
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4455 June 17, 2015 
itself isn’t following the law that Con-
gress passed. I am referring specifically 
to section 1312(d) in the bill. It says: 

Members of Congress in the exchange re-
quirement notwithstanding any other provi-
sion in law, after the effective date of this 
subtitle, the only health plans that the Fed-
eral Government may make available to 
Members of Congress shall be health plans 
that are, number one, created under this act, 
or two, offered through an exchange estab-
lished unto this act. The term ‘‘Member of 
Congress’’ means any Member of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate. 

The fact of the matter is most people 
don’t follow the law. I did, Mr. Speak-
er, and I think it was important to fol-
low the law. I bought my health care in 
the individual market, in 
healthcare.gov, started October 1 of 
2013. You may remember that night. 
That was the night the fiscal year 
ended and the famous government 
shutdown began. I began early that 
morning in trying to sign up for the Af-
fordable Care Act because I knew, as a 
Member of Congress, we were supposed 
to sign up through healthcare.gov, an 
unsubsidized policy in the individual 
market. So I performed as indicated. 

It took 31⁄2 months for the check to 
clear the bank. It was one of the most 
uncomfortable, god-awful experiences I 
have ever been through in my life. 
What is the final result? I have a 
bronze plan in the individual market in 
healthcare.gov, the Federal fallback 
provision in the State of Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, that plan cost $560 a 
month the first year that I was en-
rolled, and then it went up 24 percent 
the next year. It is now up to $700 a 
month for me for an individual. These 
are after-tax dollars. Do you know the 
worst part, Mr. Speaker? The worst 
part is that the deductible is $6,000. 

Now, some people have asked me, 
they say: Well, gee, are you worried 
about the fact that the networks are so 
narrow on these plans that you can’t 
see your doctor? 

I honestly don’t know. I don’t know 
if my doctor is included on the plan. I 
haven’t looked because I ain’t going. 
At a $6,000 deductible, someone will 
have to drag me in the backdoor by the 
time I am dying. 

What has happened, Mr. Speaker, is 
we have created a whole subset of indi-
viduals in this country who are func-
tionally uninsured because the cost of 
their care is so high. Had Members of 
Congress followed the law, they would 
be as aware of that as our constituents 
are. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule provides 
for the consideration of two bills that 
begin to right some of the many 
wrongs included in the Affordable Care 
Act: H.R. 160, repealing the Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board 
charged with cutting Medicare; and 
H.R. 1190, repealing the medical device 
tax. These are two steps that the House 
can take this week to help lower the 
rising costs of health care created 
under the President’s healthcare law. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
the rule before us and the passage of 
the two important pieces of legislation. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 319 OFFERED BY 
MR. POLIS OF COLORADO 

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

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1031) to reauthorize 
the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, and for other purposes. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Financial 
Services. After general debate the bill shall 
be considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. All points of order against pro-
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1031. 

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 
motion for the previous question is defeated, 
control of the time passes to the Member 
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he 
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of 
amendment.’’ 

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, the subchapter titled 
‘‘Amending Special Rules’’ states: ‘‘a refusal 
to order the previous question on such a rule 
[a special rule reported from the Committee 
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.’’ (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous 
question, who may offer a proper amendment 
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.’’ 

Clearly, the vote on the previous question 
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools 
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

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

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 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

REMOVAL OF UNITED STATES 
ARMED FORCES FROM IRAQ AND 
SYRIA 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to the order of the House of Tuesday, 
June 16, 2015, I call up the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 55) directing 
the President, pursuant to section 5(c) 
of the War Powers Resolution, to re-
move United States Armed Forces de-
ployed to Iraq or Syria on or after Au-
gust 7, 2014, other than Armed Forces 
required to protect United States dip-
lomatic facilities and personnel, from 
Iraq and Syria, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Tues-
day, June 16, 2015, the concurrent reso-
lution is considered read. 

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 55 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), 
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SECTION 1. REMOVAL OF UNITED STATES ARMED 

FORCES FROM IRAQ AND SYRIA. 
Pursuant to section 5(c) of the War Powers 

Resolution (50 U.S.C. 1544(c)), Congress di-
rects the President to remove United States 
Armed Forces deployed to Iraq or Syria on 
or after August 7, 2014, other than Armed 
Forces required to protect United States dip-
lomatic facilities and personnel, from Iraq 
and Syria— 

(1) by no later than the end of the period of 
30 days beginning on the day on which this 
concurrent resolution is adopted; or 

(2) if the President determines that it is 
not safe to remove such United States 
Armed Forces before the end of that period, 
by no later than December 31, 2015, or such 
earlier date as the President determines that 
the Armed Forces can safely be removed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con-
current resolution shall be debatable 
for 2 hours equally divided among and 
controlled by Representative ROYCE of 
California, Representative ENGEL of 
New York, and Representative MCGOV-
ERN of Massachusetts or their respec-
tive designees. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE), the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. ENGEL), and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) each 
will control 40 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to submit state-
ments or extraneous materials for the 
RECORD on this measure. 

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 opposition to 

H. Con. Res. 55. But while I am opposed 
to this resolution, I do want to com-
mend its author, Mr. MCGOVERN, for 
his constant and principled attention 
to the issue of U.S. military engage-
ment in Iraq and Syria and the role of 
Congress in making this decision. 
These are some of the most important 
and challenging issues that we face and 
that we struggle with as an institution. 

I know the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is frustrated. I have listened 
to him on the floor of the House. In 
many ways, I share his frustrations. 
ISIS is making too many gains. Crit-
ical cities have fallen. But this resolu-
tion, I believe, would take us in the op-
posite direction of where U.S. policy 
should be. 

If the United States were to remove 
all of our forces from the theater, as 
this resolution calls for, ISIS would 
surely grow stronger. ISIS would sure-
ly accelerate on a process of deci-
mating all in its path, placing women 
under brutal oppression and, I have no 
doubt, further strengthening their po-
sition and further threatening our Eu-
ropean allies and even the U.S. home-
land. More battlefield victories would 
support ISIS propaganda, which would 
support its recruitment, which would 
make it more deadly by the day. 

Mr. Speaker, no one is eager for this 
commitment, but ISIS is on the march; 
and this radical jihadist group is tak-
ing more territory, more weapons, and 
more resources, threatening the gov-
ernment in Baghdad and, indeed, 
threatening to destabilize this entire 
critical region. 

Now, H. Con. Res. 55 calls for the uni-
lateral withdrawal of U.S. forces from 
the fight against ISIS, halting all U.S. 
strikes against the terrorist group in 
Iraq and Syria. It would also leave ISIS 
unchecked—not only unchecked by 
U.S. airpower, but it would allow this 
brutal terrorist group, as I say, to gain 
strength, to destabilize the critical re-
gion, and to create a safe haven from 
which ISIS can plot attacks against 
the United States. 

b 1330 

H. Con. Res. 55 has nothing to do 
with authorizing the use of military 
force against ISIS but would unilater-
ally withdraw U.S. forces from the 
fight. 

Last year, debating another Iraq 
measure offered by Mr. MCGOVERN, I 
said: ‘‘Never has a terrorist organiza-
tion itself controlled such a large, re-
source-rich safe haven as ISIS does 
today. Never has a terrorist organiza-
tion possessed the heavy weaponry, the 
cash, the personnel that ISIS does 
today, which includes thousands of 
Western passport holders.’’ 

Well, unfortunately, it is worse 
today. Just weeks ago, Ramadi, a city 
only 75 miles from Iraq’s capital, was 
overrun by ISIS and by its suicide 
bombers who led that first wave. 

ISIS’s goals are very clear: wreck 
every person opposing it, establish a 
caliphate, and then fight to expand it. 
ISIS has unleashed a campaign of bru-
tal and depraved violence, not only 
against Shia Muslims and fellow 
Sunnis who do not share their radical 
beliefs, but against vulnerable reli-
gious and ethnic minorities. As one 
witnessed testified to the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee the other day: ‘‘We 
cherish ethnic and religious diversity. 
ISIS hates it.’’ And they hate in some 
of the most brutal ways possible. 

Mr. Speaker, many Americans may 
not realize that Iraq and Syria are 
home to dozens of ethnic and religious 
minorities, with ancient cultures with 
very deep roots. These communities— 
Assyrian and Chaldean Christians, 
Yazidis, Alawites, and many others— 
are under mortal threat in their ances-
tral homelands. 

The mass execution of men, the en-
slavement of women and young girls as 
concubines, and the destruction of reli-
gious sites is part of the ISIS effort to 
destroy these communities. Their plan 
is to make it as if those societies never 
existed, those religions in that area 
never existed. In fact, ISIS maintains a 
special battalion—they call it the 
‘‘demolition battalion’’—charged with 
obliterating religious and historic sites 
and artifacts that it considers heret-
ical. 

And ISIS has used the ‘‘virtual ca-
liphate’’ on the Internet to recruit for-
eign fighters at an unprecedented rate. 
Some 20,000 of their fighters are, in 
fact, from offshore, are foreign fighters 
drawn to the area from some 90 coun-
tries. Those are the numbers that now 
are swelling its ranks. According to in-
telligence estimates, this includes at 
least 150 Americans that we know of. 

Yet over the last 10 or so months, the 
administration has put forth a reluc-
tant and half-hearted and ineffective 
effort to assist our partners there on 
the ground. I think we all recognize 
that this is up to the Iraqi Government 
to fight to win this. We understand 
that. They are in the lead. But they 
desperately need help. And I am not 
prepared to say that we shouldn’t be 
providing any military support to the 
Kurds strung along a 180-mile, or sev-
eral hundred mile, front, with 180,000 
soldiers. Thirty percent of those Kurd-
ish soldiers are female. And those 
young women are down there with 
small arms trying to hold off ISIS 
fighters along that line. I am not pre-
pared to say that we should not be pro-
viding any military support for those 
Kurds or for the Iraqi forces and any 
air support whatsoever. That is what 
this resolution does. 

It didn’t have to be this dire. Well 
over a year ago, when ISIS was build-
ing its force in the desert in Syria, it 
wasn’t bombed and devastated when it 
could have been. It should have been. 
Many called for an effort at that point 
to have an air campaign by the U.S. 
and our partners to pummel ISIS as it 
moved across the desert in these long 
columns and begin the process to take 
city after city. It came out of Syria. 
First it headed to Fallujah, and there 
was a call to use air power to suppress 
and use ISIS then. That step was not 
taken. And for 14 separate cities, city 
after city, all the way to Mosul, we 
watched every time the request be 
made for air power, and that was 
turned down. 

Well, we are where we are now. And, 
frankly, the air campaign by the U.S. 
and our partners isn’t pummeling the 
enemy now, as it should. Daily air-
strikes against the Islamic State are 
one-sixth of what they were in the first 
campaign against the Taliban back in 
2001. U.S. Special Forces should be au-
thorized to call in airstrikes. Most 
Americans would be puzzled to learn 
that Canadian Special Forces are doing 
this, but we are not. 

Pilots complain of having their hands 
tied. It has been estimated that three- 
quarters of U.S. aircraft return to base 
without discharging their weapons be-
cause of overly restrictive rules of en-
gagement that don’t allow them to en-
gage ISIS. As one observer notes, with 
just ‘‘piecemeal attacks, the Obama 
administration has been systemati-
cally squandering our air power advan-
tage.’’ I think that is right. 

Adding to the problem, the regional 
forces on the ground that these air-
strikes are supposed to be supporting 
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are badly undersupplied. After 10 
months of fighting, there are still too 
many reports that the Kurdish 
Peshmerga, our allies, are outgunned 
on the front lines against ISIS. I have 
met with their foreign minister three 
times now as he has made this case. 
Again, 30 percent of his battalions, 
Kurdish battalions, are female battal-
ions, and they can’t obtain the anti-
tank weapons, the artillery, the mor-
tars to use against ISIS in this battle. 

While U.S. forces have been training 
some Iraqis, that has been done way 
behind the front lines. Rather than 
pairing up with smaller units and de-
ploying with them to push them to the 
front—and that is, by the way, a tech-
nique that has proven effective in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq in the past—this 
has not been done. U.S. advisers are 
unable to bolster Iraqi units when they 
come under attack or to call in air-
strikes by U.S. planes. We don’t have 
the capacity to do that. And that limi-
tation tragically helped Ramadi fall. 

Mr. Speaker, our friends and allies 
and partners in this region of the world 
are in serious trouble from the threat 
of ISIS. They need our help. Employing 
our air power like we should, getting 
those weapons to the front lines that 
are needed by the Kurds, putting more 
U.S. Special Forces into place, would 
help turn this around. 

But that is not at all what this meas-
ure calls for. As I say, it is quite the 
opposite. It calls for the President to 
remove United States Armed Forces 
deployed to Iraq or Syria on August 7 
or after. 

The Foreign Affairs Committee has 
held many hearings on ISIS and insta-
bility in the region. We haven’t heard 
any witnesses make the case that com-
plete withdrawal is what is needed. 

What would happen to Iraq, what 
would happen to Jordan, what would 
happen to civilians in the theater? I 
think we can all agree that situation 
would compound. 

This is the question in front of us 
today: Do we pull the modest number 
of our modest presence out of this the-
ater and see ISIS run wild across the 
Iraqi desert with no help from the 
United States? I don’t think so. 

There is no military-only answer to 
the ISIS challenge. The Iraqi Govern-
ment must do far more to reconcile 
with Sunnis, building confidence and 
empowering them to take on ISIS. ISIS 
must be attacked financially, and its 
propaganda must be relentlessly chal-
lenged. And Arab leaders need to lead. 
But just as there is no military-only 
answer, there is no answer without a 
military component of helping the 
Kurds and helping those who are fight-
ing ISIS. And, right now, the U.S. role, 
as much as we may regret it, is needed 
desperately. 

