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for political gain. Any President—Dem-
ocrat or Republican—should be able to 
make their necessary appointments. 

This change finally returns the Sen-
ate to the majority rule standard that 
is required by the Constitution when it 
comes to executive branch and judicial 
nominees. With this change, if those 
nominees are qualified, they get an up- 
or-down vote in the Senate. If a major-
ity is opposed, they can reject a nomi-
nee. But a minority should not be able 
to delay them indefinitely. That is how 
our democracy is intended to work. 

New Mexicans—all Americans—are 
tired of the gridlock in Washington. 
The recent filibuster of three DC Cir-
cuit nominees over the last 4 weeks 
was not the beginning of this obstruc-
tion. It was the final straw in a long 
history of blocking the President’s 
nominees. Doing nothing was no longer 
an option. It was time to rein in the 
unprecedented abuse of the filibuster, 
and I am relieved the Senate took ac-
tion today. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2014—Continued 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that notwith-
standing cloture having been invoked 
on the Millett nomination, the Senate 
resume legislative session and consid-
eration of S. 1197; that the time until 4 
p.m. be equally divided and controlled 
between Chairman LEVIN and Ranking 
Member INHOFE or their designees, 
with the chairman controlling the last 
half of the time; that at 4 p.m., the 
Senate proceed to vote on the motion 
to invoke cloture on S. 1197, the De-
partment of Defense authorization bill; 
that if cloture is invoked, notwith-
standing cloture having been invoked, 
the Senate proceed to vote on S. Con. 
Res. 28; further, if cloture is invoked on 
S. 1197, the second-degree amendment 
filing deadline be 5 p.m. today; finally, 
that if cloture is not invoked on S. 
1197, the Senate proceed to vote on 
adoption of S. Con. Res. 28. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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. 2305, to change 
the enactment date. 

Reid Amendment No. 2306 (to (the instruc-
tions) Amendment No. 2305), of a perfecting 
nature. 

Reid Amendment No. 2307 (to Amendment 
No. 2306), of a perfecting nature. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, let 
me first repeat, as I have many times, 
I have never worked with a manager 
more closely than the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee Senator 
LEVIN. We worked very hard through a 
lot of issues. On the few where we dis-
agreed with each other, we have han-
dled it in a very civil way. We both 
want a bill and we will have one. 

The problem we have on the Repub-
lican side is we have not had a chance 
to have amendments. I don’t have the 
charts in here, but earlier this morning 
I had charts here to show historically 
every time this comes up, we have a 
number of amendments that the minor-
ity has—whether the minority happens 
to be the Democrats or Republicans. 
All we want to do is to consider these 
amendments. 

Yesterday I said I don’t think we will 
be able to do it, but I am going to at-
tempt to come today—or yesterday, I 
said tomorrow—with 25 amendments 
that all of the Republicans have said 
they would not object to and we would 
say these are the ones we would like to 
have considered. Of those, assuming 
the Democrats had 25 also, the most we 
would have up for consideration would 
be maybe 20, probably less than that, 
because historically that is the way it 
is. 

I have given the majority the 25 
amendments we would like to have 
considered, and I made the statement 
yesterday—and I want to repeat it 
today—that now that we have agreed 
on a list, if we can have these amend-
ments considered on the floor, then I 
would be a very strong supporter of 
this bill. 

However, after going through the 
work of coming down to these amend-
ments—and that is not an easy thing to 
do—if we are rejected and we are not 
going to be able to have consideration 
of these 25 amendments, I would vote 
in opposition to cloture to go to the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, we 
will soon vote on whether to invoke 
cloture on S. 1197, the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014. 
This bill was reported out of the Armed 
Services Committee with a strong bi-
partisan vote of 23 to 3. We have en-
acted a National Defense Authorization 
Act every year for more than 50 years, 
and it is critically important that we 
do so again this year. 

