program. Founded by 
a veteran, the firm is committed to giving back 
to Maine service members by offering hiring 
bonuses to military veterans, active members 
and veterans of the Maine National Guard and 
Reserve, and their spouses. 

Argo Marketing Group is truly a testament to 
the creative and dynamic spirit of Maine. As a 
job-builder and community member, its efforts 
help make Maine a great place to live and do 
business. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me again in con-
gratulating Argo Marketing Group on being 
awarded the 2013 Inc. Hire Power Award for 
their outstanding job creation in the city of 
Lewiston, Maine. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL RECOGNITION 
FOR YOUTH DEVELOPMENT CON-
FERENCE 

HON. RON BARBER 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. BARBER. Mr. Speaker, today I wish to 
recognize the first Douglas Youth Leadership 
Development Forum that will be held this 
week in Southern Arizona. 

The theme of this forum is ‘‘Speaking Truth 
to Power’’ and it is being held in conjunction 
with national, state and local observations of 
Rural Health Day. 
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This forum will engage junior high school 

and high school students living in the Douglas 
area who are eager to gain leadership experi-
ence through volunteer initiatives tied to the 
improvement of health care in rural areas. 

I hope that many young people in Cochise 
County and elsewhere in Southern Arizona will 
take this opportunity to participate in this very 
worthwhile endeavor. 

During the forum, attendees will hear from 
established youth leaders. Also speaking will 
be long-time Douglas leaders who support the 
advancement of youth into leadership roles. 

The Arizona Rural Health Association is 
sponsoring this important event. Other spon-
sors are the city of Douglas, Chiricahua Com-
munity Health Center, Cochise County Health 
Department, Cochise County Youth Health 
Coalition, Douglas Family Care, Douglas High 
School Health Occupation Students of Amer-
ican, Douglas High School Med Club, People’s 
Choice Hospital, Southeast Arizona Area 
Health Education Center, Southeast Arizona 
Medical Center, Students Against Destructive 
Decisions, University of Arizona Center for 
Rural Health and the Voice of Douglas. 

I am proud to recognize the first Douglas 
Youth Leadership Development Forum and 
encourage residents of my district to fully sup-
port it. 

f 

HONORING JARED DALE GOULD 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Jared Dale Gould. 
Jared is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 1393, and earn-
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Jared has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Jared has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Jared 
has earned the rank of Eagle Scout. Jared 
has also contributed to his community through 
his Eagle Scout project. Jared constructed a 
fire pit at Heartland Presbyterian Center out-
side of Parkville, Missouri. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Jared Dale Gould for his accom-
plishments with the Boy Scouts of America 
and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. GWEN MOORE 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today re-
garding my absence from the House for votes 
on the evening of November 18, 2013, due to 
a medical issue. I would like to submit how I 
would have voted had I been in attendance for 
the following votes: 

Rollcall No. 588, on the motion to suspend 
the rules and pass, as amended, the Digital 

Accountability and Transparency Act (H.R. 
2061): I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

Rollcall No. 589, on the motion to suspend 
the rules and pass, as amended, a bill (H.R. 
272) to designate the Department of Veterans 
Affairs and Department of Defense joint out-
patient clinic to be constructed in Marina, Cali-
fornia, as the General William H. Gourley Fed-
eral Outpatient Clinic: A Joint VA–DOD Health 
Care Facility: I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ALLYSON Y. SCHWARTZ 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
no. 589, I was unable to be present for the 
vote on H.R. 272. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

KEEP YOUR HEALTH PLAN ACT OF 
2013 

SPEECH OF 

HON. GARY C. PETERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, November 15, 2013 

Mr. PETERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of a temporary, one year 
extension of health care plans in the individual 
market. Although this bill isn’t perfect, I believe 
it is important that Congress works together to 
give Michigan residents certainty and stability 
in their healthcare choices while the Adminis-
tration works out the problems in the imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act. 

I want to emphasize my support for health 
care reform. I voted for this important law in 
2010, and have voted 40 times against efforts 
to repeal and dismantle health care reform. 
However, many of my constituents have called 
my office confused by the cancellation letters 
sent by insurers. Compounding this confusion 
is the ongoing technology glitches that are 
keeping people from signing up on the ex-
changes and learning about new options for 
health insurance. 

At a time when too many Michigan families 
are still struggling economically, it is important 
that we keep our promises that the law would 
allow you to keep your insurance and doctor 
if you want to. 

The President announced his plan to grand-
father in health care plans that have been re-
cently canceled, but I believe that Congress 
must also vote to support that decision legisla-
tively. I believe that this temporary, one year 
extension of health care plans is necessary 
while people can get the information they 
need to make the right choices for their family 
on the benefits of the Affordable Care Act. 

I support the President’s requirement to 
have insurers disclose better information about 
these grandfathered plans and new plans that 
might be available. That is why I also joined 
in sending a letter to Secretary Sebelius stat-
ing that we must require insurers to explain to 
policyholders what benefits they would be los-
ing under the grandfathered plans, and the tax 
credits and subsidies they could be eligible for 

in the new insurance marketplace. We must 
ensure that insurance companies provide a 
clear explanation when any future changes to 
plans are not a requirement of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

As I have always said, I am willing to work 
in order to make improvements to ACA as 
they are needed. Clearly a fix is needed to en-
sure that people can keep their insurance if 
they like it. It is important that we work to-
gether to give certainty on this issue, and 
Congress should pass a bipartisan bill to 
achieve this goal. 

f 

RECOGNIZING ZORAIDA RIOS- 
ANDINO 

HON. ALAN GRAYSON 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAYSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of Hispanic Heritage Month, to recog-
nize the public service of Zoraida Rios-Andino. 
Zoraida was born in East Chicago, Indiana. 
Her passion for social justice started when she 
was studying at Saint Joseph’s College where 
she received a Bachelor’s Degree in Sociology 
and Education. As a student, she was the 
founder of an organization called ‘‘Palante’’ 
and was the assistant director of a college TV 
program, ‘‘Know Your Community,’’ which in-
forms Latino students about issues affecting 
the Hispanic community. She is the proud 
mother of her two children Carolina Raquel 
and Gilberto Antonio. Her pride and joy is her 
granddaughter Analiz Diana Balderas. 