Mr. Speaker, in the national security 
interest of the United States, I ask all 
Members to oppose H. Con. Res. 55. 

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

self such time as I may consume. 

I rise in opposition to H. Con. Res. 55. 
Let me first say that I believe Con-

gress needs to do its job and pass an 
AUMF, which is the Authorization for 
Use of Military Force. We should have 
acted on this months ago. So this is 
the right message. But, with only the 
highest respect to my colleague from 
Massachusetts, I believe that with-
drawal by a date certain at this time is 
the wrong policy. 

This measure would direct the Presi-
dent to remove all U.S. Armed Forces 
deployed to Iraq or Syria since August 
7, 2014, except those needed to protect 
American diplomatic facilities and per-
sonnel. That is no way to defeat ISIS 
or to help the people of Iraq and Syria. 
I cannot vote for a policy I do not sup-
port. However, I share the frustration 
voiced by Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. LEE, and 
many others. 

I have said time and time again that 
Congress should pass a new AUMF. We 
owe it to the American people, we 
should do our job, and we owe it to our 
men and women in uniform. Congres-
sional inaction on an AUMF is inexcus-
able. Congress has had months to con-
sider the President’s language, and it is 
well past time we act. 

Right now, the administration is 
using the resolution we passed after 
September 11, 2001, as the legal jus-
tification to fight ISIS. This is deeply 
problematic. 

First of all, the 2001 AUMF has none 
of the limits many of us are seeking. 
The American people have no stomach 
for another large-scale, open-ended 
commitment of American troops in the 
Middle East. It was our disastrous 
intervention in Iraq last decade that 
set the stage for the rise of ISIS in the 
first place. This is a new challenge, and 
we need new parameters to define our 
mission and our goals. 

At the same time, using a 2001 au-
thorization for a 2015 conflict sets a 
terrible precedent. What happens in 5 
years when the next administration 
does the same thing and 5 years after 
that and 5 years after that? We didn’t 
vote for perpetual war, and we need a 
new AUMF. 

We cannot allow that outcome. With 
a new AUMF, I hope it will be a bipar-
tisan effort. I hope it will be the hall-
mark of our work on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee. 

I commend my friend, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, for taking a stand on this issue, 
and we are in agreement that the 
United States must avoid another 
failed open-ended war in the Middle 
East. But there is a role for the United 
States in this region, and we should 
not just vote to withdraw. I believe 
that would be cutting off our nose to 
spite our face. 

The United States has already made 
a difference by supporting the Iraqis 
and the Syrians who are fighting ISIS. 
It is a difficult fight, but I don’t think 
we can walk away. 

With American leadership, we were 
able to prevent a wholesale slaughter 
of Yazidi people. With American help, 

our Iraqi partners were able to main-
tain control of the Mosul Dam, which, 
if breached by ISIS, could have re-
sulted in the death and displacement of 
up to 2 million people. With American 
assistance, the Iraqi Security Forces 
and the moderate Syrian opposition 
are taking back territory, too slowly, 
but they are taking back territory, 
particularly in the south. 

The Foreign Affairs Committee just 
had a hearing earlier this morning and 
we saw horrific situations of children 
being gassed in Syria. There is no good 
side in Syria. We have got to somehow 
let the Free Syrian Army or the rebels, 
the well-vetted moderate rebels, we 
have got to help them, and that is why 
I believe there is still a role for us to 
play. A precipitous withdrawal by 
turning our heads away because we are 
fed up and disgusted, I think, is not the 
right move. 

So this fight is far from over, and the 
United States has a critical role to 
play. We need an authorization that de-
fines a role for the United States, a 
limited role, and that is the measure I 
will support. 

I, again, do want to thank Mr. 
MCGOVERN for bringing this issue to 
the floor. He is a thoughtful, effective 
colleague. And while I appreciate his 
resolution, I commend him for focusing 
this Congress on this important issue. 

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

b 1345 

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

I rise today in support of H. Con. Res. 
55, which comes before the House today 
under the provisions of the War Powers 
resolution. Along with my colleagues 
WALTER JONES and BARBARA LEE, we 
introduced this bipartisan bill to force 
a debate on how Congress has failed to 
carry out its constitutional duty to au-
thorize our military engagement in 
Iraq and Syria. 

Last August, the President author-
ized airstrikes against the Islamic 
State in Iraq and Syria. For over 10 
months, the United States has been en-
gaged in hostilities in Iraq and Syria 
without debating an authorization for 
this war. 

On February 11 of this year, over 4 
months ago, the President sent to Con-
gress the text for an Authorization for 
Use of Military Force on combating the 
Islamic State in Iraq, Syria, and else-
where; yet Congress has failed to act 
on that AUMF or to bring an alter-
native to the House floor, even though 
we continue to authorize and appro-
priate money for sustained military op-
erations in those countries. 

This is unacceptable. This House ap-
pears to have no problem sending our 
uniformed men and women into harm’s 
way. It appears to have no problem 
spending billions of dollars for the 
arms, equipment, and airpower to 
carry out these wars, but it just can’t 
bring itself to step up to the plate and 
take responsibility for these wars. 
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Our servicemen and -women are 

brave and dedicated. Congress, how-
ever, is guilty of moral cowardice. The 
Republican leadership of this House 
whines and complains from the side-
lines, and all the while, it shirks its 
constitutional duties to bring an 
AUMF to the floor of this House, de-
bate it, and vote on it. 

This resolution requires the Presi-
dent to withdraw U.S. troops from Iraq 
and Syria within 30 days or no later 
than the end of this year, December 31, 
2015. If this House approves this resolu-
tion, Congress would still have 6 
months in which to do the right thing 
and bring an AUMF before the House 
and Senate for debate and action—6 
months. 

Either Congress needs to live up to 
its responsibilities and authorize this 
war, or by its continuing neglect and 
indifference, our troops should be with-
drawn and should come home. It is that 
simple. 

Two weeks ago, General John Allen, 
the U.S. envoy for the U.S.-led coali-
tion that is fighting ISIL, said that 
this fight may take ‘‘a generation or 
more.’’ According to the Pentagon, we 
have spent more than $2.74 billion in 
the fight against the Islamic State. 
That is roughly $9.1 million each and 
every day. We have approximately 3,500 
boots on the ground, and that number 
is rising. 

If we are going to invest a generation 
or more of our blood and our treasure 
in this war and if we are going to con-
tinue to tell our Armed Forces that we 
expect them to fight and die in these 
wars, it seems to me the least we can 
do is stand up and vote to authorize 
these wars or we should end them. 

We owe that to the American people. 
We owe that to our troops and their 
families. We owe that to the oath of of-
fice that each of us took to uphold the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to hear all 
kinds of crazy today about this resolu-
tion. Some Members will say that it 
demands the withdrawal of our troops 
in 30 days. That is true if you only read 
half of a sentence in the bill. The other 
half makes clear that the President has 
until the end of the year to withdraw 
our troops. 

Some Members will claim that this 
resolution will undercut our troops 
while they are carrying out bombing 
campaigns and training Iraqi and Syr-
ian soldiers under dangerous condi-
tions. They will claim it will deny the 
Iraqis and the Kurds our critical sup-
port in the fight against the brutal ter-
ror and threat of ISIS. They will claim 
that it will leave ISIS unchecked by 
U.S. airpower and allow them to over-
run the region. 

Mr. Speaker, the truth is that it is 
precisely these threats and these chal-
lenges that make this debate so urgent. 
With such compelling issues at hand, 
how can Congress stand by and do 
nothing? How can Congress not have 
this debate and vote on an authoriza-
tion for this war? 

By setting a clear deadline Congress 
cannot ignore, this resolution provides 
a strong guarantee that Congress will 
finally do its job, that Congress will 
honor its duty to our troops and to all 
Americans by debating and voting on 
an authorization for this war. Our 
troops deserve a Congress that has the 
courage to stand with them. 

I see the courage and sacrifice of our 
uniformed men and women, but I see 
nothing but cowardice from the leader-
ship in this House. If they believe we 
should send our military forces to Iraq 
and Syria to fight ISIS and possibly die 
over there, then, for heaven’s sake, we 
should do our duty—we should do our 
job—and bring an AUMF to the House 
floor, debate it, and take some respon-
sibility for this war. 

That is all this resolution is trying 
to do. Give the leadership of this House 
a deadline that even it can’t ignore. Ei-
ther enact an AUMF over the next 6 
months or withdraw our forces from 
Iraq and Syria, one or the other. 

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

self 2 minutes. 
Again, the resolution before us today 

has nothing to do with an Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force; it is a 
withdrawal resolution. I don’t want to 
leave some of the oversimplified Au-
thorization for Use of Military Force 
rhetoric here unaddressed. 

The real question that the pro-
ponents are begging is: What should 
the United States be doing to combat 
ISIS? The answer with regard to to-
day’s resolution would be nothing and 
that we should withdraw from com-
bating the ISIS threat. That would be 
irresponsible and dangerous. 

I don’t disagree that the current 
state of the legal authorities the Presi-
dent is using against ISIS is less than 
ideal from our institution’s perspec-
tive, but that does not equal illegal and 
unconstitutional. I say this as someone 
who is deeply concerned about the 
President’s weak and unstrategic re-
sponse to the ISIS threat. 

The President has short-circuited 
this debate by claiming complete au-
thority under prior statutes to use our 
Armed Forces against ISIS. His admin-
istration has made the case that ISIS, 
which was previously known as al 
Qaeda in Iraq, ‘‘has been an enemy of 
the United States within the scope of 
the 2001 authorization—continuously— 
since at least 2004.’’ He has made the 
case that ISIS grew out of al Qaeda in 
Iraq and, in point of fact, that that is 
where ISIS came from. 

No AUMF we could draft could give 
the President more operational author-
ity than he already claims. Indeed, the 
draft text he sent asks us to constrain 
the authority that he already has and 
complicating, by the way, the effort to 
reach consensus. 

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

Mr. ROYCE. I yield myself an addi-
tional 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, just last week, this 
body considered a Defense Appropria-

tions amendment that would have used 
Congress’ constitutional power of the 
purse to force the AUMF issue, cutting 
off funding if Congress does not enact 
an ISIS-specific AUMF within the next 
year. That proposal failed in this insti-
tution. 

The reality is that Congress has 
made decisions that amount to, in a 
practical view, disagreeing with the au-
thors of this resolution. Allowing the 
President to use current force authori-
ties against ISIS is preferable to refus-
ing to confront the threat ISIS poses to 
our national security altogether. 

Now, I will continue to work with 
Ranking Member ELIOT ENGEL and all 
of our colleagues to see if we can find 
a way forward on a revised and updated 
authorization that is focused on the vi-
cious and growing threat posed by 
ISIS. That is what we need to be work-
ing on together. 

Merely acting without a credible way 
forward is foolhardy. It is not brave. A 
divisive and unsuccessful AUMF proc-
ess would be perceived by our allies, 
our partners, and our enemies as a vote 
of no confidence in the fight against 
ISIS, resulting in a significant blow to 
the national security of the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. 
HARTZLER), who chairs the Armed 
Services Subcommittee on Oversight 
and Investigations. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I thank the chair-
man. 

Mr. Speaker, while I respect my col-
league who offered this amendment, I 
oppose this resolution and urge my col-
leagues to vote in opposition. 

This unwise resolution would call for 
the unilateral withdrawal of U.S. 
forces from the fight against ISIL and 
leave this growing evil to continue to 
expand, terrorizing millions. 

This resolution would do more than 
halt all U.S. strikes against the ter-
rorist group in Iraq and Syria, remov-
ing the approximately 3,500 U.S. train-
ers from Iraq; it would unwisely deny 
the Kurdish Peshmerga critical support 
to fight against the brutal and barbaric 
terrorist group, leaving them alone to 
stop this threat. 

This resolution would leave ISIL un-
checked by U.S. airpower and allow the 
vicious terrorist group to gain strength 
as it would further destabilize the re-
gion by threatening allies, such as Jor-
dan, and create a largely uncontested 
safe haven from which ISIL could plot 
attacks against the United States. 

It would allow the continued bru-
tality of a group that beheads inno-
cents, including Americans, that forces 
women and children into sexual slav-
ery, that destroys religious heritage 
sites, and that targets Christians and 
others. 

This resolution has nothing to do 
with authorizing the use of military 
force against ISIL; instead, this resolu-
tion simply unilaterally withdraws our 
U.S. forces from fighting back against 
this evil. 
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I urge opposition to this resolution. 
Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, again, let 

me say that what we have here, as 
well-intentioned as I know it is, is a 
unilateral withdrawal, clean and sim-
ple. I understand the frustration, but 
this is like cutting off your nose to 
spite your face. I think we need to be 
very, very careful before we do these 
things unilaterally. 

It is now my pleasure to yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. CONNOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my good 
friend ELIOT ENGEL from New York, the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
full committee of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and I thank my 
friend ED ROYCE, the chairman of the 
full committee. They are both distin-
guished men, and I echo their senti-
ments. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in reluctant 
opposition to the measure offered by 
my friend from my home State of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. MCGOVERN, whose sin-
cerity can never be questioned in this 
body. 

I understand the purpose underlying 
this legislation, and I identify with the 
frustration that it expresses as, I 
think, do all of us. 

Proponents of the measure want Con-
gress to debate and vote on the use of 
military force in Iraq and Syria, and so 
do I. Proponents of this measure be-
lieve that Congress has failed to per-
form its constitutional duty by not 
taking up the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force against the Islamic 
State of Iraq and the Levant, and so do 
I. 

