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

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 17, 2012.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN SHIM-
KUS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

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

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 17, 2012, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

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

———————

THE PEACE OFFICER

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, one
muggy summer night in July 2011 in
Beaumont, Texas, John Wesley Nero
got into an argument with his mother
and his grandmother. Being the worth-
less man that he was, he beat them
both up and then fled in the darkness
of the night. Local police officers con-
fronted the outlaw, but he fled away in
his truck and led the officers on a high-
speed chase down a dark country road.
Meanwhile, down that road, Officer

Bryan Hebert intentionally positioned
his vehicle ahead of the chase and was
attempting to retrieve road spikes out
of the trunk to stop Nero and his vehi-
cle. But when Nero saw Hebert’s patrol
car, he purposely crashed into the vehi-
cle, barreling over Officer Hebert and
killing him. Officer Bryan Hebert was
36 years of age and was a 10-year vet-
eran of the Beaumont, Texas, Police
Department.

On an early Sunday morning last
May, one of Houston’s finest, Officer
Kevin Will, was investigating a hit-
and-run accident in Houston. Suddenly,
a different vehicle was speeding by and
blazed past the police barriers at the
accident where Officer Will was inves-
tigating. Immediately, before being
struck, Officer Will yelled at a witness
to jump out of the way, thus saving
that citizen’s life just before the offi-
cer’s life was stolen from him. Officer
Will was 38 years of age and had been
with the Houston Police Department
for only 2 years. He left behind a preg-
nant wife and two stepchildren.

The driver of that speeding vehicle
ignored all the safety lights of police
cruisers at that accident scene. He was
drunk, charged with intoxication, man-
slaughter of a police officer, evading
arrest, and possession of cocaine. The
accused Kkiller also had been in the
United States illegally, having been de-
ported once, but came back to commit
crime.

Police officers dedicate their lives to
protecting the rest of us from the anar-
chy of the lawless. Some of them, like
Officer Hebert and Officer Will, never
get to go back home to their families.

This week, during Police Week, we
honor those law enforcement officers
who have given their lives. We also
honor their families. Thousands of
peace officers and their families have
traveled to Washington, D.C., this
week to respect and remember the fall-
en. No matter if they’re from New
York City or Beaumont, Texas, they’re

all here for the same reason: to respect
the memory of those amazing souls
who have died in the line of duty some-
where across America’s plains.

On May 17, 1792, New York City’s
Deputy Sheriff Isaac Smith became the
first recorded peace officer to be killed
in the line of duty. Since his death,
nearly 21,000 peace officers have been
killed somewhere in America. Al-
though crime is on the decline in the
United States, crimes against police of-
ficers are on the rise. There’s been an
alarming 75 percent increase in police
officer deaths since 2008.

During my 20 years as a judge in
Texas, I had the privilege of working
alongside some of America’s finest—
the peace officers. Unfortunately, some
of those peace officers that I had
known were killed in the line of duty.

Peace officers often become victims
of the crimes they seek to prevent.
When a peace officer puts on a uniform
in the morning, they represent every-
thing that is good and right about our
country. They’re the last strand of wire
in the fence between the law and the
lawless. They protect us from those
who lurk in the shadows of crime and
create havoc in our society. Peace offi-
cers willingly fight the forces of anar-
chy and bring order to the rule of law.
They do this, in some cases, with little
or no appreciation from the citizens
that they protect.

This yearly tribute here in Wash-
ington, D.C., provides each of us with
an opportunity to honor fallen peace
officers like Officer Bryan Hebert of
the Beaumont, TX Police Department
and Officer Kevin Will of the Houston
Police Department and all the others
who have given their lives in the name
of keeping peace in America.

And that’s just the way it is.

———
NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Today, the
House will debate the Defense Author-
ization Act for the next fiscal year.
While nothing is more important than
protecting America while keeping our
men and women in uniform safe, the
authorization before us today wastes
too much of our Nation’s precious
wealth and represents yet another
missed opportunity for badly-needed
reform.

H.R. 4310, unfortunately, highlights
Congress’s inability to make hard
choices on defense spending. It opts for
an all-of-the-above strategy and puts
the funding of an already bloated mili-
tary budget ahead of any semblance of
fiscal responsibilities. If passed, the au-
thorization would represent 57 percent
of our total discretionary budget.

It’s clear to most people outside Con-
gress that we can no longer separate
national security from fiscal responsi-
bility. Congress needs to get that mes-
sage. Our constituents certainly under-
stand.

Last week, a Stimson Center poll
showed that, on average, Americans
feel that the defense budget should be
reduced by 18 percent next year. In-
stead, this bill will decrease spending
by less than one-half of 1 percent after
13 consecutive years of increase.

While budget hawks and military ex-
perts agree we need to cut defense
spending, this year’s defense authoriza-
tion provides $8 billion more than the
cap for the defense budget set by the
Budget Control Act, which both parties
supported and enacted into law to solve
last summer’s manufactured debt ceil-
ing crisis.

Many supporting the bill will raise a
false choice between defending Amer-
ica or rebuilding and renewing Amer-
ica, its infrastructure, and our econ-
omy. We can and we must do both.
Spending too much for the wrong peo-
ple to do the wrong things will under-
mine the very security at home we
seek to buy through more military
spending. Crumbling bridges and roads,
failing schools, and a massive national
debt all pose a greater national threat
to America’s power abroad than right-
sized defense spending.

We know how to do this. We have had
a cascade of plans, ranging from the
Cato Institute to the Bowles-Simpson
to progressive think-tanks. All would
meet our 21st century need for national
defense while keeping promises to fu-
ture generations here at home.