We spent all day yesterday debating 
two amendments addressing sexual as-
sault in the military, but we have not 
been allowed to vote on them. There 
was opposition on the other side to vot-
ing even on those two amendments 

which have now been fully debated. We 
were told that Senators wouldn’t let us 
vote on the sexual assault amendments 
because they were afraid those would 
be the only votes. We offered to lock in 
additional amendments, six for Demo-
crats, six for Republicans. That got an 
objection. Staff had built up a cleared 
amendment package of 39 additional 
amendments on a bipartisan basis, 
about half for each side, that were all 
agreed to on the merits. Again, we got 
thwarted. 

So over and over, we had objections 
to considering amendments, based on 
the accusation that we were not con-
sidering enough amendments. But how 
on earth does blocking the consider-
ation of amendments that we can all 
agree on advance the cause of consid-
ering amendments? 

I am going to continue to work with 
my friend from Oklahoma—and we are 
good friends and we work together 
well. He is right. I am going to con-
tinue to work toward an agreement 
that will enable us to proceed with ad-
ditional amendments on this bill. 

This would not be the first time this 
kind of a problem has happened on a 
Defense authorization bill. In 2008, one 
Senator objected to cleared amend-
ment packages and to bringing up 
amendments. As a result, we were able 
to have only two rollcall votes and 
adopted only 9 amendments—all of 
which were agreed to before the objec-
tion was raised. Then, as now, the ob-
jection did not result in more amend-
ments being adopted but, rather, in al-
most no amendments being adopted at 
all. In 2008, we invoked cloture and pro-
ceeded with the bill with virtually no 
Senate amendments—a result which 
was less than ideal, but at least it en-
abled us to enact a National Defense 
Authorization Act that year. 

We must pass a national defense au-
thorization bill. If we fail to do so, we 
will be letting down our men and 
women in uniform and failing to per-
form one of Congress’ most basic du-
ties—providing for the national de-
fense. 

As is the case every year, if we fail to 
enact this bill, our troops will not get 
the full amount of compensation to 
which they are entitled. If we fail to 
act, the Department’s authority to pay 
out combat pay, hardship duty pay, 
special pay for nuclear-qualified serv-
icemembers, enlistment and reenlist-
ment bonuses, incentive pay for crit-
ical specialties, assignment incentive 
pay, and accession and retention bo-
nuses for critical specialties will expire 
on December 31. 

After that date, we will have troops 
in combat who will not get combat 
pay. We will lose some of our most 
highly skilled men and women with 
specialties that we vitally need. Not 
only will we be shortchanging our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and marines, but 
we will be denying our military serv-
ices critical authorities they need to 
recruit and retain high-quality service-
members, and to achieve their force- 
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shaping objectives as they draw down 
their end strengths. 

That is not all. If we fail to enact 
this bill, school districts all over the 
United States that rely on supple-
mental impact aid to help them edu-
cate military children will no longer 
receive that money. If we fail to enact 
this bill, the Department of Defense 
will not be able to begin construction 
on any new military construction 
projects in the coming year. That 
means our troops won’t get the bar-
racks, ranges, hospitals, laboratories, 
and other support facilities they need 
to support operational requirements, 
conduct training, and maintain equip-
ment. It means that military family 
housing will not receive needed up-
grades. 

If we fail to enact this bill, the exist-
ing military land withdrawals will ex-
pire at China Lake Naval Air Weapons 
Station and Chocolate Mountain Aerial 
Gunnery Range. That means our mili-
tary will have to cease operations on 
those vital test and training ranges, 
losing critical testing and training ca-
pabilities that they relied on for the 
last 25 years. 

If we fail to enact this bill, the De-
partment of Defense will run out of 
money for the construction of the first 
ship of the Navy’s new class of aircraft 
carriers, the Gerald R. Ford. That 
means the Navy will have to issue a 
stop work order on the construction of 
the Ford, requiring them to lay off 
workers and requiring a break in pro-
duction that will add hundreds of mil-
lions, if not billions, of dollars not only 
to the cost of the Ford, but also to the 
cost of follow-on aircraft carriers. 

It goes on and on. If we fail to enact 
this bill, we will enact none of the far- 
reaching reforms we need to address on 
the problem of sexual assault in the 
military. Already we have been 
blocked in our effort to clear a package 
of manager’s amendments, including 
Senator BOXER’s amendment reforming 
the article 32 process. 