In fact, I believe the failure to debate 
an AUMF against ISIL is a continu-
ation of a sad but 60-year pattern of 
Congress’ abrogating one of its most 
fundamental constitutional roles and 
responsibilities. For an institution 
that constantly laments its subjuga-
tion at the hands of the executive 
branch, the retreat from its constitu-
tional responsibility on this matter, 
frankly, is jaw-dropping. 

It is time Congress makes crystal 
clear to the administration, to our al-
lies, to our constituents, and to our 
military families the circumstances 
and parameters under which we would, 
once again, authorize engagement for 
our and by our men and women in uni-
form in this tumultuous region of the 
world or, for that matter, anywhere; 
but one cannot endorse the tactic of 
this measure. 

This is constructed to be a sort of 
sword of Damocles that threatens us, 
Congress, with the automatic with-
drawal of our forces in the region in 
order to force congressional action 
with an AUMF. 

Congress should not heed such a mes-
sage, nor should it cater to such a 
sword hanging over its head in order to 
do its job. An ill-defined mission with 
no clear mandate and conflicting objec-
tives is hardly a formula for a military 
or a political victory. 

We should welcome a robust and 
transparent debate on the matter of an 

AUMF but not at any cost on the bat-
tlefield itself—a withdrawal, as this 
resolution proposes, mandated irre-
spective of battlefield reality, of bat-
tlefield progress lately against ISIS, a 
withdrawal mandated irrespective of 
our commitments to the Kurds or, for 
that matter, to the Iraqi Government 
itself. 
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That would be irresponsible and un-
worthy of a great power, however noble 
the underlying cause is. We have re-
sponsibilities on the ground. 

This resolution was drafted, as they 
say in Latin, ceteris paribus—all other 
things being equal. That is to say, in a 
perfect world. We don’t live in a perfect 
world. Our engagements are what they 
are. Our commitments are what they 
are. 

I don’t share the distinguished chair-
man’s criticism of this administration. 
It is a murky region to begin with. Our 
leverage is limited; our choices are 
dark and complicated. But we are mak-
ing progress in the region as we speak. 
To simply ignore all of that and insist 
we withdraw, in my view, would be ir-
responsible and unworthy of this great 
Nation. 

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

Let me just say to my colleagues, 
while I appreciate their thoughtful 
statements, this resolution that we are 
debating here today would have no 
standing if there were an AUMF. We 
wouldn’t even be allowed to bring this 
to the floor. 

I guess my question is: What do we 
have to do? What do Members of this 
House, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, have to do to force the leader-
ship here to bring to the floor an 
AUMF so we can do our job? That is all 
we are asking for. And, yes, this is a 
blunt instrument to do it, but I don’t 
know what else it will take to force 
this issue. I think we owe it to our 
servicemen and -women to have this 
debate and to have this vote. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES), a co-
sponsor of this resolution. 

Mr. JONES. I thank Mr. MCGOVERN 
for the time. 

Mr. Speaker, as many people have 
said today, even those who are for the 
resolution and against the resolution, 
we have a constitutional duty. That 
duty is to debate. I want to quote 
James Madison, to put the context on 
what we are trying to say today: ‘‘The 
power to declare war, including the 
power of judging the causes of war, is 
fully and exclusively vested in the leg-
islature.’’ Not the executive branch, 
but the legislature. 

The frustration that we have felt 
goes back to August of 2014, when JIM 
MCGOVERN and BARBARA LEE and WAL-
TER JONES wrote asking the Speaker of 
the House to allow us to have a debate. 
That is why Mr. MCGOVERN, BARBARA 
LEE, and I have put this resolution in 
today, to force a debate. We wouldn’t 

be talking about the Middle East if it 
weren’t for this resolution. 

In September, I sent my own letter 
to Speaker BOEHNER and asked for a 
full debate on an Authorization for Use 
of Military Force in the region. None of 
these letters have been answered. None 
of them. Last September, Speaker 
BOEHNER told The New York Times 
that he wanted to wait until 2015 to 
bring an AUMF to the floor of the 
House for a debate and a vote to avoid 
bringing it up during a lame duck ses-
sion. Okay, I can accept that, that 
makes good sense. It does. 

In December, Speaker BOEHNER said 
the House Republicans would work 
with the President to get an AUMF re-
quest approved if the President sent 
one to Congress. As Mr. MCGOVERN just 
said, he did send us one in February. 
Most people—Democrat and Repub-
lican—didn’t particularly like what 
was in the AUMF, but at least it was 
the vehicle for the debate. But then in 
February when the Speaker of the 
House received it, he didn’t do any-
thing with it. Nothing has happened. 

As has been said by speakers before 
me, last month JIM MCGOVERN, BAR-
BARA LEE, and I sent another letter to 
the Speaker of the House asking for a 
debate. Nothing happened. That is the 
reason this resolution is on the floor. It 
is because, as Madison said: House, do 
your job. He didn’t say: Executive 
branch, do your job. He said the legis-
lative branch. That is us. We need to do 
this on behalf of the Constitution and 
on behalf of our young men and women 
in uniform who will give their life for 
this country. 

As has been said before me, it has 
been 314 days since President Obama 
started launching airstrikes and put-
ting troops in Iraq and Syria without 
receiving the authorization by Con-
gress. According to the Pentagon, we 
have spent over $9 million a day fight-
ing ISIS, for a total of $2.7 billion. Isn’t 
this another reason that we should be 
debating the Middle East and our role 
in the Middle East? I think so. 

Let me repeat James Madison: ‘‘The 
power to declare war, including the 
power of judging the causes of war, is 
fully and exclusively vested in the leg-
islature.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of New York). The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONES. In closing, Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to say that I bring these 
pictures to the floor of those who give 
their life for this country. This is a 
flag-draped coffin being pulled off a 
transport plane in Dover, Delaware, 
and it is time that we meet our obliga-
tion and debate this issue of war be-
cause we are not doing our job. We owe 
it to the American people, to the Con-
stitution, and to those who wear the 
uniform. 

I thank Mr. MCGOVERN for the time. 
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THE CONSTITUTION PROJECT, 

Washington, DC, June 17, 2015. 
Hon. JIM MCGOVERN, 
House of Representatives, 
Hon. WALTER JONES, 
House of Representatives, 
Hon. BARBARA LEE, 
House of Representatives, 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES MCGOVERN, JONES 
AND LEE: We write to applaud you for your 
efforts to compel Congress to exercise its 
constitutional responsibility to decide on 
war. For ten months President Obama has 
prosecuted the war against the Islamic State 
of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) under a spe-
cious legal claim that Congress authorized it 
fourteen years ago. Congress has done no 
such thing. It is high time that Members 
weighed in. 

We take no position on grave policy 
choices about whether to continue to use 
military force against ISIL, and if so how. 
But Congress must. The Framers vested the 
war power in the legislative branch precisely 
because they believed that young Americans 
should only be put in harm’s way when the 
people, through their representatives’ collec-
tive judgment, approved it. 

We know this is the most difficult issue 
that Members face. It is also your most im-
portant responsibility. If Congress agrees 
that U.S. service men and women should be 
engaged in battle, it is Members’ constitu-
tional duty to say so. If Congress disagrees, 
those men and women should come home. 
What Congress cannot do is continue to 
avoid the question. We support H. Con. Res. 
55 because it would force this long-overdue 
debate and vote. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us, via 
Scott Roehm at The Constitution Project, 
with any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 
MICKEY EDWARDS, 

Vice President, Aspen 
Institute; former 
Member of Congress 
(R–OK) and Chair-
man of the House 
Republican Policy 
Committee; co-chair 
The Constitution 
Project War Powers 
Committee 

LOUIS FISHER, 
Specialist in Constitu-

tional Law, Law Li-
brary of Congress 
(ret.); Scholar in 
Residence, The Con-
stitution Project 

VIRGINIA SLOAN, 
President, The Con-

stitution Project. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. WILSON), a member of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Emerging Threats and Capabilities of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I 
thank Chairman ROYCE for his leader-
ship, along with Ranking Member 
ELIOT ENGEL. 

I am in opposition to H. Con. Res. 55, 
which would withdraw U.S. forces cur-
rently deployed to Iraq and Syria, 
which are providing regional stability 
to protect American families. Sadly, 
this resolution will undermine Amer-
ica’s current campaign to fight terror-
ists overseas. It would end our air cam-
paign in Iraq and Syria, stop our train-
ing and equipping of Iraqi Kurdish 

Peshmerga and Sunni tribal forces, as 
well as moderate Syrian opposition 
forces, and abandon our commitment 
to our partners in the region. 

The resolution would promote ISIS/ 
Daesh’s momentum, create safe havens 
for terrorists to attack American fami-
lies, and increase the Tehran regime’s 
influence of a murderous ideology that 
declares: Death to America, death to 
Israel. It would allow Daesh to become 
an even bigger threat to American fam-
ilies, as we have seen with attacks 
from New York to Boston. Retreating 
will create safe havens to enable more 
attacks on American families. We must 
remember September the 11th in the 
global war on terrorism. Unilateral 
withdrawal will not stop the war, as 
our enemies will continue their at-
tacks. 

The resolution does not consider the 
situation on the ground in Iraq or 
Syria or the recommendations of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Indeed, this 
morning, Chairman Martin Dempsey 
said that withdrawing the troops would 
be a mistake and put America at great-
er risk. 

As the grateful dad of two sons who 
have served in Iraq, I would prefer a 
clear strategy of victory for our mis-
sion in Iraq and Syria. We should not 
abandon the efforts of peace through 
strength. I want to work with Members 
across the aisle to develop a better ap-
proach. It is my hope we will take 
steps to accomplish this. 

While Operation Inherent Resolve 
has shortcomings, it is the only course 
of action that takes steps toward stop-
ping jihadist extremists overseas. I am 
opposed to House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 55 and urge my colleagues to vote 
against it as well. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE), a ris-
ing star on the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. I thank the ranking member and 
also the chair of our committee. I also 
want to thank the sponsor and author 
of this resolution, Mr. MCGOVERN. 
Thanks to him, we finally have a 
chance to discuss and debate this issue 
right here on the House floor. 

Mr. Speaker, before I entered this 
body, when I was a State legislator and 
a candidate, I noticed back last Au-
gust-September, as the ISIS/Daesh 
movement was growing in Iraq and 
Syria and other parts of the Middle 
East, the British Parliament rushed 
back to London to debate a war resolu-
tion. I was deeply disappointed, as an 
American citizen, and, quite frankly, 
shocked that the United States Con-
gress did not do exactly the same 
thing; to come here and outline and de-
bate the parameters by which we would 
authorize the President to wage war 
against this evil and barbaric threat. 
Unfortunately, that did not happen. 

Several months ago—I think it might 
have been back in January—President 
Obama did submit to the Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, of which I am proudly 
a member, an Authorization for Use of 
Military Force. Unfortunately, that 
AUMF, somewhat predictably, got at-
tacked by some on the right as insuffi-
cient in some areas; and, frankly, got 
attacked by some on the left as insuffi-
cient in other areas. Both sides had le-
gitimate discussions and concerns. 

What went wrong after that is that 
we didn’t actually have that discussion 
or debate right here on the House floor. 
It was too easy for Members of this 
body to just say: This is too difficult; 
we are going to let the President han-
dle it, and we are going to shirk our re-
sponsibility. That is wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, let me be clear. I do not 
support the resolution that is in front 
of us and will not be voting for it. I 
think an outright withdrawal of troops 
within the next 6 weeks would be a ter-
rible mistake and is not the approach 
that we should take, but I do believe it 
is about time we do our duty and re-
sponsibility and have this discussion 
and debate. It is about time we, the 
Congress of the United States, on a bi-
partisan basis, come up with an action-
able plan to fight and defeat ISIS, one 
that is consistent with our values and 
at the same time one that does not in-
advertently commit us to 5 and 10 
years down the road responsibilities 
that we do not envision today. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), who believes Con-
gress ought to do its job and pass an 
AUMF. 

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
JONES, Ms. LEE, I thought the House 
would be screaming at the opportunity 
to justify sending young men and 
women to a part of the world that we 
believe is of danger to the entire com-
munity. 

I am so amazed that people are say-
ing that this resolution calls for the 
immediate withdrawal of our troops. I 
don’t read it that way because I don’t 
know of anything that justifies them 
being there, and this could be scream-
ing for a reason why the administra-
tion and Members of Congress want 
these troops there. 

I have no clue as to why people be-
lieve that these people, who have been 
fighting each other for thousands of 
years, are a threat to my Nation’s na-
tional security. I don’t know of any of 
my constituents that go to sleep at 
night worried about ISIS invading 
their jobless community. 

I do know—because I am old enough 
to remember—that when the Japanese 
struck Pearl Harbor, immediately 
President Roosevelt called the Con-
gress to declare war, and America, with 
pride, came out to support our Nation 
and our President. 

Now, I don’t see the connection be-
tween ISIS and being struck by Japa-
nese and Germans, but I know one 
thing: When an American dies, when 
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they lose their lives, when we send 
them overseas, when they come back 
wounded or deranged, we have an obli-
gation in this body to justify why we 
have done it. 

I may be wrong, but the reason I 
think we run away from this responsi-
bility is because we don’t really feel 
the pain of the people we are sending 
all over the world and exposing them 
to losing their lives. Why don’t we feel 
it? Don’t we say, ‘‘Thank you for your 
service’’? Do we thank the people who 
don’t come back? Do we explain and go 
to the funerals that I go to as to why 
they were there? Do we explain that 
the President of the United States and 
the Members of this House believe it is 
important for them to be there? All 
you have to do is come here, declare 
war, or justify why the security of the 
United States is being threatened, and 
I then will be prepared to send some-
body else’s kids to fight this war to 
protect the rest of our country. We 
don’t have a draft. We don’t pay for the 
war. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from New York. 
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Mr. RANGEL. I conclude by saying 

that, when issues are serious enough 
for us to draft other people’s kids, 
when they are serious enough for us to 
say that we are not going to borrow 
money from Communist China to pay 
for these wars, then I can be convinced, 
even if I disagree, that when this Con-
gress and this President believes my 
country is being threatened, you count 
me in. 