In addition to ending the war in Af-
ghanistan more quickly, there are
many ways to decrease defense spend-
ing. Increased efficiency in naval de-
ployment can reduce the need for bat-
tleships. We don’t need a growing
supercarrier fleet. The United States’
11 aircraft carriers add up to more than
the rest of the world combined, and
many of the countries that have air-
craft carriers are our allies.

The current level of investment in
our nuclear arsenal with capabilities
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that correspond to no real military
challenge makes no sense and wastes
hundreds of billions of dollars.
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Unfortunately, the Republican lead-
ership either can’t or doesn’t want to
work towards a balanced approach to
reduce defense spending. This was illus-
trated by the response to an amend-
ment I offered in the Budget Com-
mittee last week. Instead of making
tough choices on defense spending, our
Republican colleagues decided to give
the Pentagon even more than they
asked for and provide them this fund-
ing in part by eliminating food stamp
benefits for 2 million people, reducing
benefits for 44 million more, curtailing
Meals on Wheels, and eliminating
school lunches for 280,000 children.

The level of spending in today’s de-
fense authorization is absurd. But more
shocking is what Americans are being
forced to give up to continue funding
the Pentagon at this level.

Congress needs to show some leader-
ship and ability to make difficult
choices. That’s why I’'m leading, along
with Representatives LEE and FRANK,
an amendment to cut defense spending
for the next fiscal year by the $8 billion
that would align the bill with the level
already authorized and written into
law last fall.

We can and should go further, but at
the very least most should be able to
agree that Congress ought to play by
the rules we created, not sidestepping
them at the expense of struggling fami-
lies, disadvantaged school children,
and our seniors. Unless we are able to
fix this bill, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.”

———

EOD TECHNICIANS KILLED IN
ACTION

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the lives of two brave
men who died serving their Nation. Ex-
plosive ordnance disposal technicians
serve the important role of disarming
explosive devices (IEDs) in war zones
and here at home. As a former EOD
tech myself, I know the dangers these
soldiers face, and today I honor their
ultimate sacrifice.

Naval Lieutenant Christopher Mosko
trained for more than a year to become
an EOD technician. He was assigned to
EOD Mobile Unit 3 for the past 3 years,
and during that time, among other
missions, he supported humanitarian
operations following the earthquake in
Haiti. He was killed in an IED blast in
Afghanistan on April 26 of this year, di-
rectly supporting Navy and Army spe-
cial operations forces.

Lieutenant Mosko and his wife,
Amanda, called San Diego home. Lieu-
tenant Mosko was described by his
command as a personable and out-
standing leader who went out of his
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way to support his men. They also said
he was a kind and gentle person who
will be greatly missed by the EOD fam-
ily.

Twenty-five-year-old Marine Ser-
geant John Huling was killed by gun-
shot wounds inflicted by a person wear-
ing an Afghan National Army uniform
in the Helmand province of Afghani-
stan. Sergeant Huling enlisted in the
Marine Corps in 2006. He deployed to
Iraq in 2007 and was on his second com-
bat deployment. As an EOD tech, he
was assigned to the 7th Engineer Sup-
port Battalion, 1lst Marine Logistics
Group at Camp Pendleton in Cali-
fornia.

Sergeant Huling’s mother said: ‘“‘He
was brave and selfless and gave his life
for his country so everybody could
enjoy the freedom that we live now.”

Sergeant Huling is survived by his
wife of 2 years, Priscilla; a brother,
who is also a marine; and a sister.

Mr. Speaker, Navy Lieutenant Chris-
topher Mosko and Marine Sergeant
John Huling are American heroes.
Each brave man died in action defend-
ing the freedoms so many Americans
take for granted.

I did not know these two men, but to
many, these men were sons, husbands,
brothers and friends. Because they
served, America and the world are safer
and more free. Their families are in my
thoughts and prayers, and I ask that
all Americans remember the sacrifice
they made.

Explosive ordnance disposal techni-
cians are the first line of defense in the
war on terror, protecting our service-
members from IED threats overseas
and in homeland missions. The EOD
community deserves the respect and
full resources of the Department of De-
fense to continue their lifesaving mis-
sion.

God bless the memory of Lieutenant
Mosko and Sergeant Huling, and may
God continue to bless the United
States of America.

————
LEGISLATION RELATING TO IRAN

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

Mr. KUCINICH. This week, Congress
is considering two pieces of legislation
relating to Iran. The first undermines a
diplomatic solution with Iran and low-
ers the bar for war. The second author-
izes a war of choice against Iran and
begins military preparations for it.

With respect to H. Res. 568, which
eliminates the most viable alternative
to war, the House is expected to vote
on this. I would urge Members to read
the resolution because section 6 rejects
any U.S. policy that would rely on ef-
forts to contain a nuclear weapons ca-
pable Iran. Section 7 urges the Presi-
dent to reaffirm the unacceptability of
an Iran with a nuclear weapons capa-
bility, and opposition to any policy
that would rely on containment as an
option in response to Iranian enrich-
ment.
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This language represents a signifi-
cant shift in U.S. policy, and would
guarantee that talks with Iran cur-
rently scheduled for May 23 would fail.
Current U.S. policy is that Iran cannot
acquire nuclear weapons. Instead, H.
Res. 568 draws the red line for military
action at Iran achieving a nuclear
weapons capability—capability—a neb-
ulous and undefined term that would
include a civilian nuclear program.