In 1979, Zoraida moved to Puerto Rico and 
worked for several community services com-
panies. In 1986, she returned to Indiana and 
began advocating for the rights of the Puerto 
Rican and Latino community. She served as 
President of Madre Atrevete Muevete Ahora 
(MAMA) and Secretary of the Latino Historical 
Society. She was also active with the North-
west Indiana Voter Registration and Education 
Foundation, United Citizens Organization, and 
United Farm Workers. Zoraida was the co- 
founder and President of the National Con-
ference of Puerto Rican Women and received 
their Lifetime Achievement Award in 2000. 
She also received the Roberto Clemente 
Community Service Award from the Northwest 
Indiana Coordinating Counsel. 

After moving to Florida with her family, 
Zoraida became the founder and President of 
the National Conference of Puerto Rican 
Women’s local chapter in Orlando. She is also 
a member of the Asociación Borinqueñia and 
La Casa de Puerto Rico. In 2008, she got in-
volved with various social justice groups and 
served as Vice President for Frente Unido 436 
and Vice President of the National Council of 
Puerto Rican Rights. She is also involved with 
the Black, Latino, Puerto Rican Alliance for 
Justice and is founder and co-director of the 
Orlando chapter of the National Congress of 
Puerto Rican Rights. She is currently working 
on her project ‘‘Boricua,’’ a tool to unite the 
worldwide Puerto Rican community. 

I am happy to honor Zoraida Rios-Andino 
for her public service to the Hispanic commu-
nity. 
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TO CONGRATULATE THE FUND A 

CURE FOR PANCREATIC CANCER 
ORGANIZATION OF NEWTOWN, 
PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. MICHAEL G. FITZPATRICK 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, November 
has been designated Pancreatic Cancer 
Awareness Month. This disease and its alarm-
ing statistics call for aggressive measures to 
develop early detection and treatment tools 
before its incidence increases dramatically. 
More advanced scientific research will give 
hope to those diagnosed with pancreatic can-
cer, which is the only major cancer with a five- 
year relative survival rate of just six percent. 
Since there are no effective early detection 
tools or curative treatments for pancreatic can-
cer, it is expected to become the second lead-
ing cause of cancer-related deaths by 2020. I, 
therefore, commend the Fund a Cure for Pan-
creatic Cancer Organization, of Newtown, 
Bucks County, Pennsylvania, and its 2013 
Run Over Cancer 5K that took place on July 
6 with more than 250 participants. Congratula-
tions for raising over $35,000 for the Thomas 
Jefferson University Hospital’s Pancreatic 
Cancer Research Team. The proceeds from 
this annual event will be presented to the hos-
pital in Philadelphia on Dec. 2, 2013. 

f 

HONORING PHILLIP CHRISTOPHER 
RUARK 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Phillip Christopher 
Ruark. Phillip is a very special young man 
who has exemplified the finest qualities of citi-
zenship and leadership by taking an active 
part in the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 214, 
and earning the most prestigious award of 
Eagle Scout. 

Phillip has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Phillip has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Phil-
lip has contributed to his community through 
his Eagle Scout project. Phillip performed 
needed maintenance work in Wallace State 
Park in Cameron, Missouri, including raising 
the necessary funds and installing a handicap- 
accessible bench. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Phillip Christopher Ruark for his 
accomplishments with the Boy Scouts of 
America and for his efforts put forth in achiev-
ing the highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 

COMMEMORATING VINCENT 
EVERETT FIELDS 

HON. LEONARD LANCE 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. LANCE. I rise today to honor the mem-
ory of Vincent Everett Fields of Long Valley, 
New Jersey who honorably served his country 
during the Second World War. Mr. Fields was 
a Private First Class, United States Marine 
Corps, and was killed in action during the bat-
tle of Iwo Jima on March 6, 1945. 

Mr. Fields was 23 years old at the time of 
his death and left behind a young wife and a 
baby daughter. He was a member of the 5th 
Marine Amphibious Corps, which assaulted 
the Island with sea and air support. In the bat-
tle of Iwo Jima our Nation lost 6,800 American 
service members. 

At the time of this tremendous loss, General 
James L. Jones, 32nd Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, stated,: ‘‘The valor and sacrifice 
of the Marines and Sailors who fought on Iwo 
Jima is, today and forever, the standard by 
which we judge what we are and what we 
might become.’’ 

f 

IN SUPPORT OF NATIONAL 
ENTREPRENEURS’ DAY 

HON. ELIZABETH H. ESTY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Ms. ESTY, Mr. Speaker, today is National 
Entrepreneurs’ Day, a time when we celebrate 
the hard work of small business owners, in-
ventors, and start-up companies across the 
country. Entrepreneurs are truly driving growth 
in our economy, and the small businesses 
they create account for more than 97% of all 
employers in Connecticut. 

I had the honor of celebrating National En-
trepreneurs’ Day yesterday—a day early— 
back home in Connecticut. I visited iDevices, 
a local company in Avon that creates wireless 
connectivity for smartphones and tablets. The 
company builds apps such as the iGrill 
Bluetooth cooking thermometer, the iShower, 
and the iKitchen. The CEO, Christopher Allen, 
started with one product, the iGrill, and 
$150,000 of pre-seed funding through Con-
necticut Innovations. He used that money to 
grow his business and take his product to 
market, partnering with key tech players like 
Apple and receiving a major endorsement 
from Mark Zuckerberg. Last summer, the 
founder of Facebook, ‘‘liked’’ iDevice’s iGrill, 
and his endorsement went viral sparking major 
traffic on iDevice’s website and demand for 
their product. 