Until such time, we are waiting to 
hear about the threat to our national 
security so that we can make up our 
minds. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ZELDIN), a member of the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Speaker, only in 
Congress do you have a resolution pre-
sented to deauthorize the use of force 
because you want to authorize the use 
of force. 

It is, quite frankly, pretty insulting 
that you would present a proposal to 
this body to withdraw troops and then 
accuse the other side of having moral 
cowardice for opposing the resolution. 

There needs to be more mention of 
the President’s strategy to defeat 
ISIS—or lack thereof. We have a duty 
here in Congress to set our troops up to 
succeed, not to fail. 

There has been a lot of debate with 
regard to the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force. I am proud to serve on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee. Chair-
man ROYCE has had multiple hearings 
discussing the Authorization for Use of 
Military Force. 

Secretary Kerry was before the com-
mittee. He was asked: ‘‘Does this au-
thorization authorize offensive ac-
tion?’’ 

He said: ‘‘No.’’ 
There was a five-paragraph letter 

since—with the authorization request— 
talking about the need to use Special 
Forces. We can’t get a straight answer 
from this administration as to whether 
or not he is referring to ours. 

Yes, we have a duty to set our troops 
up to succeed, and not fail. We had a 
Marine general in front of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. When asked wheth-
er or not the general in charge of our 
troops overseas in Iraq has the ability 
to authorize the mission to take out 
Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi or capture ac-
tionable intelligence, he read a para-
graph that simply said that that gen-
eral can make a recommendation. 

What is further insulting is just how 
many people don’t even know the name 
of that two-star general. Not only does 
he not have the flexibility and re-
sources he needs to accomplish the 
mission from the administration that 
is in charge right now, led by the Com-
mander in Chief, my constituents— 
Americans—don’t even know that gen-
tleman’s name. 

Yes, there has been a lot of debate. 
We have a need to protect our troops. 
That is why I oppose this resolution. 

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

Let me just reiterate that I agree 
that Congress should do its job and 
pass a new AUMF. The question is: Is 
this the best way to do it? We ought to 
pass the right AUMF, not just any 
AUMF, and we are told we should force 
the issue. 

I had a friend who used to say: ‘‘Be 
careful what you wish for.’’ If we pass 
this resolution, it is more than possible 
the Republican leadership will force 
through language that we on this side 
of the aisle cannot accept, something 
that does not have the limits the 
Democrats are seeking, or worse, just 
ratify the administration’s argument 
that the 2001 AUMF applies to ISIL. 

We need to pass an AUMF, I agree, 
but we need to pass the right AUMF, 
even if that means we can’t do it with-
in 6 months. I hope we can get together 
and do that—and we should—and that 
is why I think this debate is good; but 
I think passing any AUMF is like buy-
ing a pig in a poke, and I am not ready 
to go down that line. 

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

should have passed an AUMF before we 
got into this latest war. We have been 
at it for 10 months. We are asking Con-
gress to do its job in the next 6 months. 
How much longer do we want? 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. MASSIE). 

Mr. MASSIE. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for yielding. 

I think some words from James 
Madison are instructive to this debate. 
He said: 

In no part of the Constitution is more wis-
dom to be found than in the clause which 
confides the question of war and peace to the 
legislature, and not to the executive depart-
ment. Beside the objection to such a mixture 

of heterogeneous powers, the trust and the 
temptation would be too great for any one 
man . . . War is in fact the true nurse of ex-
ecutive aggrandizement. In war, a physical 
force is to be created; and it is the executive 
which is to direct it. In war, the public treas-
ures are to be unlocked; and it is the execu-
tive hand which is to dispense them. 

Hence, it has grown into an axiom that the 
executive is the department of power most 
distinguished by its propensity to war; 
hence, it is the practice of all States, in pro-
portion as they are free, to disarm this pro-
pensity of its influence. 

That was a warning that he gave us. 
Unfortunately, after being in this con-
flict for several years without an au-
thorization from Congress, we have de-
volved into the dystopian condition 
that he warned us about. 

I don’t think anybody in this body 
seeks to weaken our powers or give 
them to the President. What we are de-
bating here is when to have the Au-
thorization for Use of Military Force or 
a declaration of war. The time to have 
that was 2 years ago. It was years ago, 
before the President acted. 

To the people who are against this 
resolution, I say you could be right. 
You might be right. If this resolution 
fails, I hope you are right, that this 
resolution wasn’t necessary, and we do 
assert our constitutional prerogative, 
our responsibility, and have that de-
bate and therefore instruct the Presi-
dent on the reasons for this engage-
ment and what his directives are. 

I just want to remind my colleagues 
this is a strategy, this is a parliamen-
tary tactic that is necessary to force 
the debate, and let’s have the debate. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas, 
Judge POE, chairman of the Foreign Af-
fairs Subcommittee on Terrorism, Non-
proliferation, and Trade. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I, like the author of 
this resolution, am concerned about 
our troops that have been in Iraq and 
Afghanistan for a long time. 

In my office, I have photographs of 
the 37 Texans with connections to my 
district who have been killed in Iraq or 
Afghanistan, of all races, both sexes, 
and all branches of the service. Here we 
are, years later, and we are still there. 

I am also concerned about this group 
ISIS. The question is: Is ISIS a na-
tional security threat to the United 
States? I believe that it is. They are 
doing things to other people that we 
haven’t seen in world history since the 
barbarians, and they are doing things 
much worse than even the barbarians 
did. 

ISIS wants to establish a caliphate in 
the Middle East. It wants to kill us in 
the United States. They have made 
that clear. 

If ISIS is a national security threat 
to the U.S., which I believe it is, then 
let’s have a plan to defeat them, a plan 
now. Why are we waiting years to 
make this decision? Have the debate on 
the House floor: Are they a national se-
curity threat? If yes, go after them; if 
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not, then do something else. Mean-
while, people of all nations are dying. 

I believe that ISIS will continue as 
long as there is not someone to stop 
them. It is in our national security in-
terest to defeat them. The United 
States needs to have a plan. People of 
all nations are dying. We need to make 
a decision. 

We need to make a decision as soon 
as possible, and we need to pick a horse 
and ride it, and we need to do it now. 
This bill is not the answer to doing 
that. Passing this legislation weakens 
us and weakens our national security. I 
oppose it. 

And that is just the way it is. 
Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. FRANKEL). 

Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, this debate is personal to me. I 
watched my son Ben, then a proud 
United States marine, being sent off to 
two wars, Afghanistan and Iraq. My 
family was blessed; he returned safely. 

Both sides of the aisle know the price 
of the battle: too many killed, too 
many deeply scarred, too many lives of 
loved ones disrupted, trillions of dol-
lars spent, and the reputation of our 
country at stake—sometimes for good 
reasons and sometimes in tragic error. 

I will agree with those who say that, 
when terror strikes in the world, it is 
our concern and it does require our 
leadership. There are times when we 
must risk brave lives to save many 
more. With that said, when I came to 
Washington, I vowed not to send any-
one else’s son or daughter in harm’s 
way unless I understood the mission 
and the end game, too. 

We owe this to all our children. That 
is why I urge my colleagues to take the 
time to deliberate and debate on the 
use of force against the terrorists who 
threaten the security of our country 
and our allies. Congress has no greater 
responsibility. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARAMENDI). 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States 
Constitution is clear: Congress, and 
Congress alone, shall have the power to 
declare war. 

Make no mistake, the current cam-
paign against ISIS is a war. 

Mr. Speaker, our esteemed colleague 
from Texas made a very cogent argu-
ment about why we need clarity. The 
inability to have a clear plan is based 
upon the fact that Congress has not yet 
articulated an authorization to use 
force that would lay out the param-
eters and the extent of what we would 
expect the President to do. 

The President says he has the au-
thorization under the 2001 and 2002 au-
thorizations. Ambiguity, clearly, is 
present. I disagree with the President 
on those as an authorization. I have ar-
gued for more than 10 months that our 
military operations against ISIS need 
their own authorization. 

The President did his part. He sub-
mitted a draft to us in February. Since 

then, we have had a few committee 
hearings, but no real action. Leader-
ship in both Houses has refused to 
schedule votes on this issue, either in 
committee or on the floor. That is un-
acceptable. 

We have already run up significant 
costs, $2.7 billion on operations to con-
tinue the fight against ISIS in Iraq and 
Syria. We have begun delivering $1.7 
billion of weapons. More importantly, 
we have lost 7 servicemembers already. 

This has to change. This resolution is 
to force us, the Congress, to uphold our 
constitutional duty to debate and vote 
on the authorization for the use of 
force in Iraq and Syria. I have no doubt 
that if this resolution passes, an appro-
priate authorization to use force will 
be passed, and we will have clarity as 
to the scope and conduct of this war. 

I thank my colleagues for intro-
ducing this legislation. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. HOLDING). 

Mr. HOLDING. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the res-
olution in front of us today. 

If passed, the pressure we the United 
States have been able to apply against 
ISIS would be stopped, and our allies in 
the region would be left out in the cold. 

There is no doubt about the true 
wickedness of ISIS in both Iraq and 
Syria. Their twisted views and thirst 
for blood have spread instability in the 
Middle East, leaving a wake of destruc-
tion. 

The United States, along with our 
partners, has struggled to beat back 
ISIS’ advances, and the adoption of 
this resolution would effectively end 
our operations against ISIS, thus cre-
ating a direct threat to our national 
security and our interests. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is mis-
guided and unwise, and I urge my col-
leagues to oppose it. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE). 

Mr. CICILLINE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the resolution brought to the floor 
by my colleague, Mr. MCGOVERN. 

No one disputes the horrific nature of 
the activities being described today 
and the sickening violence in this re-
gion of the world. No one disputes they 
must be defeated. The question is: 
What is the best strategy to defeat 
them and what authorization is re-
quired to accomplish this objective? 

This is exactly the purpose of a full, 
thoughtful debate on the use of mili-
tary force. 

b 1430 

My constituents expect Congress to 
do its job, and we have failed for 4 
months to act on the President’s draft 
for the Authorization for Use of Mili-
tary Force. 

There is no more serious duty that 
we have than the declaration of war, 

and I thank my friend from Massachu-
setts for taking an action intended to 
force the House to perform its con-
stitutional responsibility and debate 
the use of military force in Iraq and 
Syria. This resolution is our only vehi-
cle to force the House to do what it has 
failed to do. 

Over the past 14 years, the United 
States has lost more than 6,000 heroes 
who served our Nation in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply 
concerned about the possibility that we 
could continue to commit more brave 
American men and women in uniform 
to a conflict without carefully consid-
ering, seriously debating, and properly 
authorizing that use of military force. 

Allowing this military action to con-
tinue without a real public debate is 
failing our most solemn responsibility 
as Members of Congress. This is the 
only way that we will ultimately de-
velop and implement a successful 
strategy—a rigorous debate in full pub-
lic view. 

We absolutely must ensure that any 
additional involvement in any way has 
clearly defined goals and objectives, is 
properly limited in scope, and is fully 
explained to and supported by the 
American people. That is what Mr. 
MCGOVERN’s resolution attempts to do, 
to force this House over the next sev-
eral months to undertake its constitu-
tional responsibility to debate, to care-
fully consider, and to ultimately au-
thorize the use of military force. We 
should not shirk this responsibility. 

I thank the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts for giving us the opportunity 
to make our voices heard. I thank the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
this hour, this minute, this second is 
actually a gift to the American people. 
I thank the proponents of this resolu-
tion because it recognizes, first and 
above all, that this little document, 
the Constitution, albeit small, creates 
mountains of responsibility on behalf 
of the American people. 

This moment, this minute, this sec-
ond we are giving the American people 
their due and their respect, and that is 
to acknowledge that there must be a 
full debate on sending our treasure 
continuously to Iraq and Syria. There 
is no divide between us on the vileness 
of ISIS and all of the terrorist groups 
and the willingness of the American 
people to be empathetic, sympathetic, 
and helping the Iraqis and Syrians and 
those who are suffering and those who 
are bleeding. 

But the question has to be, after 6,000 
wounded, hundreds who have been 
killed particularly in my State, and 
thousands more across the Nation, we 
have to find the pathway where all of 
us know what we are doing. 
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This is an important resolution. We 

need the debate, and we need to under-
stand that our soldiers need to be pro-
tected and ultimately brought home. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support of H. 
Con. Res. 55, directing the President, pursu-
ant to section 5(c) of the War Powers Resolu-
tion, to remove United States Armed Forces 
deployed to Iraq or Syria on or after August 7, 
2014, other than Armed Forces required to 
protect United States diplomatic facilities and 
personnel, from Iraq and Syria. 

This resolution provides a procedural mech-
anism for Congress to do its job. 

Specifically, the resolution gives the House 
leadership 6 months to take up an AUMF, de-
bate it and vote up or voted down. 

This time frame allows the President the op-
portunity to revise the AUMF to state his ob-
jectives and goals for consideration by Con-
gress. 

As a senior member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee and the Ranking Member of 
the Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime, Ter-
rorism, Homeland Security and Investigations, 
I stand in strong support of our country’s 
armed forces’ might and our valiant soldiers 
and armed personnel who have fought to pro-
tect our country. 

I also stand with the American people and 
taxpayers, who have placed their trust in the 
President and his Administration through war 
and peace. 