Indeed, it’s likely that a negotiated
deal to prevent a nuclear-armed Iran
and to prevent war would provide for
uranium enrichment for peaceful pur-
poses under the framework of the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons trea-
ty, with strict safeguards and inspec-
tions. This language in this bill makes
such a negotiated settlement impos-
sible. At the same time, the language
lowers the threshold for attacking
Iran. Countries with nuclear weapons
capability could include many other
countries like Japan or Brazil. It is an
unrealistic threshold.

An associate of former Secretary of
State Colin Powell stated:

This resolution reads like the same sheet
of music that got us into the Iraq war.

Now, H.R. 4310, the National Defense
Authorization Act, authorizes war
against Iran and preparing the military
for it. I want to point out how this hap-
pens. While H. Res. 568 undermines our
diplomatic efforts and lowers the bar
for war, H.R. 4310, the NDAA, begins
military preparations for war. Mem-
bers ought to read this. Section 1221
makes military action against Iran a
U.S. policy. Section 1222 directs our
Armed Forces to prepare for war. Now
if you read these sections, you’ll see
that what I’'m saying is true.

Now, under subsection A, it says that
Iran may soon attain a nuclear weap-
ons capability, a development that
would threaten the United States in-
terests, destabilize the region, encour-
age nuclear proliferation, and further
empower and embolden Iran, and on
and on. But the International Atomic
Energy Agency, as well as the U.S. and
Israeli intelligence, have all agreed
that Iran does not currently have a nu-
clear bomb, is not building a nuclear
weapon, and does not have any plans to
do so. Both U.S. and Israeli officials
also agree that a strike on Iran would
only delay their nuclear program and
actually encourage them to pursue nu-
clear weapons.

Sustained diplomatic engagement
with Iran is the only way to ensure
transparency and to prevent a nuclear-
armed Iran. Rejecting or thwarting any
inspections-based deal we are currently
seeking with Iran, even when analysts
are expressing guarded optimism that a
near-term deal is achievable, makes
preemptive military action against
Iran more likely.

Now I just want to cite some provi-
sions right from the bill.

In order to prevent Iran from devel-
oping nuclear weapons, which they’re
not doing, the United States, in co-
operation with its allies, must utilize
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all elements of national power, includ-
ing diplomacy, robust economic sanc-
tions, and credible—get this—‘‘visible
preparations for a military option.”

Under section 1222 where they talk
about U.S. military preparedness, it
talks of pre-positioning sufficient sup-
plies of aircraft, munitions, fuel, and
other materials for both air- and sea-
based missions. Under subsection B it
talks about maintaining sufficient
Naval assets in the region—get this—to
launch a sustained sea and air cam-
paign against a range of Iranian nu-
clear and military targets.

Now come on, we’re getting ready for
war against Iran. Why? I mean, we
ought to have a broad debate about
this other than just burying this sec-
tion of a bill in the National Defense
Authorization Act. We have plenty of
evidence there is no reason to go to
war against Iran. We made the mistake
in Iraq. Let’s not make another one
with Iran and set off World War III.

0 1020
YUCCA MOUNTAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
BUERKLE). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS)
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, I've
come back to the floor, as I have al-
most weekly since this Congress, to
talk about nuclear waste.

It’s kind of unique to follow my
friend from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) be-
cause we are a nuclearized country; we
do have nuclear weapons. A lot of our
nuclear weapons were developed from
World War II. And guess where the
waste still is from World War II? Still
buried in silos under the ground in
Hanford, Washington. That’s a legacy
of 50 years of nuclear waste that we
still have yet to address—not including
the nuclear waste for fuel, which is
what I'm going to talk about today.
I'm going to the State of Michigan and
the State of Indiana.

Michigan has five nuclear reactors.
They’re all on the Great Lakes—either
Lake Michigan or Lake Superior, I
think—and the waste is right next to
these Great Lakes. So we want to do a
comparison/contrast, as I do every
week based upon a region of the coun-
try, and compare where the nuclear
waste is in Michigan to where it should
be, under Federal law—the 1982 Nuclear
Waste Policy Act and the adjoining
amendments passed in 1987—that says
we need to consolidate our high-level
nuclear waste and put it in one single
repository that is underneath a moun-
tain in a desert, and that place is
Yucca Mountain.

So let’s compare the two locations.
I'm picking the Cook Nuclear Gener-
ating Station in Michigan, comparing
it to Yucca Mountain. How much nu-
clear waste do we have at Yucca Moun-
tain? Zero. How much do we have at
Cook? We have 1,433 metric tons of ura-
nium—+this is of waste—at just one nu-
clear facility at Cook.
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Where is the waste stored? At Yucca,
it would be 1,000 feet underground.
Where is the nuclear waste stored at
Cook? Well, it’s stored above ground in
pools and in casks. How is it compared
to the groundwater issue? Well, at
Yucca Mountain it would be 1,000 feet
above the water table. As we know, at
Cook it’s 19 feet above the groundwater
table.

Yucca Mountain is 100 miles from the
only body of water you can find in a
desert, and that’s the Colorado River.
That’s 100 miles away. How far is the
nuclear waste at Cook? Well, you can
see from the picture it is next to Lake
Michigan. So in a comparison/contrast,
it’s easy to see that Yucca would be a
safer place to put high-level nuclear
waste than Cook Generating Station in
Michigan.

So what have the U.S. Senators done
from the surrounding States on this
position of, should they have nuclear
waste in their State or should they
not? Senator COATS is supportive of
Yucca Mountain. Senator LUGAR is
supportive of Yucca Mountain—I have
quotes here that affirm that. Senator
LEVIN has voted for Yucca Mountain
and supports that. And our friend, my
former classmate here in the Cham-
ber—and she is a good friend of mine—
DEBBIE STABENOW, has not supported
Yucca Mountain.