Since their launch, iDevices has grown from 
a small staff of 3 people to a company that 
now employs 28 people. And they’re still grow-
ing. Yesterday, Christopher told me they ex-
pect to have 40 employees by the end of the 
year. He has built a campus in Avon the likes 
of what one would expect to find in Silicon 
Valley that provides a nurturing environment 
for his engineers and employees to innovate 
and create new products. The company has 
also invested in our local students—they 
hosted four interns this past summer from 

local colleges, and those interns will be return-
ing as full-time employees upon graduation. 

With all apologies to my colleagues in 
Northern California, Christopher has created a 
business in my district that attracts the talent 
and minds that would typically go to Facebook 
and Google. He and his team are providing a 
way to keep our homegrown New England tal-
ent in Connecticut for generations to come. 
iDevices and Christopher are just one of many 
entrepreneurs making a difference in Con-
necticut and across the country. I am proud 
and grateful that they call Connecticut home. 

I look forward to continuing to work with my 
friend Rep. Scott Peters on issues to improve 
our economy and support job creation. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE AND LEGACY 
OF EDWARD O. WATTS, SR. 

HON. BRIAN HIGGINS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 
acknowledge Edward O. Watts, Sr., director of 
Watts Architecture & Engineering, who passed 
away on October 31st, 2013 in Buffalo at the 
age of 70. 

A Western New York native, Mr. Watts grew 
up in Grand Island and graduated from Cam-
den Academy in Alabama. He earned a bach-
elor’s degree in mechanical engineering from 
Tuskegee University, and went on to gain his 
master’s degree from Baldwin Wallace Col-
lege. 

Mr. Watts began his career at Lockheed 
Martin in Atlanta as a design engineer, and 
moved on to work for DuPont in Cleveland, 
Ohio before being transferred to Niagara Falls. 
He was able to follow the American Dream 
and start his own business, now known as 
Watts Architecture & Engineering. The com-
pany began with just one employee—Mr. 
Watts himself—and now employs about 100 
people. Recently, the firm celebrated its 25th 
anniversary. Mr. Watts received many busi-
ness and design awards for his work, perhaps 
the most prominent being the U.S. Small Busi-
ness Administration Graduate Firm of the Year 
Award in 2010. 

Dedicated to giving back to communities 
that helped him grow, Mr. Watts was a mem-
ber of the Tuskegee University Alumni Asso-
ciation, and frequently returned to the school 
to raise funds to upgrade the engineering de-
partment and for scholarships. He helped fund 
the Watts Family Scholarships at Alabama 
State University in honor of his mother, who 
was a graduate of the university. Mr. Watts 
also generously contributed to schools in his 
native Western New York. His company pro-
vides scholarships every year at the University 
at Buffalo for minority students, one for the 
School of Engineering and one for the School 
of Architecture. Mr. Watts completed the Uni-
versity at Buffalo Center for Entrepreneurial 
Leadership Program, and for more than 10 
years he returned as a mentor for numerous 
business owners. 

Mr. Watts was a member of the Lincoln Me-
morial United Methodist Church and served on 
its board of trustees as church treasurer. His 
favorite pastime was playing the Robert Trent 
Jones Golf Trail in Alabama—a passion he 
pursued at home as well. He organized the 
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Watts Open Golf Tournament for his employ-
ees as well as the American Institute of Archi-
tects/American Council of Engineering Con-
sultants of Western New York Golf Tour-
nament. 

Mr. Watts’s dedication to his community was 
equaled by his love for his family. Together, 
he and his wife of forty-four years, Lydia, 
raised two sons, Edward and Jonathan. Mr. 
Watts was close with his sisters, Dr. Vivien 
DeShields, Claudette Camp, and Dr. Geral-
dine Bell. 

f 

ADDITIONAL ORIGINAL CO- 
SPONSORS FOR H.R 3526 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 
Rep. RANDY K. WEBER SR., Rep. JEFF FOR-
TENBERRY, and Rep. JAMES P. MCGOVERN 

should have been included as original co- 
sponsors of a piece of legislation that I intro-
duced yesterday, H.R. 3526, a bill to permit 
persons subject to the jurisdiction of the 
United States to enter into transactions with 
certain sanctioned foreign persons that are 
customary, necessary, and incidental to the 
donation or provision of goods or services to 
prevent or alleviate the suffering of civilian 
populations, and for other purposes or more 
simply, the Humanitarian Access Facilitation 
Act. 

f 

HONORING KEYAN DAVID 
LUNDERS 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Keyan David 
Lunders. Keyan is a very special young man 

who has exemplified the finest qualities of citi-
zenship and leadership by taking an active 
part in the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 
1333, and earning the most prestigious award 
of Eagle Scout. 

Keyan has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Keyan has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, 
Keyan has become a Member of the Order of 
the Arrow and earned the rank of Warrior in 
the Tribe of Mic-O-Say. Keyan has also con-
tributed to his community through his Eagle 
Scout project. Keyan restored a section of trail 
and constructed two benches along the White 
Tail Trail at the Parkville Nature Sanctuary in 
Parkville, Missouri. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Keyan David Lunders for his ac-
complishments with the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica and for his efforts put forth in achieving the 
highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 
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Tuesday, November 19, 2013 

Daily Digest 
Senate 

Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S8143–S8291 
Measures Introduced: Seventeen bills and three res-
olutions were introduced, as follows: S. 1722–1738, 
and S. Res. 299–301.                                               Page S8186 

Measures Reported: 
S. 1398, to require the Federal Government to ex-

pedite the sale of underutilized Federal real property. 
(S. Rept. No. 113–122)                                          Page S8186 

Measures Passed: 
Doolittle Tokyo Raiders Congressional Gold 

Medal: Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs was discharged from further consideration of 
S. 381, to award a Congressional Gold Medal to the 
World War II members of the ‘‘Doolittle Tokyo 
Raiders’’, for outstanding heroism, valor, skill, and 
service to the United States in conducting the 
bombings of Tokyo, and the bill was then passed, 
after agreeing to the following amendment proposed 
thereto:                                                                            Page S8289 