Now, we are not only going to lose 
important reforms, but there are two 
dozen measures that are in the bill 
which address the problem of sexual as-
sault. If we don’t adopt this bill, we 
won’t be providing a Special Victims’ 
Counsel for victims of sexual assault. 
We won’t make retaliation for report-
ing a sexual assault a crime under the 
Uniform Code of Military Justice. If we 
don’t adopt this bill, we won’t require 
commanders to immediately refer all 
allegations of sexual assault to profes-
sional criminal investigators. We won’t 
restrict the authority of senior officers 
to modify the findings and sentence of 
court-martial convictions, and we 
won’t require higher level review of 
any decision not to prosecute allega-
tions of sexual assault. 

We have already failed our men and 
women in uniform by failing to end se-
questration. We should not fail them 
again by failing to enact the many 
critical measures included in the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the 
Gillibrand amendment would address 
an issue that is fundamental to who we 
are as Americans: ensuring justice for 
the men and women who serve in our 
military. 

When brave young men and women 
enlist in the armed services, they do so 
to defend our country and our values. 
Yet those values are being undermined 
by the problem of sexual assault in the 
military. 

Over the past decades, our military 
has expanded equality. I am proud that 
all of our services recognize that 
women have a vital role to play in the 
military, including in combat. I whole-
heartedly endorse, after years of de-
bate, the recognition that being openly 
gay or lesbian has no bearing on one’s 
ability to serve. 

These advances in equality in our 
military are vitally important—they 
make our military stronger and all of 
us safer—but they are an empty prom-
ise without access to justice. And when 
men and women are the victims of sex-
ual assault in the military, they are 
often deprived of justice. 

We all know the shameful numbers. 
An estimated 26,000 cases of unwanted 
sexual contact and sexual assaults oc-
curred in 2012—a 37 percent increase 
from 2011. But the statistics that trou-
ble me most are that 50 percent of fe-
male victims did not report the crime 
because they believed that nothing 
would be done. And 62 percent of vic-
tims who did report a sexual assault 
perceived some form of professional, 
social, or administrative retaliation as 
a result. 

And the tragedy is—they’re right. 
The Defense Advisory Committee on 
Women in the Services spoke to this 
same problem and found: ‘‘Unfortu-
nately, recent events have shown these 
fears to be justified, and may also have 
communicated to perpetrators that 
they need not fear being held account-
able for their actions.’’ 

No wonder then, that the advisory 
committee voted in favor of removing 
the decision whether to prosecute sex-
ual assaults and other serious crimes 
from the chain of command. 

The United States was founded on 
twin ideals: equality and justice. And 
much of our history has involved the 
struggle to expand equal treatment 
under the law and access to justice. 
When we expand equality, we also pro-
vide access to justice. 

I think of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
which made it unlawful for employers 
to discriminate on the basis of race, 
sex, religion, or national origin and 
created the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission to enforce the law. 
Congress recognized that there is no 
equality without justice. I think back 
to the days when white male juries 
were the rule in virtually every court-
house in this country. Yet finally, the 
Supreme Court in Norris v. Alabama 
and Taylor v. Louisiana said that no 
one could be assured of a fair trial un-
less women and African Americans 
served on their juries. 

Equality and Justice—they are two 
sides of the same coin. They walk hand 
in hand. 

In the United States, one of the fun-
damental precepts of our criminal jus-
tice system is an independent pros-
ecutor. The authority to charge some-
one with a crime is an awesome power. 
Exercised improperly, an innocent per-
son can be forced to endure a trial or a 
criminal can go unpunished, free to 
harm their next victim. Under the Code 
of Military Justice, that critical pros-
ecutorial decision is made by a com-
manding officer—someone often in 
both the victim’s and the alleged per-
petrator’s chain of command—and, 
typically, not someone trained in the 
law. If——and statistically in sexual 
assault cases it is rare—if the com-
manding officer determines to try a 
charge by court-martial, the same 
commander also picks the jurors who 
will decide the case. I have no doubt 
that most commanders try their best 
to evaluate charges of sexual assault 
but they are inherently conflicted and 
compromised when we force them to 
make the call. We do these com-
manders a disservice by requiring them 
to solve this inexorable conflict. 