So part of why I'm coming down to
the floor is just to help paint the pic-
ture that there is nuclear waste all
over this country—104 different reac-
tors, not including our defense waste—
and it’s stored all over the place.
Wouldn’t it be better to have a central-
ized location to put the nuclear waste
in? So I've been doing a tally of U.S.
Senators, and we finally got over the
50-Senator mark. Because of the Sen-
ate rules, you know you have to break
the filibuster. That’s 60 votes.

It’s interesting now, based upon the
information, past information—wheth-
er gleaned from votes or public state-
ments—we have 54 U.S. Senators who
say we ought to have Yucca Mountain
as our single repository. We have 19
that we really have no record of a
statement or a vote. And then we have
21 that have, either as a former House
Member or a public statement, said,
no, we don’t think Yucca Mountain is a
place for nuclear waste to go.

We still have a couple more States to
go, and we’re hoping that we get to a
60-vote position to make the claim
throughout the country that these Sen-
ators should really deal with this issue
of high-level nuclear waste, not just
the spent fuel, but, as we talked about
earlier, the defense waste in this coun-
try.

This was a promise made to the rate-
payers of States that have nuclear
power. The government said we’re
going to charge you extra for your
electricity. We will take your money,
and we will build a long-range geologi-
cal repository for nuclear waste, and
that’s Yucca Mountain.
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VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. CICILLINE) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker,
yesterday, this Chamber narrowly
passed a bill entitled the Violence
Against Women Reauthorization Act.
But although the bill we voted on
shared its name with landmark legisla-
tion that this Chamber passed in 1994
to deter crimes against women, it
failed to advance the important protec-
tions that should be afforded to all vic-
tims of domestic violence and sexual
assaults.

Our colleagues in the Senate, Demo-
crats and Republicans, worked to-
gether to pass a strong, bipartisan re-
authorization of the Violence Against
Women Act. Yet, rather than carrying
on the important tradition of working
in a bipartisan fashion to strengthen
and reauthorize the Violence Against
Women Act here in the House, Repub-
licans crafted a partisan bill that failed
to include many of the important pro-
tections enacted by the Senate. In fact,
the Republican legislation would un-
dermine vital protections and services
for victims of domestic violence. The
House Republican proposal left out im-
provements that the Senate had
passed, including protections for immi-
grant women, college students, and
LGBT Americans.

A bipartisan coalition of 13 women
Senators, including Republican Sen-
ator LISA MURKOWSKI, signed a letter
to Speaker BOEHNER yesterday urging
that he call a vote on the strong, bipar-
tisan Senate-passed bill that would
strengthen protections for all victims
of domestic and sexual violence saying,
“We should not let politics pick and
choose which victims of abuse to help
and which to ignore’’—a bill, by the
way, that every single woman in the
Senate, Republicans and Democrats,
voted for.

Reauthorizing important provisions
that help ensure the safety of all vic-
tims of domestic and sexual abuse
across our country should be routine—
even in Washington, D.C. But once
again, House Republicans have allowed
a far-right ideology to interfere with
the commonsense approach to pro-
tecting women and families from vio-
lence.

Women’s lives are too important for
another round of congressional
brinksmanship. Last year, in my home
State of Rhode Island, more than 13,000
hotline calls were answered by the
Rhode Island Coalition Against Domes-
tic Violence.

Republicans in this Chamber are
wrong to relegate the safety and well-
being of these women behind an ex-
treme political ideology. I urge my col-
leagues to continue their strong sup-
port for the bipartisan Senate legisla-
tion that would provide effective pro-
tections for all victims of sexual or do-
mestic violence. We must keep the
pressure on for passage of the Senate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

bipartisan bill. America’s women and
our families deserve no less.

NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

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

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, later today, we will debate
the National Defense Authorization
Act. Just yesterday evening, section
1021 of last year’s bill was given an in-
junction by U.S. District Judge Kath-
erine Forrest when she stated:

In the face of what could be indeterminate
military detention, due process requires
more.

As we debate this bill, we will have
an opportunity to act on several
amendments which will make due proc-
ess a key part of this bill and eliminate
the concerns that the judge had when
granting that preliminary injunction.

I take the opportunity today to re-
mind us of some history. Dateline:
Paris, December 20, 1787. In a letter to
James Madison, Thomas Jefferson
wrote, in regard to the Constitution of
the United States that was being pro-
posed:

I will tell you now what I do not like.
First, the omission of a Bill of Rights pro-
viding clearly and without aid of sophism,
for freedom of religion, freedom of the press,
protection against standing armies, restric-
tion of monopolies, the eternal and
unremitting force of the habeas corpus laws,
and trials by jury in all matters of fact tri-
able by the laws of the land, and not by the
laws of nations.

To say, as Mr. Wilson does, that a Bill of
Rights was not necessary because all is re-
served in the case of the general government,
which is not given, while in the particular
ones, all is given which is not reserved,
might do for the audience to which it was ad-
dressed; but it is surely a gratis dictum, the
reverse of which might just as well be said;
and it is opposed by strong inferences from
the body of the instrument, as well as from
the omission of the cause of our present Con-
federation—that would be the Articles of
Confederation—which had made the reserva-
tion in express terms.

It was hard to conclude, because there has
been a want of uniformity among the States
as to the cases triable by jury, because some
have been so incautious as to dispense with
this mode of trial in certain cases; therefore,
the more prudent States shall be reduced to
the same level of calamity.

It would have been much more just and
wise to have concluded the other way, that,
as most of the States had preserved with
jealousy this sacred palladium of liberty,
those who have wandered should be brought
back to it, and to have established general
right rather than general wrong.
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He goes on:

For I consider all the ill as established,
which may be established. I have a right to
nothing which another has a right to take
away.