Donnelly (for Brown) Amendment No. 2344, to 
award the gold medals to the next of kin of sur-
viving members, as appropriate, and to designate the 
gold medals as numismatic items.             Pages S8289–90 

The Medal of Honor: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices was discharged from further consideration of 
H.R. 3304, to authorize the President to award the 
Medal of Honor to Bennie G. Adkins and Donald P. 
Sloat of the United States Army for acts of valor 
during the Vietnam Conflict and to authorize the 
award of the Medal of Honor to certain other vet-
erans who were previously recommended for award 
of the Medal of Honor, and the bill was then passed, 
after agreeing to the following amendments proposed 
thereto:                                                                            Page S8290 

Donnelly (for Levin) Amendment No. 2345, of a 
perfecting nature.                                                       Page S8290 

Donnelly (for Levin) Amendment No. 2346, to 
amend the title.                                                           Page S8290 

Authorizing Production of Records: Senate agreed 
to S. Res. 300, to authorize the production of 
records by the Permanent Subcommittee on Inves-

tigations of the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs.                                     Page S8290 

Measures Considered: 
National Defense Authorization Act—Agree-
ment: Senate continued consideration of S. 1197, to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2014 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of Defense, for 
military construction, and for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year, taking action on 
the following amendments and motions proposed 
thereto:                                                 Pages S8153–58, S8158–81 

Rejected: 
By 43 yeas to 55 nays (Vote No. 237), Inhofe (for 

Ayotte) Amendment No. 2255, to propose alter-
native requirements and limitations applicable to in-
dividuals detained at United States Naval Station, 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. (A unanimous-consent 
agreement was reached providing that the amend-
ment, having failed to achieve 60 affirmative votes, 
the amendment was not agreed to.)          Pages S8169–79 

By 52 yeas to 46 nays (Vote No. 238), Levin/ 
McCain Amendment No. 2175, to propose an alter-
native to section 1033, relating to a limitation on 
the transfer or release of individuals detained at 
United States Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, 
Cuba. (A unanimous-consent agreement was reached 
providing that the amendment, having failed to 
achieve 60 affirmative votes, the amendment was not 
agreed to.)                                                              Pages S8169–80 

Withdrawn: 
Reid motion to recommit the bill to the Com-

mittee on Armed Services, with instructions, Reid 
Amendment No. 2125, to change the enactment 
date.                                                                                  Page S8153 

Pending: 
Reid (for Levin/Inhofe) Amendment No. 2123, to 

increase to $5,000,000,000 the ceiling on the gen-
eral transfer authority of the Department of Defense. 
                                                                                            Page S8153 

Reid (for Levin/Inhofe) Amendment No. 2124 (to 
Amendment No. 2123), of a perfecting nature. 
                                                                                            Page S8153 

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, with instructions, Reid 
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Amendment No. 2305, to change the enactment 
date.                                                                                  Page S8180 

Reid Amendment No. 2306 (to (the instructions) 
Amendment No. 2305), of a perfecting nature. 
                                                                                            Page S8180 

Reid Amendment No. 2307 (to Amendment No. 
2306), of a perfecting nature.                      Pages S8180–81 

During consideration of this measure today, Senate 
also took the following action: 

Reid Amendment No. 2126 (to (the instructions) 
Amendment No. 2125), of a perfecting nature, fell 
when Reid motion to recommit the bill to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, with instructions, Reid 
Amendment No. 2125, was withdrawn.        Page S8153 

Reid Amendment No. 2127 (to Amendment No. 
2126), of a perfecting nature, fell when Reid 
Amendment No. 2126 (to (the instructions) Amend-
ment No. 2125), fell.                                               Page S8153 

A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached 
providing for further consideration of the bill at ap-
proximately 10:30 a.m., on Wednesday, November 
20, 2013; that there be up to six hours of debate 
only on the issue of sexual assault; with Senator 
Gillibrand, or designee controlling three hours; Sen-
ators McCaskill and Ayotte, or designees, each con-
trolling 75 minutes; the Ranking Member, or des-
ignee, controlling 20 minutes; and the Chairman, or 
designee, controlling 10 minutes.                      Page S8289 

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations: 

Linda Thomas-Greenfield, an Assistant Secretary 
of State (African Affairs), to be a Member of the 
Board of Directors of the African Development 
Foundation for the remainder of the term expiring 
September 27, 2015. 

Routine lists in the Air Force, Army, and Navy. 
                                                                                            Page S8290 

Messages from the House:                                 Page S8184 

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S8184 

Measures Read the First Time:       Pages S8184, S8290 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S8184–86 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S8186–89 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S8189–99 

Additional Statements:                                        Page S8184 

Amendments Submitted:                     Pages S8199–S8288 

Authorities for Committees to Meet: 
                                                                                    Pages S8288–89 

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S8289 

Record Votes: Two record votes were taken today. 
(Total—238)                                                           Page S8179–80 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 7:13 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. on Wednes-
day, November 20, 2013. (For Senate’s program, see 
the remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S8290.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

VIRTUAL CURRENCY 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Subcommittee on National Security and Inter-
national Trade and Finance concluded a joint hearing 
with the Subcommittee on Economic Policy to ex-
amine the present and future impact of virtual cur-
rency, after receiving testimony from Jennifer Shasky 
Calvery, Director, Financial Crimes Enforcement 
Network, Department of the Treasury; David J. 
Cotney, Massachusetts Division of Banks Commis-
sioner of Banks, Boston, on behalf of the Conference 
of State Bank Supervisors; Anthony Gallippi, BitPay, 
Atlanta, Georgia; Mercedes Kelley Tunstall, Ballard 
Spahr LLP, and Paul Smocer, BITS, on behalf of the 
Financial Services Roundtable, both of Washington, 
DC.; and Sarah Jane Hughes, Indiana University 
Maurer School of Law, Bloomington. 