After all, not too long ago, he was one of us 
grappling with the war logic we were pre-
sented by the prior administration. 

President Obama inherited this war, along 
with a problematic economy and we applaud 
all his good faith efforts to do ‘‘damage con-
trol’’ to fix a problem he did not create as it re-
lates to ending war and facilitating a better 
economy for the American people. 

I recognize that it is not an easy feat to fix 
our problematic war policies under enormous 
pressure from both sides of the aisle. 

We recognize that the President has been 
thoughtful, deliberative and judicious about our 
presence in Iraq and Syria. 

We appreciate the threat to the United 
States posed by the current instability in the 
Middle East, especially with events in the re-
cent past: the Arab Spring, ISIS in Iraq and 
Syria. 

We have spent nearly trillions of dollars in 
wars against ISIS in Iraq and Syria. 

Let me be clear the threat of ISIS and ter-
rorism is clear. 

That is why we need to have a full clear and 
comprehensive debate on what the plan is. 

We have six months to do it and thus we 
can be thoughtful and deliberate about it. 

To keep our homeland safe, we must be 
able to defeat and destroy ISIS. 

Over 7,000 fallen heroes have sacrificed 
their lives to protect our country and help fa-
cilitate democracy in Iraq and Syria. 

Their devotion to our country is remarkable 
and inspiring. 

The Islamic State, also known as ISIS is 
gobbling up land in Iraq and Syria. 

In 2007, I introduced H.R. 930, the ‘‘Military 
Success in Iraq and Diplomatic Surge for Po-
litical and National Reconciliation in Iraq Act of 
2007’’ (MSIA). 

Among other things, H.R. 930, would re-
quire a diplomatic full-court press designed to 
engage all six of Iraq’s neighbors—Iran, Tur-
key, Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Ku-

wait—more constructively in stabilizing Iraq. 
These countries are already involved in a bi-
lateral, self-interested and disorganized way. 

The MSIA Act would ensure that never 
again will the American people or the Con-
gress be bamboozled into rubber-stamping an 
ill-advised, ill-planned, preemptive war. 

In the Eighteenth Congressional District of 
Texas alone, more than 300 Texans have 
made the ultimate sacrifice for their country. 

Indeed, more than 3,000 Texans have been 
wounded. 

The cost of war is brutal on our commu-
nities. 

In my state, of the over 3,000 lives that 
have been lost, I can assure you that thou-
sands more lives are affected. 

To date, the war in Iraq alone has claimed 
the lives of over 4,000 brave servicemen and 
women. More than 30,000 Americans have 
been wounded, many suffering the most hor-
rific injuries. 

The mothers, fathers, wives, brothers, sis-
ters, children, cousins, aunts, uncles and 
friends of those of our fallen soldiers are af-
fected. 

How do they manage? 
How do they cope after losing their loved 

ones? 
How does a mother deal with the reality of 

burying her son or daughter? 
How does a father mourn the loss of his 

adult child, whose bright future carried a lot of 
his aspirations for a better and safer America? 

That is just the human cost. 
We are grateful to various U.S. agencies 

and non-profit organizations like the wounded 
warriors organizations that are helping these 
brave men and women attempt to put the 
pieces together. 

We made the point that it was essential for 
this and prior Administrations to develop ‘‘a 
plan’’ for any war we sought to embark upon. 

Yes, we understand that the Armed Forces 
of the United States is unparalleled on the bat-
tlefield and would decisively defeat Iraq’s 
forces and remove Saddam Hussein, which in 
fact we did. 

But the existential question was what do we 
do next? 

This resolution allows time for the President 
to come up with a plan for Congress to look 
at and consider. 

Just consider these facts. Since the war 
began in Iraq and Syria: 

In addition to our American causalities, hun-
dreds of thousands of Iraqi and Syrian civil-
ians have been killed. 

About 13.6 million people, equivalent to the 
population of London, have been displaced by 
the conflicts in Syria and Iraq, and many are 
without food or shelter according to the 
UNHCR. 

More than a trillion dollars has been ex-
pended on both wars; 

On the operations against ISIS, it is esti-
mated that we are spending as much as $22 
billion a year. 

Could this money be put to better use? 
Well, consider the following: 

How about fully funding the last week’s 
Trade Adjustment Bill we voted on to protect 
over 280,000 American workers displaced by 
U.S. involvement in global trade; 

A well funded TAA is designed to help train 
American workers displaced into new career 
paths so that they are able to make a living 
and support their families; 

Programs funded by the TAA provide a path 
for employment growth and opportunity 
through aid to U.S. workers who have lost 
their jobs as a result of foreign trade; 

The TAA provide our trade-affected workers 
with opportunities to obtain the skills, re-
sources, and support they need to become re-
employed; 

According to the DOL, over 5 percent of 
Americans are still looking for work and are 
unemployed or underemployed; 

That means 1.5 million Americans are strug-
gling financially; 

This translates to millions of families. 
Should we not be working to improve the 

livelihood of Americans? 
Mr. Speaker, opponents of the resolution 

before us contend that it gives comfort to the 
enemy and undermines the President’s strat-
egy for success in war in Iraq and Syria. 

What we need is a solid strategy that is 
supported by the Administration, Congress 
and the American people. 

This starts with a plan put forth by the Presi-
dent and debated and approved by the Con-
gress. 

This is why we should afford the President 
the opportunity to come up with this plan. 

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned before, exiles 
and militia leaders have found their way into 
Iraq and Syria in the likes of ISIS and are now 
a menace to peace loving people everywhere. 

Peace, security, and the protection of lives 
is and should be our priority. 

That is why I strongly and proudly support 
our magnificent, heroic, and selfless service 
men and women. 

That is why I strongly support H. Con. Res. 
55 which provides a procedural mechanism for 
Congress to do its job, by giving House lead-
ership 6 months to take up an AUMF, debate 
it and vote up or voted down. 

I urge all members to support the resolution 
before the House. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. KINZINGER), a member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, who 
also served in the U.S. Air Force in 
Iraq and Afghanistan and was one of 
the earliest voices calling for air-
strikes against ISIS. 

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the chairman for his 
leadership on this issue for, unfortu-
nately, the long time that we have 
been having to deal with this. 

I am surprised. We watch the news. 
We see what is happening overseas and 
from afar, and we see the human trag-
edy occurring; yet we are here debating 
an isolationism resolution to withdraw 
all military actions from the Middle 
East at a time when we see utter 
human tragedies. This is not the time, 
in fact, to halt military operations. 

I would like to speak out quickly on 
an issue that I think underlines this 
whole debate. There are some that be-
lieve that if our foreign policy were 
simply nicer, if our foreign policy were 
more accommodating or less focused 
on military power, then the world and, 
more importantly, our enemies would 
suddenly view America in a much dif-
ferent light, or that the problems that 
we are facing today, we wouldn’t be 
facing them at all. This is a view of pa-
cificism or disengagement in the world, 
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and it represents at best a naive world 
view, and I think it is certainly an illu-
sion. 

Ironically, as we debate the merits of 
this resolution, we have a case study in 
the illusion of pacifism or disengage-
ment. The President laid down a red 
line against Bashar al-Assad in Syria, 
and, in fact, the Russians supposedly 
gave the President an off-ramp in 
which he was able to exit and allow 
Bashar al-Assad to simply give up his 
chemical weapons. 

When we saw that nicer new engage-
ment by the United States, we did not 
see a peaceful Bashar al-Assad emerge 
realizing that he had simply misunder-
stood the United States. We saw the 
same brutal dictator that murdered his 
own people continued to be brutal and 
murderous. 

Before we withdrew troops com-
pletely from Iraq, many implored the 
President to leave a residual force. We 
didn’t do it, and we have now the next 
iteration of al Qaeda, named ISIS. 
Now, that may be a bit of an over-
simplification, but it is, in essence, 
what we see. 

I think it is fine to have a debate 
about AUMF in this Chamber, and we 
should. What the President gave us was 
an AUMF that not only limited his 
ability to fight ISIS, but limited the 
ability of the next President of the 
United States to fight and destroy 
ISIS. I personally won’t be a party to 
tying the President’s hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I was in Iraq just a few 
months ago, and I saw the human trag-
edy that occurred. I stood in the U.N. 
refugee camp and had a little girl come 
up to me and explain through a trans-
lator how her parents were killed by 
ISIS and how she ran away fleeing for 
security, and I realized the important 
role that the United States of America 
plays, the unfortunate burden that we 
must bear for world security. 

Mr. Speaker, we either stand up and 
fight ISIS now, or we sit on our knees 
and cower before them later. 

Mr. ENGEL. I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN), a senior member of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is 
unacceptable that we have not debated 
in committee and on the floor of this 
House an AUMF and a foreign policy 
designed to fit current circumstances, 
designed to fit an Assad regime that 
has killed nearly 200,000 of his own peo-
ple, designed to fit ISIS, which either 
is or isn’t a part or a former part of al 
Qaeda. Instead, we operate under a res-
olution passed in the wake of the at-
tacks in 2001. 

The resolution before us I do not 
think is the answer to the fact that 
Congress has not debated a new AUMF. 

The reason I rise to oppose it is be-
cause I urge Members to read it. It says 
that all forces must be withdrawn in 30 
days unless there is some threat to 
their security. It says that it ends all 
deployment, but it is not clear how it 
applies to Air Force operations or 

Naval air operations. Presumably, we 
would stop all bombing under all cir-
cumstances. 

How does it apply to the rights of the 
President under current law to deploy 
our forces for 60 to 90 days if there 
would be some further outrage from 
the Assad regime? 

We need a new resolution that does 
Congress’ best job to deal with the cur-
rent circumstances. What we don’t 
need is the idea that blaming Obama 
for everything constitutes a foreign 
policy strategy. 

The fact is that it was the Bush ad-
ministration that installed and left al- 
Maliki in power. It is al-Maliki that 
expelled all our forces and would not 
allow a residual force. Would we have 
gone to war with the Iraqi Army under 
al-Maliki if he expelled our forces? I 
have yet to hear that suggested by the 
blame Obama side. 

The fact is that we cannot leave our 
forces in a country that will not sign a 
status of forces agreement with us. 

The great problem with Iraq today is 
what al-Maliki did to that country, and 
the person who installed al-Maliki was 
the former President of the United 
States, President George W. Bush. 

So I look forward, first, to the defeat 
of this resolution but, second, to con-
sideration of a new AUMF that focuses 
on whether we will do anything about 
Assad or only go after ISIS, whether 
we will use ground forces, which I op-
pose, or just use our Air Forces. That 
debate needs to start in our committee, 
but this resolution is not an answer. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I don’t 
appreciate this resolution being 
mischaracterized. The troops don’t 
have to be withdrawn for 6 months, and 
the point of this resolution is to force 
this House to do its job and pass an 
AUMF. If my colleagues are so upset 
that we haven’t debated and voted on 
an AUMF, they ought to support this 
resolution because it is the only way 
we are going to force the leadership in 
this House to do its job. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE). 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the best way I can think of of sup-
porting our servicemembers and their 
families in this time of war, because I 
can think of no greater way to support 
them, to ensure that we have a strat-
egy with defined, achievable goals 
when we are going to put their lives on 
the line. Today, I don’t know that we 
have that. 

Do we have a partner in Iraq that has 
the will to fight? Do we have the re-
sources necessary across two different 
battlefields in Iraq and Syria to 
achieve the President’s goal of degrad-
ing, defeating, and destroying ISIS? Do 
we have a strategy that is worthy of 
the loss of even one American service-
member’s life? 

I think all of those questions are 
worthy of discussion and debate, a de-
bate that would hopefully lead to an 
intelligent use of military force with 
that defined strategy. 

This, Mr. Speaker, I believe, is our 
way of supporting soldiers and their 
families. It is also a way that the 
American people can hold us account-
able by making the most important, 
awesome decision that a Member of 
Congress can, which is to put an Amer-
ican servicemember in harm’s way. 

I want to make sure that we can 
source the judgment and wisdom of the 
people that we represent. I, for one, if 
we have that debate and have that 
vote, will go back to my community. I 
will talk to veterans who have served 
in our wars. I will talk to the parents 
of future servicemembers whose chil-
dren’s lives will be put on the line, 
some which will be lost, some which 
will be changed forever. I think that is 
the minimum responsibility that we 
must meet. 

I wish that an AUMF were brought to 
the floor in some other way, but today 
this is the only way to get there. For 
that reason, I will support this. 

Mr. ROYCE. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Indiana (Mrs. 
WALORSKI), a member of the Armed 
Services and the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committees. 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I just 
came from an Armed Services Com-
mittee meeting where the Secretary of 
Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs both agreed that under no cir-
cumstances should this House consider 
this resolution at this time, which is 
conceivably an immediate withdrawal 
of our troops from Iraq and Syria. This 
causes, they discussed, an immediate 
risk to our homeland and our allies. 

We would not be here today debating 
this issue if the Commander in Chief 
had articulated a strategy to the 
American people. We would not be de-
bating this concept. 

Even so, Mr. Chairman, this is dan-
gerous for America, and this is not the 
way to go on a plan for an immediate 
withdrawal with our allies and with 
our homeland being at risk. 

The world is watching today. The 
world has watched for the last several 
years our lack of a foreign policy plan, 
but today the world is watching to see 
if this U.S. House is going to stand to-
gether in a bipartisan manner and re-
ject this resolution and stand together 
for the safety that we were sworn to 
stand together and uphold, which is the 
safety of the United States of America. 

I ask my colleagues to reject this res-
olution. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN). 

b 1445 
Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I don’t 

want to characterize the resolution. I 
want to read it. 