As an impressive group of law profes-
sors, many of whom are veterans, and 
all of whom are experts in military jus-
tice wrote: 

Commanders play a decisive role in mili-
tary operations and must likewise play a 
central role in reducing sexual assault and 
maintaining good order and discipline gen-
erally. That role, however, need not extend 
to the relatively narrow and thoroughly 
legal arena of criminal prosecution. Contem-
porary norms of procedural justice require 
that attorneys, not commanding officers, 
make decisions to prosecute. As a result, we 
recommend that the decision to prosecute a 
member of the armed forces for criminal 
conduct . . . be made by an independent pros-
ecutor outside the chain of command. 

And, they added, personnel who serve 
as court-martial jurors should be cho-
sen by a court-martial administrator 
rather than a commander, ‘‘to avoid 
concerns about jury-stacking and un-
lawful command influence.’’ 

That is precisely what the Gillibrand 
amendment does. It vests the authority 
to prosecute serious criminal charges 
with experienced judge advocate gen-
eral officers who can evaluate the evi-
dence with a clear, cold eye and deter-
mine whether charges should be tried. 
That independence is the only way we 
can assure both the victim and the al-
leged perpetrator of justice—equal jus-
tice under the law. That’s what this 
country is all about. That’s why so 
many young men and women volunteer 
to serve. And we owe them nothing 
less. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, 
today I rise in support of the fiscal 
year 2014 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act and to address significant 
challenges facing the Department of 
Defense. 

The bill approved by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee includes necessary pro-
visions to take care of our troops, such 
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as a 1-percent pay raise and the main-
tenance of affordable health care fees 
to avoid a detrimental effect on mili-
tary retirees and their families. 

I thank Chairman LEVIN and Ranking 
Member INHOFE for increasing author-
izations for the shipbuilding budget, in-
cluding an additional $100 million to 
support the procurement of a tenth 
DDG–51 destroyer under the current 
multiyear procurement contract. I am 
pleased that the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on which I serve 
has also included this critical $100 mil-
lion. 

This ship is needed in the fleet to 
maintain the robust forward presence 
our Nation requires to protect trade 
routes, keep the peace, and assist when 
tragedy strikes. 

When tensions flared in Syria, it was 
Navy destroyers that were positioned 
off the coast. Following the devasta-
tion of Typhoon Haiyan in the Phil-
ippines, two U.S. Navy destroyers were 
among the first ships on station. 

Taking advantage of the opportunity 
to procure this ship will lock addi-
tional savings on a multiyear procure-
ment that has already saved taxpayers 
$1.5 billion compared to procuring the 
ships individually. 

I am also pleased the Armed Services 
Committee incorporated many provi-
sions I support to combat sexual as-
sault, which is one of the greatest chal-
lenges faced by the Department of De-
fense for a decade. 

I first raised my concern about sex-
ual assaults in the military with Gen-
eral George Casey in 2004. To say his 
response was disappointing would be an 
understatement. I am convinced that if 
the military had heeded the concern I 
raised then, this terrible problem 
would have been addressed much soon-
er, saving many individuals the trau-
ma, pain, and injustice they endured. 

While I will address this issue at 
greater length during consideration of 
this bill, I want to highlight three of 
the most important changes included 
in the bill. 

First, the bill limits the authority of 
a convening authority to overturn or 
modify the findings of a court-martial 
in sexual assault cases. Second, the bill 
requires the military to provide an at-
torney dedicated to the interests of 
survivors of sexual assaults to provide 
legal advice and assistance when sur-
vivors need such assistance the most. 
Third, a servicemember convicted of 
sexual assault would be discharged 
from the military. 