TYPHOON YOLANDA/HAIYAN 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs concluded a hearing to ex-
amine the response to Typhoon Yolanda/Haiyan, 
after receiving testimony from Scot Marciel, Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East- 
Asia Pacific Affairs; and Jeremy Konyndyk, Director, 
Office of U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance, U.S. 
Agency for International Development. 

NOMINATIONS 
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded 
a hearing to examine the nominations of Dana J. 
Hyde, of Maryland, to be Chief Executive Officer, 
Millennium Challenge Corporation, and Mark E. 
Lopes, of Arizona, to be United States Executive Di-
rector of the Inter-American Development Bank, 
after the nominees testified and answered questions 
in their own behalf. 

OVERSIGHT POSITIONS WITHIN THE 
FEDERAL WORKFORCE 
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs: Subcommittee on the Efficiency and Effective-
ness of Federal Programs and the Federal Workforce 
concluded a hearing to examine the roles and effec-
tiveness of oversight positions within the Federal 
workforce, focusing on strengthening government 
oversight, after receiving testimony from Peggy E. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:12 Dec 15, 2014 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0627 Sfmt 0627 E:\RECORD13\RECFILES\NOV2013\D19NO3.REC D19NO3bj
ne

al
 o

n 
D

S
K

2T
W

X
8P

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST D1109 November 19, 2013 

Gustafson, Inspector General, Small Business Ad-
ministration, Chair, Legislation Committee, Council 
on the Inspectors General for Integrity and Effi-
ciency; Michael E. Horowitz, Inspector General, De-
partment of Justice; Carolyn N. Lerner, Special 
Counsel, Office of Special Counsel; Karen Neuman, 
Chief Privacy Officer, Department of Homeland Se-
curity; and Wendy Ginsberg, Analyst in American 
National Government, Congressional Research Serv-
ice, Library of Congress. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Committee ordered fa-
vorably reported the following business items: 

S. 932, to amend title 38, United States Code, to 
provide for advance appropriations for certain discre-
tionary accounts of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute; 

S. 1262, to require the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to establish a veterans conservation corps, with 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute; 

S. 1556, to amend title 38, United States Code, 
to modify authorities relating to the collective bar-
gaining of employees in the Veterans Health Admin-
istration; 

S. 1581, to authorize the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to provide counseling and treatment for sexual 

trauma to members of the Armed Forces, to require 
the Secretary to screen veterans for domestic abuse, 
to require the Secretary to submit reports on mili-
tary sexual trauma and domestic abuse, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; 

S. 1593, to amend the Servicemembers Civil Re-
lief Act to enhance the protections accorded to 
servicemembers and their spouses with respect to 
mortgages, with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute; 

S. 1604, to amend title 38, United States Code, 
to expand and enhance eligibility for health care and 
services through the Department of Veterans Affairs, 
with an amendment in the nature of a substitute; 
and 

The nominations of Sloan D. Gibson, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be Deputy Secretary, Linda A. 
Schwartz, of Connecticut, to be Assistant Secretary 
for Policy and Planning, and Constance B. Tobias, of 
Maryland, to be Chairman of the Board of Veterans’ 
Appeals, all of the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

INTELLIGENCE 
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed 
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony 
from officials of the intelligence community. 

Committee recessed subject to the call. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 14 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 3529–3542; and 3 resolutions, H. 
Res. 421–423 were introduced.                  Pages H7251–52 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page H7253 

Report Filed: A report was filed today as follows: 
H. Res. 420, providing for consideration of the 

bill (H.R. 1900) to provide for the timely consider-
ation of all licenses, permits, and approvals required 
under Federal law with respect to the siting, con-
struction, expansion, or operation of any natural gas 
pipeline projects, and for other purposes (H. Rept. 
113–272).                                                                       Page H7251 

Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein he 
appointed Representative Holding to act as Speaker 
pro tempore for today.                                             Page H7191 

Recess: The House recessed at 10:57 a.m. and re-
convened at 12 noon.                                               Page H7197 

Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the guest chap-
lain, Rev. Dr. John Adams, First Baptist Church, 
Mantachie, Mississippi.                                           Page H7197 

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal by voice vote.                Pages H7197, H7211 

Federal Lands Jobs and Energy Security Act: The 
House began consideration of H.R. 1965, to stream-
line and ensure onshore energy permitting, provide 
for onshore leasing certainty, and give certainty to 
oil shale development for American energy security, 
economic development, and job creation. Consider-
ation is expected to resume tomorrow. 
                                                                Pages H7201–11, H7211–32 

Pursuant to the rule, an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute consisting of the text of Rules Com-
mittee Print 113–26 shall be considered as adopted 
in the House and in the Committee of the Whole, 
in lieu of the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Committee on Natural 
Resources now printed in the bill. The bill, as 
amended, shall be considered as the original bill for 
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the purpose of further amendment under the five- 
minute rule.                                                                  Page H7218 

Agreed to: 
Hastings (WA) manager’s amendment (No. 1 

printed in part A of H. Rept. 113–271) that adjusts 
the amount of funds authorized to be made available 
to BLM field offices for energy permitting to ensure 
bill has a positive (deficit reducing) score;    Page H7223 

Hanabusa amendment (No. 5 printed in part A of 
H. Rept. 113–271) that requires the Secretary of the 
Interior in consultation with the Secretary of Agri-
culture to include in their Quadrennial Federal On-
shore Energy Production Strategy, the best estimate, 
based upon commercial and scientific data, of the ex-
pected increase in domestic production of geo-
thermal, solar, wind, or other renewable energy 
sources on lands designated as Hawaiian Home 
Lands that the state agency or department respon-
sible for the administration of these lands selects to 
be used for energy production; and                  Page H7228 

Marino amendment (No. 6 printed in part A of 
H. Rept. 113–271) that requires the Secretary of the 
Interior to include Federal lands as a part of its plan 
to address new demands for oil and gas pipelines. 
                                                                                    Pages H7228–29 

Proceedings Postponed: 
Jackson Lee amendment (No. 2 printed in part A 

of H. Rept. 113–271) that seeks to preserve the 
First Amendment Right To Petition;     Pages H7223–25 