And he goes on:

Let me add that a Bill of Rights is what
the people are entitled to against every gov-
ernment on Earth, general or particular, and
what no just government should refuse, or
rest on inference.

May 17, 2012

There are those, in regard to the de-
bate on the NDAA and particularly sec-
tion 1021 of last year’s bill and the
similar language this year, that it is
inferred that those rights are not given
away. Jefferson was not willing to
allow us to rest on the rights of infer-
ence, nor should we in this Congress
also not be willing to rest on the rights
of inference.

And when particularly you have lan-
guage such as this coming out of the
court yesterday evening, this court
finds the plaintiffs who are, as dis-
cussed below, have reasonable fear of
future government action sufficient to
confer standing.

Ladies and gentlemen, many of you
cannot see it, but behind me here in
the desk is the word ‘‘liberty stands,”
it is written in. It was not left to infer-
ence. It’s right here for us to look at
every day. And, ladies and gentlemen,
as long as I serve in Congress, I will
stand up for liberty and make sure that
no citizen of the United States has
their due process removed.

I will support the Amash amend-
ment, the Smith amendment, and the
Goodlatte amendment. Thank you very
much. I hope you do the same.

———

OUR NATION IS AT A HISTORIC
CROSSROAD

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Speaker, I
rise today because our Nation is at a
crossroads. We are emerging from a
deep recession but face a deficit top-
ping $1 trillion for the 4th straight
year.

And while we all agree that we must
reduce our deficit, the real question, of
course, is: How? How we decide to re-
duce our deficit will not only define
our budget, it will define who we are as
a Nation. Will we be a Nation that cuts
vital programs like food and Medicaid
in order to not only preserve but grow
an outsized defense budget? Or will we
choose a middle ground that is bal-
anced, bipartisan, big, and leaves noth-
ing off the table, including defense?

Sadly, the National Defense Author-
ization Act before us offers no middle
ground and is not bipartisan. It is not
balanced. At a time when we are being
asked to cut education, infrastructure,
and health care, this defense bill in-
creases spending $4 billion over the
President’s request.

Let me be clear. We all want to cut
spending. In fact, I, myself, introduced
a bipartisan budget that mirrored the
Simpson-Bowles plan and would have
reduced the deficit with two-thirds
cuts and one-third revenue. But the
key to developing a bipartisan, bal-
anced plan is to put everything on the
table, including defense.

Military spending has more than dou-
bled in the last 10 years and now com-
prises close to 20 percent of our overall
budget. We spend almost four times
more on defense than China and more
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than the next 10 largest military
spenders combined. We spend $500 mil-
lion a year on military bands alone.

But it’s not just about what we
spend; it’s also how we spend. Former
Secretary of Defense Gates called for
billions in cuts, saying, ‘“‘what had been
a culture of endless money’” at DOD
must ‘‘become a culture of savings and
restraint.”

Admiral Mike Mullen once called our
debt the ‘‘greatest threat to our na-
tional security.”

The Sustainable Defense Task Force
and the Bipartisan Policy Center have
also outlined close to $1 trillion in de-
fense cuts that can still keep us safe.

But this defense budget doesn’t re-
flect the expertise of our military lead-
ers, defense experts, or the American
people.

It ignores our military leaders by in-
cluding a new east coast missile inter-
ceptor the Pentagon doesn’t want, and
it rolls back efforts by the DOD to be
more energy efficient because the com-
manders on the ground know that lives
are lost transporting fuel to troops
abroad.

It ignores military experts by fund-
ing the deadly V-22 Osprey, which is 186
percent over budget, it is not safe to
fly in extreme heat or excessive sand,
has killed 36 servicemembers, and can
be replaced with cheaper helicopters.

It also ignores experts such as Henry
Kissinger, who promote drastically re-
ducing our nuclear stockpile by includ-
ing a huge funding increase for nuclear
upgrades.

Finally, perhaps more importantly,
it ignores the American people, who
want a smaller military footprint and
want our troops home from Afghani-
stan. According to a recent report re-
leased at the Stimson Center, the pub-
lic supports cutting the defense budget
by 18 percent. And according to the lat-
est opinion polls, close to seven in 10
Americans oppose the war in Afghani-
stan, yet this defense bill includes lan-
guage aimed at slowing down the with-
drawal of U.S. troops.

We aren’t fighting the Cold War any-
more, yet this budget continues to in-
vest billions in nuclear weapons and
thousands of troops stationed in Eu-
rope and Asia.

Today our greatest threat is a global
network of extremists who find safe
haven in ungoverned spaces across the
world. There have been at least 45 ter-
rorist attacks plotted against the U.S.
since 9/11, and each one of them was
foiled, not by our mass ground forces in
Afghanistan, but through intelligence,
policing, and citizen engagement.

According to terrorism expert Erik
Dahl of the Naval Postgraduate School,
when it comes to domestic attacks and
securing the homeland, what works is
really good, old-fashioned policing, law
enforcement, tips from the public, and
police informants. Our enemy today
must be caught with less costly polic-
ing, intelligence gathering, and special
operations, not multibillion dollar
tanks and nukes.
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The real ramification of over-
spending on defense is not simply that
we have too many unneeded nukes or
planes, but that we don’t have enough
resources to support vital domestic in-
vestments such as health care, edu-
cation, and infrastructure needed to re-
main a superpower.