I also support the provisions in the 
bill to maintain the readiness of our 
military services by authorizing $1.8 
billion to address readiness problems 
caused by fiscal year 2013 sequestra-
tion. This bill also directs the Pen-
tagon to rein in unnecessary or waste-
ful spending while rejecting proposals 
that purport to save money but that 
actually cause more harm than good. 

Two important provisions require 
DOD to develop a plan to reduce the 
number of General and Flag officer bil-
lets and to streamline management 
headquarters in an effort to save $100 

billion over 10 years. Reducing unnec-
essary overhead is something we must 
insist upon in these fiscally con-
strained times. 

Increasing the authorization for the 
Department of Defense Inspector Gen-
eral by $36 million will allow the office 
to perform additional oversight and 
help identify waste, fraud, and abuse in 
DOD programs. Historically, DOD IG 
reviews have resulted in a return on in-
vestment of nearly $11 dollars for every 
$1 appropriated. 

The bill wisely rejects the Presi-
dent’s proposal to authorize a new Base 
Realignment and Closure round in 2015 
and prohibits the authorization of an-
other BRAC round at least until the 
Department submits a review of excess 
overseas military facilities. 

This is the right way to proceed be-
cause the GAO has found that the pre-
vious BRAC round has never produced 
the amount of savings that were prom-
ised when it was originally sold to Con-
gress. 

While this is an excellent bill, I hope 
to offer several amendments to make 
this important bill even stronger in ad-
dressing the national security chal-
lenges facing our country. 

The first amendment I intend to 
offer, with my colleague Senator KING, 
has been requested by the Navy to sup-
port the final settlement of the A–12 
case. The Navy has reached an agree-
ment with Boeing and General Dynam-
ics to settle a decades-old lawsuit con-
cerning the cancellation of the A–12 
aircraft. 

Our amendment would allow the 
Navy to accept $400 million in in-kind 
payments from industry to satisfy out-
standing Navy claims related to the A– 
12 legal dispute between the Navy and 
two contractors, Boeing and General 
Dynamics. All parties—the Navy, the 
Department of Justice, Boeing, and 
General Dynamics—support the settle-
ment. 

If this amendment is adopted, the 
Navy will receive $400 million worth of 
needed military hardware effectively 
for free at a time when it is facing in-
credible fiscal challenges from seques-
tration. 

In addition, taxpayers benefit be-
cause there is no guarantee the govern-
ment will ultimately prevail in the on-
going litigation. If the government 
does not prevail, taxpayers may not 
get anything. 

The second amendment I intend to 
file would require athletic footwear 
purchased for new military recruits to 
be domestically manufactured. Cur-
rently, DOD is circumventing the in-
tent of the law known as the Berry 
Amendment through the use of cash al-
lowances that provide no preference for 
domestically manufactured footwear. 
This amendment, which is also cospon-
sored by Senator KING, would align the 
procurement policy for athletic foot-
wear with other footwear and clothing 
provided to servicemembers. 

In the last year, the Defense Logis-
tics Agency has awarded more than $36 
million in contracts for combat boots 
and dress shoes made in America. In 

contrast, the military services have 
provided cash vouchers totaling more 
than $15 million per year to new re-
cruits to purchase athletic footwear, 
without any preference for domesti-
cally manufactured products. Why 
should DOD single out athletic foot-
wear to be treated differently from 
dress shoes or combat boots? 

Another amendment with Senator 
BLUMENTHAL would require the Attor-
ney General to jointly prescribe regula-
tions to implement prescription drug 
take-back programs with the Secre-
taries of Defense and Veterans Affairs. 

We know prescription drug abuse is a 
major factor in military and veteran 
suicides, which are occurring at an 
alarming rate. Unfortunately, 349 
servicemembers died from suicide in 
2012—more than the number of 
servicemembers who lost their lives in 
combat in Afghanistan last year. Ac-
cording to the VA, 22 veterans commit 
suicide each day based on data col-
lected from more than 21 States. 

Last year, the Senate adopted this 
amendment by unanimous consent. Re-
grettably, the provision was eliminated 
at the urging of the Drug Enforcement 
Agency with assurances that the agen-
cy was nearing completion of regula-
tions that would address the concern. 