Lowenthal amendment (No. 3 printed in part A 
of H. Rept. 113–271) that seeks to allow the Sec-
retary of the Interior to continue to review actions 
that generally qualify for Categorical Exclusions to 
NEPA for possible Extraordinary Circumstances (e.g. 
Violations of a Federal law, or a State, local, or tribal 
law or requirement) which would then supersede the 
Categorical Exclusion and require further NEPA re-
view;                                                                         Pages H7225–26 

Jackson Lee amendment (No. 4 printed in part A 
of H. Rept. 113–271) that seeks to eliminate prohi-
bition of award of attorney fees which otherwise 
would be recoverable under Equal Access to Justice 
Act;                                                                           Pages H7226–28 

Polis amendment (No. 7 printed in part A of H. 
Rept. 113–271) that seeks to require the National 
Academy of Sciences to study and report to Congress 
about the impact of flooding on oil and gas facilities 
and the resulting instances of leaking and spills from 
tanks, wells, and pipelines; and                  Pages H7229–30 

DeFazio amendment (No. 8 printed in part A of 
H. Rept. 113–271) that seeks to authorize $10 mil-
lion of the revenue generated by the underlying bill 
for the Commodity Futures Trading Commission to 
use existing authority to limit speculation in energy 
markets.                                                                  Pages H7230–31 

H. Res. 419, the rule providing for consideration 
of the bills (H.R. 1965) and (H.R. 2728), was 
agreed to by a recorded vote of 222 ayes to 196 
noes, Roll No. 591, after the previous question was 
ordered by a yea-and-nay vote of 223 yeas to 194 
nays, Roll No. 590.                                          Pages H7201–11 

Suspension: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and pass the following measure: 

PEPFAR Stewardship and Oversight Act of 
2013: S. 1545, to extend authorities related to glob-
al HIV/AIDS and to promote oversight of United 
States programs.                                                  Pages H7232–38 

Quorum Calls—Votes: One yea-and-nay vote and 
one recorded vote developed during the proceedings 
of today and appear on pages H7210 and 
H7210–11. There were no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 7:08 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
IMPROVING THE CARL D. PERKINS 
CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION 
ACT 
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Full Com-
mittee held a hearing entitled ‘‘Preparing Today’s 
Students for Tomorrow’s Jobs: Improving the Carl 
D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act’’. 
Testimony was heard from Brenda Dann-Messier, 
Assistant Secretary for Adult and Vocational Edu-
cation, Department of Education; and public wit-
nesses. 

EXAMINING FEDERAL REGULATION OF 
MOBILE MEDICAL APPS AND OTHER 
HEALTH SOFTWARE 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Health held a hearing entitled ‘‘Examining Federal 
Regulation of Mobile Medical Apps and Other 
Health Software’’. Testimony was heard from Jeffrey 
E. Shuren, M.D., Director, Center for Devices and 
Radiological Health, Food and Drug Administration; 
and public witnesses. 

SECURITY OF HEALTHCARE.GOV 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations held a hearing entitled 
‘‘Security of HealthCare.gov’’. Testimony was heard 
from Henry Chao, Deputy Chief Information Officer 
and Deputy Director of the Office of Information 
Services, Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services; 
and public witnesses. 
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MISCELLANEOUS MEASURE 
Committee on Energy and Commerce: Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power began a markup on H.R. 3301, 
the ‘‘North American Energy Infrastructure Act’’. 

A GENERAL OVERVIEW OF DISPARATE 
IMPACT THEORY 
Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on 
Oversight and Investigations held a hearing entitled 
‘‘A General Overview of Disparate Impact Theory’’. 
Testimony was heard from public witnesses. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BIGGERT- 
WATERS FLOOD INSURANCE ACT OF 2012: 
PROTECTING TAXPAYERS AND 
HOMEOWNERS 
Committee on Financial Services: Subcommittee on 
Housing and Insurance held a hearing entitled ‘‘Im-
plementation of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Act of 2012: Protecting Taxpayers and Home-
owners’’. Testimony was heard from public wit-
nesses. 

CRISIS IN THE CENTRAL AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Africa, 
Global Health, Global Human Rights, and Inter-
national Organizations held a hearing entitled ‘‘Cri-
sis in the Central African Republic’’. Testimony was 
heard from Robert P. Jackson, Principal Deputy As-
sistant Secretary, Bureau of African Affairs Depart-
ment of State; and public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURE 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on Eu-
rope, Eurasia, and Emerging Threats held a markup 
on H. Res. 188, Calling upon the Government of 
Turkey to facilitate the reopening of the Ecumenical 
Patriarchate’s Theological School of Halki without 
condition or further delay. The resolution was agreed 
to and favorably reported, without amendment. 

U.S. POLICY TOWARD THE ARABIAN 
PENINSULA 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Subcommittee on the 
Middle East and North Africa held a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘U.S. Policy Toward the Arabian Peninsula: 
Yemen and Bahrain’’. Testimony was heard from 
Barbara Leaf, Deputy Assistant Secretary for the Ara-
bian Peninsula, Department of State. 

SECURE MARITIME BORDER 
Committee on Homeland Security: Subcommittee on 
Border and Maritime Security held a hearing entitled 
‘‘What Does a Secure Maritime Border Look Like?’’. 
Testimony was heard from Rear Admiral William 
‘‘Dean’’ Lee Deputy for Operations Policy and Capa-

bilities, Coast Guard, Department of Homeland Se-
curity; Randolph D. Alles, Assistant Commissioner, 
Office of Air and Marine, Customs and Border Pro-
tection, Department of Homeland Security; Steve 
Caldwell, Director, Maritime and Security Coast 
Guard Issue, Homeland Security and Justice Team, 
U.S. Government Accountability Office; and a pub-
lic witness. 