Military power is not simply about
spending more than our adversaries.
Real military power, argues Kori
Schake, a former MCcCAIN advisor, is
“premised on the solvency of the
American Government and the vi-
brancy of the U.S. economy.” In order
to maintain that vibrancy, we must get
our fiscal house in order and do so by
reexamining our defense spending, and
making cuts and reforming where nec-
essary.

———

CELEBRATING NATIONAL NURSES
WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) for 5
minutes.

Mr. McKINLEY. Madam Speaker,
every year, in May, this country cele-
brates National Nurses Week. Often de-
scribed as an art and a science, nursing
is a profession that embraces dedicated
people with varied interests, strengths,
and passions because of the many op-
portunities the profession offers.

As a husband of a critical care nurse,
I know all about the lives they touch
each and every day. They work in
emergency rooms, school-based clinics,
hospitals, and homeless shelters, just
to name a few. They have many roles,
from staff nurses to educators to nurse
practitioners and nurse researchers,
and serve all of them with a passion for
the profession and with a strong com-
mitment to patient security and safe-
ty.

National Nurses Week occurs each
year in May, surrounding Florence
Nightingale’s birthday. Our nurses
strive for excellence in all they do.
They provide patients and their fami-
lies with skilled, compassionate care,
and help them navigate a very complex
and oftentimes overwhelming health
care system to provide safe passage for
the patients and their families.

Regardless of their role or title,
nurses educate, counsel, advocate, and
lead. These men and women work to
make a difference to countless pa-
tients, families, and communities who
benefit from nurses’ dedication and
professionalism.

This month is a time to reflect on all
the good nurses do. It is a time to ac-

knowledge and celebrate the dif-
ferences our nurses make.
——
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HORSE PROTECTION PROGRAM

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

Mr. SCHRADER. Madam Speaker,
today I rise to discuss an important
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and timely issue negatively affecting
the welfare of the horses of this great
country. It’s called ‘‘soring.’”’ Soring is
the act of deliberately causing pain to
exaggerate the leg motion of high-gait-
ed horses, such as Tennessee Walking
Horses.

This inhumane practice, despite
being illegal for almost 40 years, is still
used far too often by many owners and
trainers to win in the show ring.
Today, I hope I can persuade you, my
fellow Members of Congress, to take in-
terest in this issue, to oppose this cruel
and illegal practice, and to increase
the support for the USDA’s Horse Pro-
tection Program.

Horses are sored in several different
ways:

Caustic materials, such as kerosene
or mustard oil, are applied to the lower
leg. This makes the horse’s leg sen-
sitive so that, when certain cruel de-
vices like chains are placed against it,
it causes severe pain, causing the horse
to lift its leg high in an exaggerated
gait. There are other common ap-
proaches also, like trimming the hoof
excessively, exposing sensitive tissues,
inserting devices between the shoe pads
and the sole of the horse and, frankly,
improper shoeing techniques. No mat-
ter the technique, its purpose is to
cause the horse pain so that it lifts its
leg higher and faster.

While rest and training may allow
some horses to eventually recover from
that harm, others suffer irreversible
hoof damage and are actually crippled
for life. The harm caused by soring is
not just physical. The mental damage
done to the horse can make its reha-
bilitation difficult, if not impossible.

Soring is so egregious that it has ac-
tually been illegal in this country for
over 40 years. The Horse Protection
Act was passed in 1970. So why, 40 years
later, are we still having the same con-
versation?

The problem lies within the culture
of some of those in the walking horse
industry, in which unethical trainers
and unethical owners not only con-
tinue this practice but use tricks to de-
ceive detection. Substantial financial
gains come from winning horse shows,
and this makes soring appealing to
many unscrupulous owners and train-
ers. Soring is a shortcut that over-
shadows the balance and collection
seen in the beautiful natural move-
ment of horses that perform racking
gaits. These gaits can actually be
achieved without soring, rather by in-
vesting the proper time, training, and
conditioning on the horse.

The Horse Protection Program at the
USDA serves as regulatory enforce-
ment for the Horse Protection Act. Un-
fortunately, due to budget constraints,
USDA inspectors only attend a small
fraction of the shows. In 2011, USDA
documented 587 violations of the act
while attending only 62 of the 600 to 700
shows held that year. Fiscal year 2012
was the first time in the history of the
Horse Protection Program that it actu-
ally received more than $500,000 in
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funding. In February of this year, Bar-
ney Davis, a Tennessee trainer, was
convicted of soring, fined $4,000, and
was sentenced to a year in prison. In
March, nationally known trainer Jack-
ie L. McConnell and three of his associ-
ates were charged with 52 counts of
violating the Horse Protection Act.
These recent charges, including the
first two convictions in two decades
under the U.S. Horse Protection Act,
have brought increased attention to
this horrible abuse.

These indictments and prosecutions
are long overdue, and I applaud the
U.S. Attorneys and USDA civil serv-
ants who have courageously worked to
end soring. Yet adequate funding of the
Horse Protection Program is critical
for the enforcement of this act and for
the prevention of this abusive practice.
It is imperative that USDA’s Horse
Protection Program be adequately
funded, ensuring the end of this cruel
practice. Financial backing must be
supported, not hampered, by this Con-
gress.

The American Veterinary Medical
Association has condemned soring for
over 40 years. I join my fellow veteri-
narians across America in calling for a
stop to this heinous abuse of America’s
horses. We in Congress need to stand
up as well and speak out against this
egregious form of animal cruelty. It is
time for soring to end.

———————

T0TH ANNIVERSARY OF
ELLSWORTH AIR FORCE BASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM) for 5 min-
utes.