It requires the President of the 
United States to remove all of our 
forces, except those needed to protect 
our diplomatic facilities—and here are 
the words—‘‘by no later than the end of 
the period of 30 days beginning on the 
day on which this concurrent resolu-
tion is adopted.’’ 
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Now, that certainly applies to all our 

naval forces and all our air forces. But 
then it goes on to say, if the President 
determines that it is not safe to re-
move forces, he can have an additional 
period up to the end of the year. That 
assumes that our ground forces cannot 
be withdrawn within a 30-day period. 

Our forces are mobile. They are capa-
ble. They are currently behind the 
front lines. And they can, indeed, leave 
within 30 days. So clause 2 is applicable 
only to a military that is engaged in 
combat or is immobile. Our military is 
neither. 

Clause 1: ‘‘30 days beginning on the 
day on which this concurrent resolu-
tion is adopted.’’ 

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

I urge my colleagues to read the reso-
lution because basically what it does, 
it gives the President up through the 
end of the year, if he so chooses. I 
mean, that is what the resolution says. 
And I would hope that in 6 months we 
could come together and pass an 
AUMF. I would hope that all my col-
leagues—who are complaining here 
that we don’t have an AUMF—would 
actually come together in the next 6 
months to do something because it 
hasn’t happened in the first 10 months. 
We can point fingers all we want, but it 
is not getting done. 

And this is a way to force this Con-
gress to do its job. It is that simple. 

This is not about walking away from 
the conflict in the Middle East. This is 
about making sure that the men and 
women who serve in the United States 
Congress live up to our constitutional 
responsibilities and do our job. 

I am sorry that so many people think 
that is a radical idea, but we haven’t 
done our job. And I think it is a dis-
service to the men and women who 
serve in our Armed Forces, and it is a 
disservice to our duty as Members of 
Congress. 

With that, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
NOLAN). 

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, one of the great failures 
of this Congress in our time has been 
the abdication of our responsibility, 
which could not be more clearly de-
fined by our Founders, for declarations 
of war and, subsequently, resolutions 
authorizing the use of force. 

Clearly, the time is long overdue for 
this Congress to step up and assume its 
responsibility for these declarations, 
these seemingly endless wars of choice 
that are so costly in blood and in treas-
ure. It is time that this Congress step 
up and have that debate on whether or 
not it is in our interest to continue our 
involvement in these wars. We need to 
be presented with a rationale. We need 
to be presented with a strategy. Or, in 
fact, it is time to put an end to them 
and to bring our troops home. 

Mr. Speaker, my fellow colleagues, 
we owe it to our taxpayers, who have 
spent trillions of dollars in these ven-
tures. We owe it to our Founders, who 

knew and understood the importance of 
having the Congress make these deci-
sions—not executives. And we owe it to 
our troops. 

It is time to have that resolution de-
bated and decided here, or it is time to 
bring the troops home, Mr. Speaker. 

As Judge POE would say, ‘‘And that is 
just the way it is.’’ 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I will con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LEE), one of the co-
authors of this resolution. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, let me first 
thank Congressman MCGOVERN for 
yielding and for his tireless effort and 
leadership. Also, I am proud to join 
with Congressman WALTER JONES and, 
again, Mr. MCGOVERN on this bipar-
tisan resolution. 

This resolution calls only for the 
withdrawal of U.S. Armed Forces from 
Iraq and Syria by the end of the year 
absent, mind you—absent—the passage 
of an Authorization for Use of Military 
Force against ISIS. 

However, this resolution is also 
about reclaiming a fundamental con-
stitutional responsibility: the constitu-
tionally protected right of Congress to 
debate and determine whether and 
when this country enters into war. 

For the last 10 months, our Nation 
has been fighting yet another war in 
the Middle East, a war that Congress 
has yet to authorize or even to debate. 
We have been patient, and we have 
given the House leadership plenty of 
time to develop a strategy to bring up 
an authorization. 

When this war began, Congressman 
MCGOVERN and I wrote to the Speaker, 
calling for an immediate debate and 
vote. Nothing happened. Then at the 
beginning of this Congress, the Speaker 
said that the President had to send to 
Congress an authorization. More than 4 
months ago, the President did just 
that. Once again, nothing happened. 

In the 10 months since the war began, 
we have had no real debate and cer-
tainly no vote. This is outrageous. 

Now, let me be clear about what we 
are trying to do with this resolution. 
This is not about making a political 
point. This is about forcing Congress to 
take up an Authorization for Use of 
Military Force by the end of the year 
and to follow through on its constitu-
tional responsibility. It is about mak-
ing us do our job. It is unfortunate that 
we have to do that. 

The timeline included in this bill 
gives the leadership of the House 6 
months to bring forward an AUMF, but 
the clock is ticking. 

Just last week, the President an-
nounced he authorized the deployment 
of 450 more American troops to train 
and assist Iraqi forces in the fight 
against ISIS. 

Mr. Speaker, this is textbook mission 
creep. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here to say, 
enough is enough. After more than a 
decade of wars in the Middle East, 
thousands of U.S. lives and billions of 
dollars lost, the need for Congress to 
reclaim its war-making powers is more 
critical than ever. 

Members of Congress are sent to 
Washington, D.C., to make hard deci-
sions, but in the case of war, Congress, 
instead, has chosen to duck its respon-
sibilities. 

And let me just say, the 2001 Author-
ization for Use of Military Force— 
which is a blank check for endless 
war—has been cited as the authoriza-
tion for the ongoing war against ISIS. 
That is why, of course, I voted against 
it 14 years ago and have introduced leg-
islation every Congress to repeal this 
blank check for endless war. 

Keeping this authorization on the 
books indefinitely without repealing or 
replacing it has allowed Congress to 
avoid its constitutional responsibility 
to bring up an authorization against 
ISIS. 

From what I remember, we only had 
1 hour of debate in 2001. At least, Mr. 
Speaker, we have 2 hours now to debate 
whether or not to debate an Authoriza-
tion for Use of Military Force. 

Congress must have a role in how we 
do our work and what we are required 
to do, and that is exactly what this res-
olution is about. Many of us agree that 
a robust debate and a vote is necessary, 
long overdue, and must take place. 

During the full committee markup 
last week of the Defense Appropria-
tions bill, I offered a sense of Congress 
amendment that simply reaffirmed 
that Congress has a constitutional 
duty to debate and determine whether 
or not to authorize the use of military 
force against ISIS. This amendment 
was adopted with the support of six Re-
publicans on the committee. 

While we may all not agree on what 
an AUMF should look like, we know 
there is bipartisan agreement around 
the need for Congress to debate on a 
specific AUMF. 

We need to do our job. We know full 
well there is no military solution in 
Iraq or Syria, for that matter, and that 
any lasting solution must be settled in 
the region among warring factions. 

The American people deserve to 
know the costs and the consequences of 
this new war, and Members of Congress 
should represent their constituents by 
saying ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no.’’ 

This resolution is a procedural mech-
anism. It is unfortunate, again, that we 
have to do this to make us live up to 
our constitutional job and duty in the 
matters of war and peace. 

We need to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this resolu-
tion. It is simple. It is bipartisan. It 
just requires us to do our job and to ex-
ercise our constitutional responsibil-
ities. Enough is enough. We cannot 
allow the American people to have no 
voice in what is said and what is being 
done with their taxpayer dollars. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
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(Mr. MCCAUL), the chairman of the 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, the reso-
lution before us here today, in my 
judgment, is dangerous and should be 
defeated. 

For months, Congress and the Amer-
ican people have demanded a strategy 
from this administration to defeat and 
destroy ISIS, a barbaric and growing 
terrorist empire that threatens not 
only the people of Iraq and Syria but 
also the United States. 

Today the Secretary of Defense testi-
fied that ‘‘ISIS is a threat to the home-
land because of its avowed intentions 
to strike and recruit in this country. 
ISIS must be and will be dealt a lasting 
defeat.’’ 

But this President does not have a 
strategy to accomplish this. We con-
tinue to fight the terrorists with one 
hand tied behind our back, and the 
only thing worse would be to disengage 
completely, which is exactly what this 
resolution would do. 

I recently led a bipartisan delegation 
to the Middle East, where I visited 
Iraq, ground zero in the fight against 
ISIS, a week before Ramadi was over-
taken by ISIS, and I spoke with Prime 
Minister Abadi. Unfortunately, the 
current strategy, in my opinion, relies 
too heavily on Shia militias, a proxy of 
Iran, to defeat ISIS. 

We now have over 3,000 American 
servicemembers there to advise and as-
sist the Iraqi national military. But 
the President has restricted our ability 
to take the fight to the enemy because 
he is more committed to his campaign 
pledge to end the wars in the Middle 
East than he is to ending ISIS. The 
President has, in fact, made the situa-
tion more dangerous. His failure to ne-
gotiate a status of forces agreement 
and the complete failure of Prime Min-
ister Maliki to govern effectively cre-
ated a vacuum that ISIS now fills. 

In Syria, a civil war continues to 
rage. There too ISIS has filled the void. 
Islamist fanatics from more than 100 
countries have traveled overseas to 
fight with groups like ISIS and al 
Qaeda. Thousands of these jihadists 
carry Western passports and can ex-
ploit security gaps to return to the 
West and the homeland, where they 
plot attacks against the United States. 

Meanwhile, Iran is actively engaged 
in both Iraq and Syria, embedding Shia 
fighters in Sunni communities in Iraq 
and doing Assad’s bidding in Syria. 

As Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu 
recently told our delegation: ‘‘Iran and 
ISIS are competing for the crown of 
militant Islam.’’ 

This resolution would ensure that 
Iran and ISIS will continue to domi-
nate in the region while thousands of 
innocent civilians suffer and die. 

Just ask the Yazidi Christians in Iraq 
if they support leaving security in the 
hands of ISIS and the Iranians. Thou-
sands of Yazidis would have been killed 
last summer if it weren’t for U.S. air-
strikes to repel an ISIS advancement 
against them. Nothing could be more 

irresponsible or damaging to our inter-
ests. 

But let me say this in response to 
those who say this is a vote to urge an 
AUMF vote. I personally support a 
strong AUMF, an authorization, but 
one to defeat and destroy ISIS. 

We met the White House counsel. He 
presented a very different AUMF that 
would restrict further the President’s 
current abilities to destroy and defeat 
ISIS. I cannot support that. 

And this resolution, with all due re-
spect, is the wrong way to accomplish 
the goal of defeating ISIS through a 
strong Authorization for Use of Mili-
tary Force. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER), my friend and col-
league. 

Mr. NADLER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
resolution, and I commend the spon-
sors, Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. LEE, for 
introducing it. And I do so not because 
I necessarily think we ought to with-
draw all our troops in 6 months. Maybe 
we should. I am not sure of that yet. 
But I do know that we are waging a 
war that is probably unconstitutional, 
as we did in Libya. 

Since World War II, we have time 
after time gotten away from the con-
stitutional command that Congress 
shall declare war. The Framers said 
war is too important to allow one per-
son—the President—to decide on it. 
But we have gotten away from that. 
We got away from it because we didn’t 
have time. That was the excuse. With 
the missiles flying over the poles, you 
couldn’t call Congress into session. 

But then came Iraq. We had a resolu-
tion for the use of military force. Then 
came Libya. No excuse. Plenty of time 
to consult with NATO. Plenty of time 
to consult with Arab countries. No 
time to consult with Congress. I be-
lieve that was an unconstitutional— 
and a foolish, as it turns out—but an 
unconstitutional use of force. 

b 1500 

Mr. Speaker, now we have this force 
in the Middle East, in Iraq and in 
Syria. We are getting more and more 
into a war. I am not commenting on 
the intelligence of that right now. It 
may be that we have no choice but to 
fight ISIS. Maybe, as the Republicans 
seem to want without saying so, we 
should have a lot of boots on the 
ground, because that is what they are 
really saying when they say the Presi-
dent is doing it halfway. Or maybe the 
bigger threat is Iran, and we should 
turn our attentions to Iran instead of 
tacitly allying with Iran against ISIS. 
Or maybe we should say it is up to the 
Middle Eastern people—they can han-
dle it—and pull our troops out alto-
gether. That is the debate we ought to 
have. And what are the limits of our 
commitment, if any? That ought to be 
debated in Congress. Congress ought to 
make these decisions in the name of 

the American people, not the Presi-
dent. 

Now, because we haven’t had an 
AUMF on the floor, we must have this 
resolution. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentleman an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. NADLER. This resolution is not 
intended to force a pullout in 6 months. 
It is intended to force a debate in Con-
gress in 6 months. Let us get back to 
our constitutional tradition. Let Con-
gress do its job, and if the President 
submitted an AUMF that is too strong 
or too weak, let’s bring up a different 
one. But it is our job to make those de-
cisions. It is our job to stand before our 
constituents to say we believe this is 
important enough to go to war with 
ISIS or with Iran, to send more troops 
there or not, and here is why and here 
are the limitations, we shouldn’t have 
boots on the ground or we should. 

Mr. Speaker, these are our decisions 
to make, and our decisions we 
shouldn’t be able to avoid. That is 
what this is about. We have had 10 
years of war, 13 years of war. The 2001 
AUMF cannot possibly be relevant 
now. We thought we were voting for 3 
weeks of strikes against bases in Af-
ghanistan. The 2002 AUMF was to top-
ple Saddam Hussein. He is gone. I 
didn’t think that was a good idea, but 
it is over. The consequences are not 
over. 

We ought to debate this. We ought to 
debate an AUMF. We ought to pass one 
or not. That is our decision, but let’s 
pass this resolution that supports that 
decision on us. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this resolution. 

First let me thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LEE), and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) for their tireless leadership on 
this issue. 