RISE OF INNOVATIVE BUSINESS MODELS: 
CONTENT DELIVERY METHODS IN THE 
DIGITAL AGE 
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Courts, 
Intellectual Property and the Internet held a hearing 
entitled ‘‘The Rise of Innovative Business Models: 
Content Delivery Methods in the Digital Age’’. Tes-
timony was heard from public witnesses. 

OVERSIGHT OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION’S MISMANAGEMENT OF 
FEDERAL DISABILITY PROGRAMS 
Committee on Oversight and Government Reform: Sub-
committee on Energy Policy, Health Care and Enti-
tlements held a hearing entitled ‘‘Continuing Over-
sight of the Social Security Administration’s Mis-
management of Federal Disability Programs’’. Testi-
mony was heard from Patrick P. O’Carroll, Inspector 
General, Social Security Administration; Glenn E. 
Sklar, Deputy Commissioner, Adjudication and Re-
view, Social Security Administration; and Jasper J. 
Bede, Regional Chief Administrative Law Judge, Re-
gion 3 Office of Disability, Adjudication and Re-
view, Social Security Administration. 

NATURAL GAS PIPELINE PERMITTING 
REFORM ACT 
Committee on Rules: Full Committee held a hearing on 
H.R. 1900, the ‘‘Natural Gas Pipeline Permitting 
Reform Act’’. The Committee granted, by record 
vote of 8–4, a structured rule for H.R. 1900. Pro-
vides one hour of general debate equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
Waives all points of order against consideration of 
the bill. Makes in order as original text for purpose 
of amendment an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules Committee 
Print 113–25 and provides that it shall be consid-
ered as read. Waives all points of order against the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. Makes in 
order only those further amendments printed in the 
Rules Committee report. Each such amendment may 
be offered only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered as read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an opponent, 
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shall not be subject to amendment, and shall not be 
subject to a demand for division of the question. 
Waives all points of order against the amendments 
printed in the report. Provides one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. In section 2, the 
rule provides that on any legislative day during the 
period from November 22, 2013, through November 
29, 2013: the Journal of the proceedings of the pre-
vious day shall be considered as approved; and the 
Chair may at any time declare the House adjourned 
to meet at a date and time to be announced by the 
Chair in declaring the adjournment. In section 3, the 
rule provides that the Speaker may appoint Members 
to perform the duties of the Chair for the duration 
of the period addressed by section 2 of the rule. Tes-
timony was heard from Representatives Pompeo and 
Castor (FL). 

DATA ON HEALTHCARE.GOV 
Committee on Science, Space, and Technology: Full Com-
mittee held a hearing entitled ‘‘Is My Data on 
Healthcare.gov Secure?’’. Testimony was heard from 
public witnesses. 

AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Highways and Transit held a hearing 
entitled ‘‘How Autonomous Vehicles Will Shape the 
Future of Surface Transportation’’. Testimony was 
heard from David Strickland, Administrator, Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administration; and 
public witnesses. 

FEDERAL TRIANGLE SOUTH: 
REDEVELOPING UNDERUTILIZED FEDERAL 
PROPERTY THROUGH PUBLIC PRIVATE 
PARTNERSHIPS 
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Economic Development, Public Build-
ings, and Emergency Management held a hearing en-
titled ‘‘Federal Triangle South: Redeveloping Under-
utilized Federal Property Through Public Private 
Partnerships’’. Testimony was heard from Represent-
ative Denham; and Daniel Tangherlini, Adminis-
trator, U.S. General Services Administration; L. Pres-
ton Bryant, Jr., Chairman, National Capital Plan-
ning Commission; and a public witness. 

Joint Meetings 
INEQUALITY, DISCRIMINATION, AND 
INCLUSION FOR BLACK EUROPEANS 
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe: Com-
mission concluded a hearing to examine people of 
African descent and Black Europeans, focusing on 
issues of inequality, discrimination, and inclusion for 
Black Europeans, and discussing similarities and 

work with African-American civil rights organiza-
tions, after receiving testimony from Charles Asante- 
Yeboa, Africa Center, Kyiv, Ukraine; Hedwig 
Bvumburah, Cross Culture International Foundation, 
Paola, Malta; Salome Mbugua, AkiDwA, Migrant 
Women’s Network, Dublin, Ireland; Malcolm Jallow 
Momodou, European Network Against Racism, 
Malmo, Sweden; and Larry Olomoofe, Organization 
for Security and Co-operation in Europe Office for 
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, War-
saw, Poland. 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 20, 2013 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: to 

hold hearings to examine soldiers as consumers, focusing 
on business practices relating to the military community, 
2:30 p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, Forests, and Mining, to hold hearings 
to examine S. 182, to provide for the unencumbering of 
title to non-Federal land owned by the city of Anchorage, 
Alaska, for purposes of economic development by convey-
ance of the Federal reversion interest to the City, S. 483, 
to designate the Berryessa Snow Mountain National Con-
servation Area in the State of California, S. 771, to pro-
vide to the Secretary of the Interior a mechanism to can-
cel contracts for the sale of materials CA–20139 and 
CA–22901, S. 776, to establish the Columbine-Hondo 
Wilderness in the State of New Mexico, to provide for 
the conveyance of certain parcels of National Forest Sys-
tem land in the State, S. 841, to designate certain Federal 
land in the San Juan National Forest in the State of Colo-
rado as wilderness, S. 1305, to provide for the conveyance 
of the Forest Service Lake Hill Administrative Site in 
Summit County, Colorado, S. 1341, to modify the Forest 
Service Recreation Residence Program as the program ap-
plies to units of the National Forest System derived from 
the public domain by implementing a simple, equitable, 
and predictable procedure for determining cabin user fees, 
S. 1414, to provide for the conveyance of certain Federal 
land in the State of Oregon to the Confederated Tribes 
of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians, S. 1415, 
to provide for the conveyance of certain Federal land in 
the State of Oregon to the Cow Creek Band of Umpqua 
Tribe of Indians, S. 1479, to address the forest health, 
public safety, and wildlife habitat threat presented by the 
risk of wildfire, including catastrophic wildfire, on Na-
tional Forest System land and public land managed by 
the Bureau of Land Management by requiring the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior to 
expedite forest management projects relating to hazardous 
fuels reduction, forest health, and economic development, 
and S. 339, to facilitate the efficient extraction of mineral 
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resources in southeast Arizona by authorizing and direct-
ing an exchange of Federal and non-Federal land, 3:30 
p.m., SD–366. 