One year later, we are still receiving 
written assurances from the DEA that 
they are ‘‘almost ready’’ to complete 
these regulations. In the meantime, 
prescription drug abuse continues to 
afflict our service men and women and 
our veterans. We cannot sit idly by for 
another year waiting for the bureauc-
racy to address this matter of life and 
death. 

Finally, Senator KING and I will offer 
an amendment to allow businesses that 
are located on a closed military base to 
draw employees from the local commu-
nity to meet the 35-percent require-
ment for the purposes of qualifying as 
a HUBZone. 

Congress previously passed a law to 
assist communities affected by pre-
vious BRAC rounds by allowing former 
bases to be eligible for HUBZone sta-
tus, which provides preferences for cer-
tain Federal contracting opportunities. 

Unfortunately, the law limits the ge-
ographic boundaries of a BRAC-related 
HUBZone to be the same as the bound-
aries of the base that was closed, which 
makes it difficult or impossible for 
businesses to qualify for the HUBZone 
program. 

Our amendment would allow employ-
ees that live in nearby census tracts to 
count toward the 35 percent require-
ment and extend the period of eligi-
bility from 5 years to 10 years so Con-
gress’ original intent can be fulfilled. 

In addition to these amendments, I 
intend to cosponsor several others to 
further improve the bill. 

Once again, I will support Senator 
FEINSTEIN’S amendment to make clear 
that a U.S. citizen or legal permanent 
resident arrested in the U.S. cannot be 
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detained indefinitely without charge or 
trial. 

I am also cosponsoring an amend-
ment with Senator PRYOR to make sure 
that our dual status National Guard 
technicians are treated on an equal 
footing as our Active-Duty personnel. 
If our Active-Duty personnel are ex-
empted from sequestration, then the 
National Guard dual status techni-
cians—who are effectively the equiva-
lent of Active-Duty military in the Na-
tional Guard—should be exempt as 
well. 

Let me close by thanking Chairman 
LEVIN and Ranking Member INHOFE for 
their hard work in putting together a 
bipartisan bill that addresses the needs 
of our military and our national secu-
rity. 

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I 
strongly oppose efforts to close down 
debate on the National Defense Au-
thorization Act. 

It is a shame that despite being on 
this bill for four days, we have only 
had two rollcall votes for amendments. 
Over 400 amendments have been filed 
and we only found time to vote twice. 

This is unacceptable. While I voted 
against this legislation in committee 
because it clearly and significantly ig-
nored the budget caps put in place by 
sequestration, there are significant 
provisions worthy of support. 

The Senate worked in a bipartisan 
manner with leadership from the junior 
Senator from New York to consider an 
amendment to reform and modernize 
our military justice system. This 
amendment was carefully crafted in 
anticipation that it would receive a 
roll call vote on the Senate floor and I 
proudly cosponsored and supported this 
amendment. 

The junior Senator from Indiana had 
an amendment to help military reserv-
ists and the National Guard be recog-
nized for their service and qualify for 
veterans’ preference in hiring for fed-
eral jobs. His amendment deserves con-
sideration and a vote. 

Democrats and Republicans in the 
Armed Services Committee adopted 
several of my amendments to this bill 
to protect the religious liberty of our 
troops serving here in the United 
States and overseas. The Armed Serv-
ices Committee also accepted my pro-
posals to prohibit a base realignment 
and closure commission until after the 
Department of Defense conducts an ex-
haustive review of our overseas bases, 
and to study how the entire United 
States should be protected against 
threats from a missile launch. 

Also, I am seeking an up-or-down 
vote or an acceptance of an amendment 
I filed to authorize up to a $10 million 
reward for any information regarding 
the terrorist attacks against Ameri-
cans in Benghazi, Libya. I have been 
very flexible in accepting edits and 
changes from the majority in order to 
speed this process along. 

The same goes for my amendment to 
protect the Mount Soledad veterans’ 
memorial in California. In fact, the 
senior Senator from California filed 
the exact same legislation. So this is 

not a political or partisan amendment 
but yet it is still being denied consider-
ation. 