Thank you, Mr. MCGOVERN. 
For 14 long years, our Nation has 

been at war. Our people are sick and 
tired of war. This resolution simply 
opens the door to bring American sol-
diers home. 

Let me be clear. We must maintain a 
strong national defense. We have a re-
sponsibility to protect our borders, our 
diplomats, and Americans at home and 
abroad. But the end to terrorism is not 
found through the barrel of a gun or 
more boots on the ground. More weap-
ons cannot stomp out the root causes 
of terrorism, and more bombs cannot 
eradicate the seeds of hate. 

Over and over again, I have stood on 
this very floor and reminded my col-
leagues that the use of force cannot— 
must not—be taken lightly, especially 
when the needs at home are so great 
and the sea of terrorism is so vast. 

President John F. Kennedy once said, 
‘‘Those who make a peaceful revolution 
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impossible will make violent revolu-
tion inevitable.’’ 

Many years ago, I shared my con-
cerns with you that young people in 
the Middle East would never forget the 
violence that they have experienced in 
their youth. I feared then—and I say it 
again—that they would grow up hating 
our children, our grandchildren, and 
generations yet unborn. I feared those 
young people would have very little 
faith in the idea of democracy, in the 
values of inclusion, or the hope for 
lasting peace. 

‘‘Hate begets hate,’’ as Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr., would say, ‘‘violence be-
gets violence; toughness begets a great-
er toughness. We must meet the forces 
of hate with the power of love.’’ 

These young people must be our 
focus. We must lift them up and listen 
to regional voices for peace. We must 
counter the consequences of violence 
by demonstrating that diplomacy and 
the spread of true democracy are the 
most effective weapons against ter-
rorism. 

Yes, I will say it again. Our people 
are sick and tired of war. I hope that 
all of my colleagues will support this 
resolution and vote ‘‘yes’’ for a method 
to build a peace for long a time and for 
years and generations to come. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. It is my pleasure to 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from the District of Columbia, Ms. EL-
EANOR HOLMES NORTON. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my good friend from New York for 
yielding to me. I have something spe-
cial to say. 

Mr. Speaker, as the United States 
has increasingly drifted into war with-
out the usual congressional authoriza-
tion, I appreciate that today’s resolu-
tion permits the House to assert its ap-
propriate role. I only ask that the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia be 
permitted to be heard in the same way 
as other Americans. My colleagues will 
not only speak today, they also will 
vote the will of their constituents. Al-
though District residents are already 
serving in Iraq, Syria, and elsewhere, I 
am limited to speaking without a vote. 

What an outrage, especially to our 
veterans. That outrage is amplified, 
considering that District residents pay 
$12,000 annually per capita in Federal 
taxes, more in Federal taxes than the 
residents of any State in the Union, to 
support our government in war and in 
peace. Regardless of what is decided on 
this resolution, Mr. Speaker, District 
residents will be there for America, as 
they have been for every war ever since 
the Nation was created. It is time that 
the Congress was there for District 
residents. 

Nearly 200,000 D.C. residents have 
fought for America’s freedom in time 
of war, yet our residents, including our 
veterans, are still denied a vote in the 
national legislature that sent them to 
war. In fact, D.C. servicemembers 
fought and won the vote for citizens in 

Iraq and Afghanistan, yet our veterans 
came home without the same voting 
rights for themselves. The Nation will-
ingly accepts their sacrifices and de-
mands their tax dollars but denies 
them representation in Congress. 

D.C. residents have not only given 
their lives for this country since its 
creation as a nation, they have died in 
disproportionate numbers in all of the 
21st century wars; yet these veterans, 
among the 650,000 Americans who live 
in the District of Columbia, still have 
no vote on national security, no vote 
on defense spending, no vote in the de-
cision to send our country to war, and 
no vote on anything else in this House. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
gentlewoman an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. NORTON. I protest, Mr. Speaker. 
I protest continuing to demand full 
citizenship costs from the residents of 
our Nation’s Capital while denying 
them the vote granted to all other 
Americans that come with those costs. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

proud to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD.) 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Massachusetts for 
offering this important proposal that 
he is joined with by colleagues from 
California, New York, North Carolina, 
and other places. 

I am a Republican who stands proud-
ly with this Democrat because I think 
he is hitting the nail on the head. I do 
so because, in this instance, it has been 
argued against as a blunt instrument. 
But what the Founding Fathers were 
incredibly deliberate about—very blunt 
about, if you will—was that only Con-
gress had the ability to declare war. 
And so this one blunt instrument is ul-
timately about backing up the blunt-
ness of the Constitution in absolutely 
being declarative in suggesting that 
only Congress has the power to author-
ize war. 

What the Founding Fathers knew 
was that, at the end of the day, body 
bags don’t come back to Washington, 
D.C., when something goes wrong in 
some far-off battlefield; they come 
back to congressional districts across 
this country. So they wanted a check 
and a balance wherein people from 
those local districts could report into 
Congress and say that this is or this 
isn’t working for folks back home. 

Again, the Founding Fathers were so 
blunt. I look here at a document that 
is 250 days beyond the authorization of 
war that is even granted in the War 
Powers Act. I look at an administra-
tion and the Congress that is hinging, 
it is building and sustaining of war in 
the Middle East based on a 14-year-old 
document, in essence, a blank check, 
and there are no blank checks in this 
process. 

I look at what James Madison said 
years ago. He said: ‘‘The Constitution 
supposes what the history of all gov-

ernments demonstrates, that the exec-
utive is the branch of power most in-
terested in war, and most prone to it. 
It has accordingly, with studied care, 
vested the question of war to the legis-
lature.’’ 

This proposal is about cost. It is 
about saying we have spent $2.5 trillion 
in the Middle East. The Harvard study 
says 6 trillion. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, for all 
these different reasons, we need to stop 
and pause, not necessarily to bring 
troops home, but, as has been sug-
gested by others, to force a debate on 
Congress’ role. This is something Re-
publicans and Democrats ought to 
equally care about: Do we or don’t we 
have proper lanes in the channel? Is 
the executive exceeding its authority 
or not? 

This is something Republicans abso-
lutely ought to care about. For that 
reason, Mr. Speaker, again, I commend 
the gentleman from Massachusetts for 
his work on this and ask for this bill 
which is so important for, simply, Con-
gress’ authorization of war effort. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I continue 
to reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I, too, re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I first 
would like to insert in the RECORD a 
letter of support from the Constitution 
Project, which is signed by our former 
colleague, Republican Mickey Edwards 
of Oklahoma; a letter in support of this 
resolution from the Council for a 
Liveable War; a letter of support from 
Win Without War; and a letter of sup-
port from the Friends Committee on 
National Legislation. 

THE CONSTITUTION PROJECT, 
Washington, DC, June 17, 2015. 

Hon. JIM MCGOVERN, 
House of Representatives. 
Hon. WALTER JONES, 
House of Representatives. 
Hon. BARBARA LEE, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES MCGOVERN, JONES 
AND LEE: We write to applaud you for your 
efforts to compel Congress to exercise its 
constitutional responsibility to decide on 
war. For ten months President Obama has 
prosecuted the war against the Islamic State 
of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) under a spe-
cious legal claim that Congress authorized it 
fourteen years ago. Congress has done no 
such thing. It is high time that Members 
weighed in. 

We take no position on grave policy 
choices about whether to continue to use 
military force against ISIL, and if so how. 
But Congress must. The Framers vested the 
war power in the legislative branch precisely 
because they believed that young Americans 
should only be put in harm’s way when the 
people, through their representatives’ collec-
tive judgment, approved it. 

We know this is the most difficult issue 
that Members face. It is also your most im-
portant responsibility. If Congress agrees 
that U.S. service men and woman should be 
engaged in battle, it is Members’ constitu-
tional duty to say so. If Congress disagrees, 
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those men and women should come home. 
What Congress cannot do is continue to 
avoid the question. We support H. Con. Res. 
55 because it would force this long-overdue 
debate and vote. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us, via 
Scott Roehm at The Constitution Project, 
with any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 
MICKEY EDWARDS, 

Vice President, Aspen 
Institute; former 
Member of Congress 
(R–OK) and Chair-
man of the House 
Republican Policy 
Committee; co-chair 
The Constitution 
Project War Powers 
Committee. 

LOUIS FISHER, 
Specialist in Constitu-

tional Law, Law Li-
brary of Congress 
(ret.); Scholar in 
Residence, The Con-
stitution Project. 

VIRGINIA SLOAN, 
President, The Con-

stitution Project. 

COUNCIL FOR A LIVABLE WORLD, 
Washington, DC, June 16, 2015. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCGOVERN, Later 
this week, Congress has the opportunity to 
take action it has conspicuously avoided: de-
bate and vote on the war in Iraq and Syria. 

While America has dropped thousands of 
bombs, deployed 3,500 troops—with plans to 
send 450 more and spent billions of dollars in 
our latest war, Congress has failed to per-
form its most basic constitutional responsi-
bility: to debate and vote on war. 

But this week, Reps. Jim McGovern (D– 
MA), Walter Jones (R–NC), and Barbara Lee 
(D–CA), are demanding that Congress do its 
job. 

They have introduced a bipartisan resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 55, which could force the 
House of Representatives to debate and vote 
on the war. 

If adopted, the legislation would direct the 
President to withdraw all American military 
personnel from Iraq by December 31, 2015 un-
less Congress votes to authorize the use of 
force. 

The right of Congress to declare war is fun-
damental to our Constitution, yet Congress 
has avoided taking a stand on our most re-
cent war in the Middle East. In addition, 
Congress holds the power of the purse, and 
yet the war is costing at least $9 million per 
day without congressional approval. Con-
gress owes it to the thousands of Americans 
we have put into harm’s way to ensure it is 
for the right reasons. 

The President should not be permitted to 
wage war without Congressional approval; he 
should not be able to claim outdated author-
izations for the use of military force dating 
to 2001 and 2002 as his cover for war. 

We urge you to support H. Con. Res. 55, the 
McGovern-Jones-Lee resolution. It is time 
for Congress to take a stand. 

Sincerely, 
ANGELA CANTERBURY, 

Executive Director. 
JOHN ISAACS, 

Senior Fellow. 

WIN WITHOUT WAR, 
Washington, DC, June 16, 2015. 

On behalf of the Win Without War coali-
tion and our 11 million members, we urge 
Rep. Jim McGovern to SUPPORT 
H.Con.Res.55. 

This bipartisan resolution, introduced by 
Reps. McGovern (D-MA), Jones (R-NC), and 

Lee (D-CA), would force Congress to debate 
the use of military force in Iraq and Syria. 
We expect the resolution to be on the floor 
tomorrow, June 17. 

While America has dropped thousands of 
bombs, deployed 3,500 troops, and spent bil-
lions of dollars in our latest war, Congress 
has failed to perform its most basic responsi-
bility to debate and vote on the war in Iraq 
and Syria. After ten months of bombing Iraq 
and Syria, it is past time for Congress to do 
its job and debate and vote on this war. It is 
simply unconscionable that we are asking 
our men and women in uniform to risk their 
lives in a war that Congress has not voted 
on. 

The McGovern-Jones-Lee Resolution would 
force Congress to vote on the war in Iraq and 
Syria, and, importantly, if Congress con-
tinues to shirk its constitutional duty, it 
would bring our troops home. In the words of 
Rep. McGovern, ‘‘if this House doesn’t have 
the stomach to carry out its constitutional 
duty to debate and authorize this latest war, 
then we should bring our troops home. If the 
cowardly Congress can go home each night 
to their families and loved ones, then our 
brave troops should receive that same privi-
lege.’’ 

However one feels about this latest war in 
the Middle East, we can all agree that it is 
long past time for Congress to do its job and 
finally debate and vote on the war in Iraq 
and Syria. 

Congress needs to fulfill its constitutional 
duty of debating and voting on this war. We 
hope you will SUPPORT H.Con.Res.55. 

As always, if we can be of any additional 
assistance as your office considers this im-
portant resolution, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 
STEPHEN MILES, 

Advocacy Director, Win Without War. 

FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON 
NATIONAL LEGISLATION, 

Washington, DC, June 17, 2015. 
Today your boss will take an important 

vote on war authority. The House is expected 
to consider H.Con.Res.55, a privileged resolu-
tion led by Reps. Jim McGovern, Walter 
Jones, and Barbara Lee. By exercising Con-
gress’ ability under the War Powers Resolu-
tion to urge cessation of hostilities absent a 
congressional authorization of force, the res-
olution would serve as a forcing mechanism 
for Congress to finally debate the war 
against ISIS that has lasted more than ten 
months without specific congressional de-
bate and authorization. 

Nearly ten months ago, the Obama admin-
istration sidestepped its constitutional man-
date to seek authority from Congress before 
engaging in new military hostilities. This 
greatly expanded the scope of the 2001 AUMF 
and the scope of executive war powers. Fur-
ther, it deprived the American people and 
their elected representatives of an oppor-
tunity to express opposition, or to ask im-
portant questions about the overall strategy, 
and why more war will solve the region’s 
problems, when it has failed to do so any 
other time. 

The Friends Committee on National Legis-
lation (FCNL) urges your boss to take this 
opportunity to debate the war, to vote for 
the re-establishment of congressional war 
power, and to vote in favor of H.Con.Res.55. 
It’s time for Congress to weigh in on this 
issue. 

Please do not hesitate to reach out to us at 
Elizabeth@fcnl.org if you have any further 
questions or concerns. 