Mrs. NOEM. Today, I rise to mark a
major milestone for an important in-
stallation in the State of South Da-
kota. This year is the 70th anniversary
of Ellsworth Air Force Base. It is a
privilege to stand here today on the
House floor and honor the thousands of
airmen who have been stationed at
Ellsworth. I would like to personally
thank every single man and woman
who has served our Nation and the peo-
ple of South Dakota at this base.

Ellsworth has played an important
role in this country and in our Nation’s
military since World War II. The at-
tack on Pearl Harbor sent our country
into one of the most destructive wars
that the world has ever known. Our
country needed a large and immediate
force to fight a two-front war—one in
the Pacific theater and another one in
Europe.

Thousands of young men and women
rushed into the military, and in re-
sponse, our Nation built many new
bases to accommodate the growing
number of soldiers. In 1942, a small
Army base was established near Rapid
City, outside Box Elder, South Dakota.
Its original purpose was to train the
crews of the Boeing B-17 Flying For-
tress. Later in the war, the base
trained and deployed B-29 Superfor-
tress crews, which were instrumental
on the Eastern front.
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During World War II, the base was so
successful that it was changed to per-
manent status. Yet, sadly, a tragedy
struck. While returning from a train-
ing mission, an RB-36 Peacemaker air-
craft crashed in Newfoundland. Later
that year, President Eisenhower came
to South Dakota and dedicated the
base, renaming it after Brigadier Gen-
eral Richard Ellsworth, who perished
in the crash. Ever since then, the base
has kept the name Ellsworth Air Force
Base.

Ellsworth continued to prove itself as
an enduring asset during the Cold War.
In fact, during the first major inter-
national event of the Cold War, B-29
bombers from Ellsworth were sent to
help in the Berlin Airlift, and as the
Cold War progressed, so did the capa-
bilities of Ellsworth. The aircraft at
Ellsworth were used as an intimidating
deterrent to our potential enemies. The
base also became a hub of missile ac-
tivity, transporting and storing Titan
and Minuteman missiles. Without a
doubt, Ellsworth was a crucial player
in keeping peace during a very uneasy
time in our Nation’s history.

Today, Ellsworth is the home of the
28th Bomb Wing with the B-1 Lancer,
which is a shining example of resource-
fulness. The aircraft was originally de-
signed for low altitude nuclear pay-
loads, but as the Cold War ended and as
the demand for nuclear capability air-
craft declined, the Air Force modified
the aircraft for long-range conven-
tional bombing runs. It has been de-
scribed as the workhorse of operations
in Afghanistan. Most recently, B-1s
from Ellsworth Air Force Base were
used in Operation Odyssey Dawn in
Libya. The B-1 has truly become the
backbone of our long-range bombing
force. In fact, earlier this year, the B-
1 completed its 10,000th combat mis-
sion. It is an impressive milestone for
any piece of weaponry.

More recently, the Air Force selected
Ellsworth to be the home of the un-
manned MQ-9 Reapers. It is one of only
two bases on the ground that has the
control capabilities of these high-tech
aircraft. It is a testament to the ongo-
ing relevance of Ellsworth as a part of
our national defense strategy.

Ellsworth has also become an inte-
gral part of South Dakota’s economy.
In 2010, the base estimated that it sup-
ports over 1,500 jobs in western South
Dakota, and that’s not including the
thousands of active airmen and
-women. It is also home to the Air
Force Financial Services Center. It is,
without a doubt, an economic engine
that keeps South Dakota thriving and
vibrant.

When I reflect on what makes Ells-
worth Air Force Base so significant, I
think beyond the impressive aircraft
and the historical and economic sig-
nificance that the base has to South
Dakota. Instead, I think about the in-
dividual airmen, and I believe that the
true strength of our Armed Forces lies
with them. It doesn’t come from the
equipment that they use or from the
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aircraft that they fly. It is their cour-
age, their resilience, and the bravery of
these fine men and women. As great as
the B-17s, the B-29s, the B-1s, and the
MQ-9 unmanned Reapers are, nothing
can compare to the everyday American
servicemember.

That’s why I want to make sure, as
we commemorate the 70th anniversary
of Ellsworth Air Force Base, we don’t
focus only on the national importance
the base has played or on the economic
impact it has had in South Dakota. In-
stead, we focus on the individual air-
men and on the sacrifices that they
make every single day. It is the airman
who leaves his family, who protects our
country day in and day out and who re-
sponds to the call of duty. Each airman
plays one small part in a larger oper-
ation. Whether they are pilots, naviga-
tors, engineers, munitions personnel,
or air traffic controllers, each one
plays an important role.

I thank all of the airmen and -women
who came to Ellsworth and who did
their duty to the best of their ability.
They’ve done so for 70 years and have
done an incredible job.

I would also like to commend the
families of the airmen, past and
present. I have heard from many of the
military personnel and their families,
and I am always inspired by their self-
less commitment to our country. Every
family member of our servicemen and
-women make sacrifices. God bless
them for staying strong and for pro-
viding a strong support system for our
servicemembers who are stationed at
Ellsworth and at bases across the coun-
try.

Again, thank you, Madam Speaker,
for allowing me to show my deep re-
spect and appreciation for everyone at
Ellsworth for its 70 years of out-
standing service to our country. May
God bless all who serve at Ellsworth.

———
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TERRITORIAL TANF EQUITY ACT
OF 2012

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr. PIERLUISI) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PIERLUISI. Madam Speaker,
today I'm introducing legislation to
provide equitable treatment to Puerto
Rico and other U.S. territories under
the TANF program, which provides
cash payments to needy families with
children.