For these reasons and for the ob-
struction by the Senate majority lead-
er who accuses the minority of being 
obstructionist, I oppose ending debate 
on the National Defense Authorization 
Act. 

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Chairman 
yield? 

Mr. LEVIN. I would be happy to 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. INHOFE. Parliamentary inquiry? 
We were to be given equal time for the 
last 10 minutes. I had 3 minutes. All I 
want to do is ask a question. Am I enti-
tled to do that? 

Mr. LEVIN. I ask unanimous consent 
that be allowed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Everything my Chair-
man has said I agree with. He is mak-
ing my speech for me. It is critical we 
get the bill. All I am saying is I made 
the statement yesterday that Repub-
licans are entitled to some amend-
ments. I am asking now—we were able 
to get it down to 25 amendments to be 
considered. Will the majority consider 
these 25 amendments which can be 
done in half a day? Would he consider 
that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, there 
are no Democrat amendments on his 
list. 

Mr. INHOFE. I said 25 amendments. 
This is our list. You come up with your 
list. 

Mr. LEVIN. We cannot agree with a 
list of amendments, many of which are 
not agreed to on this side, many of 
which would be filibustered on this 
side, which would result in just making 
it impossible for us to get to a Defense 
authorization bill conclusion. 

I ask unanimous consent that a 
unanimous consent request—which I 
was going to make but I will with-
hold—that lists 26 amendments, half 
Democratic, half Republican, that I 
was going to ask consent be adopted 
because they have been cleared—which 
I understand will be objected to so I 
will not make the unanimous consent 
request—be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

LEVIN AMENDMENTS ON DOD AUTH REQUEST 
I ask unanimous consent that prior to the 

vote on the motion to invoke cloture on S. 
1197, the motion to recommit be withdrawn; 
the pending Levin amendment #2123 be set 
aside for Senator Gillibrand, or designee, to 
offer amendment #2099 relative to sexual as-
sault; that the amendment be subject to a 
relevant side-by-side amendment from Sen-
ators McCaskill and Ayotte, amendment 
#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 affirmative vote threshold; 
the Senate proceed to vote in relation to the 
Gillibrand amendment #2099; that upon dis-
position of the Gillibrand amendment, the 
Senate proceed to vote in relation to the 

McCaskill-Ayotte amendment #2170; that 
there be two minutes equally divided in be-
tween the votes; upon disposition of the 
McCaskill-Ayotte amendment and prior to 
the cloture vote, the following amendments 
be in order to the bill and called up, en bloc: 
Inhofe #2031 
Chambliss #2038 
Graham #2062 
Collins #2064 
Thune #2093 
Flake #2263 
Kirk #2287 
Johanns #2348 
Moran #2365 
McCain #2489 
Lee #2453 
Portman #2461 
Cruz #2511 
Gillibrand #2283 
Warner #2415 
Heinrich #2243 
Durbin #2278 
Kaine #2424 
Boxer #2081 
Hagan #2391 
Wyden #2282 
Blumenthal #2121 
Manchin #2251 
Coons #2442 
McCaskill #2171; and 
Levin #2204 

That these amendments be agreed to, en 
bloc; and the motion to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate; that upon dis-
position of these amendments, the Senate 
proceed to the cloture vote as provided under 
the previous order. 

f 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The cloture motion having 
been presented under rule XXII, the 
Chair directs the clerk to read the mo-
tion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on S. 1197, a 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 En-
ergy, to prescribe military personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year, and for other 
purposes. 

Harry Reid, Carl Levin, Richard J. Dur-
bin, Tim Kaine, Dianne Feinstein, Kay 
R. Hagan, Barbara A. Mikulski, Joe 
Donnelly, Mark Udall, Claire McCas-
kill, Christopher A. Coons, Jeanne Sha-
heen, Mark R. Warner, Jack Reed, 
Patty Murray, Bill Nelson, Angus S. 
King, Jr. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on S. 1197, an origi-
nal bill 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, be brought to a close? 
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