Thanks, 
MAGGIE O’DONNELL, 

Program Assistant, 
Militarism and Civil 

Liberties, Friends 
Committee on Na-
tional Legislation. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the right to close. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I have great respect for 
the gentleman from California and the 
gentleman from New York. I know that 
if it were left up to them, they could 
fashion an AUMF that could get 218 
votes here. Quite frankly, we wouldn’t 
be here today if we had done our job, 
because the only reason why you can 
bring up a privileged resolution under 
the War Powers Resolution is if our 
troops are in harm’s way and we 
haven’t acted. This could end right now 
if the Speaker of the House or the ma-
jority leader would give us a date cer-
tain by which we would debate and 
vote on an AUMF. 

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply troubled by 
our policy in Iraq and Syria. I do not 
believe it is a clearly defined mission, 
and I fear that it might be just more of 
the same. 

b 1515 

I am not convinced that by enlarging 
our military footprint, we will end the 
violence in the region, defeat the Is-
lamic State or address the underlying 
causes of unrest. 

Regardless of whether you support 
the war or oppose the war, believe we 
should escalate our involvement or 
place restrictions on it, the bottom 
line is that Congress needs to debate an 
AUMF and vote on it. That is our duty. 
That is our job. If we don’t have the 
guts to do so, then we should at least 
have the decency to bring our troops 
homes to their families and to their 
loved ones. 

I hope that each Member of this 
House, before they come down to this 
floor to vote on this resolution, takes a 
minute to look in the mirror. Ask 
yourself: Why do we get to go home to 
our families when our troops don’t 
have that privilege? 

They have been sent to Iraq and 
Syria to fight in our name, but we 
don’t have the courage to stand up for 
them and to authorize the war, and we 
don’t have the guts to bring them 
home. 

Take a minute and ask: We are will-
ing to send our troops into danger; we 
are willing to spend billions upon bil-
lions upon billions of borrowed money 
for this war, but we are not willing to 
carry out our constitutional duty, the 
same Constitution we keep asking our 
troops to put their lives on the line to 
protect? How can we keep asking them 
to sacrifice for us when we are not will-
ing to put anything on the line for 
them? 

I have had colleagues come up 
against this resolution and say: We 
share your frustration over the fact 
that we have not debated and voted on 
an AUMF. 
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I appreciate that, but I would ask 

them: What in the world can we do in 
a bipartisan way to force this question 
to come to the floor? What is it going 
to take to get the leadership of this 
House to say, I am going to schedule an 
AUMF, and we are going to debate it 
and vote on it? 

We have been involved in this latest 
war for over 10 months. Our resolution 
would give them another 6 months to 
come up with an AUMF, and if they 
didn’t, then we bring our troops home. 

This resolution before us, I admit, is 
a bit of a blunt instrument; but if Con-
gress had lived up to its responsibil-
ities, we wouldn’t need to be so blunt. 
Congress needs a clear deadline for a 
debate on an AUMF for Iraq and Syria. 

That deadline is the withdrawal of 
our troops by the end of this year. It 
gives this House, it gives this Repub-
lican leadership 6 entire months to get 
an AUMF enacted. It gives this House 
and this leadership 6 more months in 
which to simply do their job. 

A vote for this resolution is not a 
vote to pull out, as some have asserted; 
it is a vote to give House Republican 
leadership a deadline that they cannot 
ignore, to force them to do their duty 
as leaders of this House by finally 
bringing an AUMF to the floor for a 
vote. 

I heard some of my colleagues com-
plain that they don’t like the Presi-
dent’s policy in Iraq and Syria; yet 
rather than trying to bring an AUMF 
to the floor to define that policy bet-
ter, they are simply content to sit back 
and criticize from the sidelines. That is 
not what we are here to do. That is not 
our job. 

This is important stuff. War is a big 
deal. We ought to treat it like it is a 
big deal. War has become too easy for 
this Congress. I see no other way to 
force this issue than by supporting this 
resolution before us. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of H. Con. Res. 55, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to 
close. 

Let me, first of all, I will conclude 
the way I began. I want to commend 
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN), for raising this issue. It is 
an issue that has to be raised, and I am 
in sympathy with many of the things 
that he said. I don’t really think we are 
really disagreeing here; we are just dis-
agreeing on tactics. 

As I have said, the intentions behind 
this resolution are commendable, but I 
cannot support this policy which, when 
you all boil everything down, would re-
quire a straight withdrawal without 
conditions. That is not the right policy 
for this country, a straight withdrawal 
without conditions. 

I share my colleague’s frustration 
that we haven’t acted on a new AUMF. 
We need to pass an AUMF, but we need 
to pass the right AUMF. 

If we pass this resolution, our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 

will be pushed to pass their own lan-
guage overriding this measure. What 
will it look like? I would wager that it 
won’t include the limitations that 
many of us on this side would like to 
see. 

Worse still, we could just 
rubberstamp the argument that the 
2001 AUMF applies to ISIS in 2015. 
Again, that is why I said we have to be 
careful we don’t cut off our nose to 
spite our face. 

Now, the President sent us an AUMF. 
I thought it was a good starting point. 
I know it was panned on both sides— 
Republicans thought it was too light; 
Democrats thought it was too harsh— 
but it was a good starting point. 

There are many things in an AUMF 
we have to consider. We need to con-
sider time, geography; we need to con-
sider what we do with the previous 
AUMFs. These are issues that should 
be debated, and I hope we will debate, 
but I think the White House put forth 
a good starting position. 

The American people expect us to do 
our job and pass a new AUMF. They ex-
pect us to keep the United States out 
of another large-scale open-ended war 
and pass a responsible policy for de-
grading and defeating ISIS. Voting for 
withdrawal is not the right way for-
ward. I believe that with all my heart. 

Let’s vote down this resolution and 
go back to the drawing board. Chair-
man ROYCE and I will work together in 
a bipartisan way, as we have so many 
times in the past, and let’s put before 
this Congress the right policy to get 
this job done. 

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

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

I very much appreciate Mr. MCGOV-
ERN for his consistency. Even when we 
may disagree on substance, I have 
worked with him on policies with re-
spect to human rights in Africa and, 
frankly, across the world on many, 
many issues. I agree that an AUMF 
would be good, but only the right 
AUMF. 

I would make this point: the White 
House hasn’t helped the case to move 
an AUMF. Indeed, as soon as the Presi-
dent sent up his draft AUMF text to 
the Congress in February, the White 
House said he has all the legal author-
ity he needs to conduct these oper-
ations, regardless of what the Congress 
does, undercutting our effort to build a 
consensus, but we should not give up in 
terms of our effort to build this con-
sensus. 

To that end, I intend to continue to 
work with Mr. ENGEL and others and 
craft a bipartisan and successful AUMF 
that sends a message of unity, that 
sends a message of resolve. 

To that end, I would point out that 
the committee has held seven full com-
mittee hearings and nine sub-
committee oversight hearings on the 
ISIS threat. We have discussed the 
AUMF; we have discussed the U.S. and 

coalition response, but given the wide 
range of views, including the view that 
we have no military business in Iraq, 
reaching an agreement on a bipartisan 
AUMF that authorizes the actions 
needed to defeat ISIS may not be pos-
sible, but it may be possible. For that 
reason, we are going to redouble our ef-
fort. 

There would, though, be a price paid 
for failure on this floor, signaling dis-
unity. As we work towards the effort to 
build a consensus, we have passed legis-
lation to directly arm the Iraqi Kurd-
ish Peshmerga forces who are fighting 
ISIS on the ground. 

We have worked to strengthen U.S. 
defense cooperation with our regional 
ally Jordan, to help prevent Americans 
who join and fight for ISIS from re-
turning home to the homeland—we 
passed that legislation—and to combat 
the cultural genocide being perpetrated 
by ISIS forces. 

As I say, we will continue to work 
with our colleagues to try to find a 
way forward on a revised and updated 
authorization focused on the vicious 
and growing threat posed by ISIS, but 
acting without a credible way forward 
would be foolhardy, not brave. A divi-
sive and unsuccessful process would be 
perceived by our allies, our partners, 
and our enemies as a no-confidence 
vote in the fight against ISIS, result-
ing in a significant blow to the na-
tional security of this country. 

For that reason, I would ask Mem-
bers to contemplate for a moment what 
the world would look like should ISIS, 
should our forces, our airstrikes 
against ISIS, be pulled out of that re-
gion because I remember what it 
looked like when we did not have air-
strikes on ISIS before they went into 
Mosul, and members of our committee, 
in a bipartisan sense, called for air-
power to be used against ISIS on that 
desert path as they were headed to 
Mosul. 

Here is what we saw when they took 
that city: mass killings, beheadings, 
abductions, forced conversions, tor-
ture, rape, sexual assault, using women 
and children as human shields, people 
being burned alive and buried alive, 
women and girls the age of 13 being 
taken as captives to be sold as sex 
slaves and put into forced marriages 
with ISIS fighters. That is what we 
witnessed after the fall of that great 
city. 

The question I would ask is: If we are 
to abandon our airstrikes in support of 
these Kurdish units on that 600-mile 
front—50,000 of those troops are women 
fighting against ISIS, and they no 
longer have U.S. air support to support 
them in their effort to turn back 
ISIS—what will become of them? What 
will become of others? 

Because this is no longer simply a 
terrorist organization—it is now a full- 
blown army seeking to establish a self- 
governing state through the Tigris and 
Euphrates valley in what is now Syria 
and Iraq and Lebanon and seek to ex-
pand that further. 
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We know a lot now about its leader, 

Abu al-Baghdadi, in Syria. He is a des-
ignated global terrorist under U.S. law. 
His mission, he clearly states, if you 
want to go online and see the blueprint 
of ISIS. 

Part of that is to gain resources and 
recruits and create a safe haven to at-
tack the United States. Yes, this cer-
tainly goes to the direct security inter-
est of the United States if we were to 
pull off and give a breather to Abu al- 
Baghdadi and to ISIS. 

In Iraq, we are taking less than half 
measures to assist the ISF, the forces 
there fighting ISIS, with insufficient 
trainers and advisers, as I said, with no 
forward air controllers, with insuffi-
cient plans to train the Sunni tribes, 
and insufficient arms to the Kurds and 
Sunnis, something we are trying to do 
something about with our legislation. 
The balance of power in the Middle 
East is shifting against the U.S. re-
gional interest and certainly against 
U.S. security. 

As stated, there are no simple an-
swers or solutions; we discussed this in 
this debate, but without our involve-
ment—without our involvement—our 
adversaries will continue to be 
emboldened, and our friends out of fear 
are susceptible to poor decisions, while 
the Middle East region and the world 
become a more dangerous place. 

This organization ISIS is simulta-
neously a strategic threat to the region 
and to the world and a genocidal terror 
movement. I recall us saying on the 
floor of this House, never again with 
respect to genocidal terror, and we are 
watching genocidal terror. 

I would just close with this argu-
ment, Mr. Speaker, and that is let’s 
work together to get an Authorization 
for Use of Military Force, which the 
President already claims he has under 
our prior authorization that we gave 
for him to attack al Qaeda and any al 
Qaeda affiliate, but let us not pull out 
our airpower that is being used right 
now to slow the advance of ISIS as it 
tries to take over that region and as it 
attacks civilians throughout the Mid-
dle East. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to the order of the House of 

Wednesday, June 16, 2015, the previous 
question is ordered on the concurrent 
resolution. 

The question is on adoption of the 
concurrent resolution. 

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

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

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

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on adoption of the concur-
rent resolution will be followed by 5- 
minute votes on ordering the previous 
question on House Resolution 319, and 
adopting House Resolution 319, if or-
dered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 139, nays 
288, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 5, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 370] 

YEAS—139 

Adams 
Bass 
Becerra 
Benishek 
Beyer 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brady (PA) 
Burgess 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clawson (FL) 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Conyers 
Cummings 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Dingell 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Grayson 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 

Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Huffman 
Hurt (VA) 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Labrador 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Moore 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 

Nugent 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Posey 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (SC) 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Wilson (FL) 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoho 

NAYS—288 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bost 
Boustany 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 

Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 

Engel 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gabbard 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 

Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Israel 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Latta 
Levin 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 

Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norcross 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schweikert 

Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yoder 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Amash 

NOT VOTING—5 

Byrne 
Hanna 

Johnson (GA) 
Kelly (MS) 

Sanchez, Loretta 

b 1606 

Messrs. ABRAHAM, MEADOWS, 
CRENSHAW, GRAVES of Louisiana, 
DUFFY, MCCAUL, COFFMAN, ROD-
NEY DAVIS of Illinois, HARDY, 
CROWLEY, AL GREEN of Texas, 
RYAN of Wisconsin, and KLINE 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. FARR, COHEN, Mses. LINDA 
T. SÁNCHEZ of California, ADAMS, 
Messrs. NEAL, RICE of South Carolina, 
Mses. KAPTUR, KELLY of Illinois, 
Messrs. THOMPSON of California, 
MURPHY of Florida, and LABRADOR 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the concurrent resolution was not 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

370 on H. Con. Res. 55, I am not recorded 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4471 June 17, 2015 
because I was absent for personal reasons. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 160, PROTECT MEDICAL 
INNOVATION ACT OF 2015, AND 
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1190, PROTECTING SEN-
IORS’ ACCESS TO MEDICARE ACT 
OF 2015 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 319) providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 160) to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to repeal the excise tax on medical 
devices, and providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1190) to repeal 
the provisions of the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act providing 
for the Independent Payment Advisory 
Board, on which the yeas and nays 
were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 241, nays 
186, not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 371] 

YEAS—241 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 

Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 

Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NAYS—186 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 

Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—6 

Byrne 
Curbelo (FL) 

Hanna 
Johnson (GA) 

Kelly (MS) 
Sanchez, Loretta 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) (during the vote). 
There are 2 minutes remaining. 

b 1614 

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

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 

rollcall No. 371, I was in a meeting. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

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. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

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

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

vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 186, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 372] 

AYES—241 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 

Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 

Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
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