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine the 
nominations of Sarah Bloom Raskin, of Maryland, to be 
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury, and Rhonda K. 
Schmidtlein, of Missouri, to be a Member of the United 
States International Trade Commission, 10 a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: Sub-
committee on Primary Health and Aging, to hold hear-
ings to examine health relating to social and economic 
status, 10 a.m., SD–430. 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs: 
business meeting to consider the nomination of Jeh 
Charles Johnson, of New Jersey, to be Secretary of Home-
land Security, 10 a.m., SD–342. 

Subcommittee on the Efficiency and Effectiveness of 
Federal Programs and the Federal Workforce, to hold 
hearings to examine the national security workforce, 2 
p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on Indian Affairs: to hold an oversight hear-
ing to examine Carcieri, focusing on bringing certainty to 
trust land acquisitions, 2:30 p.m., SD–628. 

Committee on the Judiciary: to hold hearings to examine 
the nomination of David Jeremiah Barron, of Massachu-
setts, to be United States Circuit Judge for the First Cir-
cuit, 2:30 p.m., SD–226. 

Committee on Small Business and Entrepreneurship: to hold 
hearings to examine Affordable Care Act implementation, 
focusing on how to achieve a successful rollout of the 
small business exchanges, 10 a.m., SR–428. 

House 
Committee on Armed Services, Full Committee, hearing on 

the 2013 Report to Congress of the U.S.-China Economic 
and Security Review Commission, 10 a.m., 2118 Ray-
burn. 

Subcommittee on Military Personnel, hearing entitled 
‘‘Military Resale Programs Overview’’, 2 p.m., 2212 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee 
on Workforce Protections, hearing entitled ‘‘Redefining 
Companion Care: Jeopardizing Access to Affordable Care 
for Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities’’, 10 a.m., 
2175 Rayburn. 

Committtee on Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power, continued markup on H.R. 3301, the 
‘‘North American Energy Infrastructure Act’’, 10 a.m., 
2123 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Health, hearing entitled ‘‘Examining 
Public Health Legislation to Help Local Communities’’, 
2 p.m., 2123 Rayburn. 

Committee on Financial Services, Full Committee, markup 
on H.R. 2385, the ‘‘CFPB Pay Fairness Act of 2013’’; 
H.R. 2446, the ‘‘Responsible Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Regulations Act of 2013’’; H.R. 2571, the ‘‘Con-
sumer Right to Financial Privacy Act of 2013’’; H.R. 
3183, to provide consumers with a free annual disclosure 
of information the Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-

tion maintains on them; H.R. 3193, the ‘‘Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Safety and Soundness Improvement Act 
of 2013’’; and H.R. 3519, the ‘‘Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Accountability and Transparency Act 
of 2013’’, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Committee on Foreign on Affairs, Full Committee, mark-
up on H. Res. 147, calling for the release of United 
States citizen Saeed Abedini and condemning the Govern-
ment of Iran for its persecution of religious minorities; H. 
Res. 402, supporting the European aspirations of the peo-
ples of the European Union’s Eastern Partnership coun-
tries, and for other purposes; H. Res. 404, expressing 
condolences and support for assistance to the victims of 
Typhoon Haiyan which made landfall in the Republic of 
the Philippines on November 8, 2013; H.R. 1992, the 
‘‘Israel Qualitative Military Edge Enhancement Act’’; 
H.R. 3470, the ‘‘Naval Vessel Transfer and Arms Export 
Control Amendments Act of 2013’’; and H.R. 3509, the 
‘‘Assessing Progress in Haiti Act of 2013’’, 10 a.m., 2172 
Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and 
Trade, hearing entitled ‘‘Terrorist Groups in Syria’’, 1:30 
p.m., 2200 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific, hearing entitled 
‘‘Bangladesh in Turmoil: A Nation on the Brink?’’, 2 
p.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on House Administration, Full Committee, 
hearing entitled ‘‘Military and Overseas Voting in 2012’’; 
and markup on a resolution regarding the House Aca-
demic Competition, 11:30 a.m., 1310 Longworth. 

Committee on the Judiciary, Full Committee, markup on 
H.R. 3309, the ‘‘Innovation Act’’, 11:15 a.m., 2141 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, November 
20, Subcommittee on National Security, hearing entitled 
‘‘Abuse of Overtime at DHS: Padding Paychecks and 
Pension at Taxpayer Expense’’, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

Committee on Science, Space, and Technology, November 20, 
Subcommittee on Space, hearing entitled ‘‘Commercial 
Space’’, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn. 

Committee on Small Business, November 20, Full Com-
mittee, hearing entitled ‘‘The Startup Movement’’, 1 
p.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, November 20, Full Com-
mittee, markup on Department of Veterans Affairs Major 
Medical Facility Lease Authorization Act of 2013, 9:30 
a.m., 3334 Cannon. 

November 20, Full Committee, hearing entitled 
‘‘Building VA’s Future: Confronting Persistent Challenges 
in VA Major Construction and Lease Programs’’, 10 a.m., 
334 Cannon. 

Joint Meetings 
Conference: meeting of conferees on H.R. 3080, to pro-

vide for improvements to the rivers and harbors of the 
United States, to provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 9:30 a.m., 
SH–216. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:30 a.m., Wednesday, November 20 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: After the transaction of any 
morning business (not to extend beyond one hour), Senate 
will continue consideration of S. 1197, National Defense 
Authorization Act. 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m., Wednesday, November 20 

House Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: Consideration of H.R. 
2728—Protecting States’ Rights to Promote American 
Energy Security Act (Subject to a Rule). 
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