Currently the territories are not eli-
gible for supplemental grants, contin-
gency funds, and child care funds under
TANF. Moreover, Federal law imposes
an annual cap on the overall funding
that each of the territories can receive
under a variety of public assistance
programs, including TANF. My legisla-
tion removes this funding cap and
makes the territories eligible for
TANF grants that they do not pres-
ently receive.

Puerto Rico is treated unfairly under
Federal programs designed to help our
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Nation’s most vulnerable residents.
This TANF bill complements two pre-
vious bills I have introduced, which
would include my constituents in SSI
and SNAP. To see how Puerto Rico was
hurt by its current territorial status,
one need only look at the island’s
shocking treatment under these three
key programs.

When you look at the status and
well-being of all the American citizens
living in the territories, you realize
that what they face is geographic dis-
crimination. It makes no sense to pe-
nalize the American residents who de-
cide to reside in the five territories be-
longing to the United States. The only
reason that sometimes is raised for
such discrimination is that the resi-
dents of the territories do not pay Fed-
eral income taxes. But it is not right to
even raise that argument when close to
half of the U.S. households in the U.S.
and the U.S. mainland in the 50 States
are not paying Federal income taxes
because of their income levels. It is
also not right when most of the vast
majority of the residents in the terri-
tories would not pay Federal income
taxes anyway.

What we’re talking about is fairness.
What we’re talking about is parity.
There should be equal treatment for all
American citizens, regardless of where
they reside within America. I support
statehood for Puerto Rico for several
reasons, one of which is this concept of
parity. Once a territory becomes a
State, it doesn’t have to seek parity. It
automatically participates in all Fed-
eral programs.

That’s one reason. But I support
statehood for Puerto Rico for a more
important reason. I'm talking about
the lack of voting rights for the resi-
dents of Puerto Rico. I, for one, suffer
the consequences. I am the one the
American citizens in Puerto Rico elect
to represent them in this Congress.
When I come to this Chamber, I can
speak, I can introduce legislation, I be-
long to committees. But when the time
comes to vote for or against bills that
benefit or affect my constituents, I
cannot do so. My name doesn’t even ap-
pear on the electronic board here in
this Hall. That is embarrassing. It
hurts me, and it hurts my constituents.

If Puerto Rico were a State, we
would have at least five Members in
the House of Representatives and two
Senators advocating for our residents.
That’s one of the reasons I support
statehood. But there’s more to it than
that.

Last year, President Obama visited
Puerto Rico. I felt so proud because 1
had something to do with it. But you
know what? It is embarrassing to say
that no President had visited Puerto
Rico in an official capacity in 50 years.
We had to wait 50 years for a President
to show up in Puerto Rico. I am sure
that if the American citizens living in
Puerto Rico were given the right to
vote for their President, Presidents
would be visiting Puerto Rico on a reg-
ular basis. They would be making com-
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mitments, they would be Ilearning
about our needs, and they would be
doing the right thing with respect to
the American citizens living in Puerto
Rico.

On November 6, there will be a plebi-
scite in Puerto Rico and two questions
will be posed before the voters. The
first question will be whether they
want Puerto Rico to continue being a
territory of the United States. We have
to ask that question because that’s
how democracy works. The second
question will ask them to express their
preference with respect to the three
available status options we have, apart
from the current territorial status:
statehood, independence, and free asso-
ciation. I hope they answer those ques-
tions, sending a message loud and clear
to this Congress that they no longer
want to be a territory and they want to
be the 51st State of the Union.

———————

WE ARE NOW IN THE SILLY
SYSTEM

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

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, despite advice to the contrary, our
Constitution establishes a government
with two sovereigns, the Nation and
the individual States. They worried
about that in Philadelphia. In fact,
James Wilson wondered if this system
would be like two meteors on a colli-
sion course, the collision of which
would be catastrophic, or if this system
would be like the solar system where
the planets stayed in their sphere and
course and did not interfere with one
another. That latter vision we call fed-
eralism. It is stated in the 10th Amend-
ment where each level of government
had a specific and distinct responsi-
bility.

When the States were interfering
with the Federal Government, it pro-
duced historical catastrophic con-
sequences. But also when the Federal
Government interferes with the role of
States, the consequences range from
being catastrophic to just plain silly.
We are now in the silly system.

In 2010, this Congress passed the
Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act. We
were wrong to pass it for five reasons:
number one, it was a Senate bill. That
should have been our first tip-off; num-
ber two, it was opposed by the National
Governors Association; three, it was
opposed by the National School Boards
Association; four, it violated the Con-
stitution.

You see, the Federal Government’s
only advantage is that everyone has to
do the same thing in the same way at
the same time. The Federal Govern-
ment can impose that. But schools are
given to the States because they re-
quire creativity, efficiency, and jus-
tice.

Finally, number five: we created a
one-size-fits-all Federal program not
defined by us. We simply passed this
grand idea and then gave power to a
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Secretary in some building here in
Washington to come up with some kind
of standards.

Two schools in my district have now
been hit by those standards. I care
about those schools because from one I
graduated a long time ago, and the
other I taught for 23 years. They were
hit with a $16,000 and $19,000 fine re-
spectively. What was the heinous crime
for which these fines were levied
against the funds that go to help the
kids in these schools? During the lunch
hour, their vending machines were
plugged in. These vending machines
were not in the cafeteria. That violated
the standards. They were down in a dif-
ferent part of the school. But since the
kids walked out of the cafeteria with
their lunches and walked down the
hallway towards the gym where the
vending machines were and there was
not a wall, by our standards, to stop
them from doing that, the entire
school was designated as a cafeteria
and the schools were then penalized.

You see, by the standards that were
created, if a kid buys a Coke and then
takes it to lunch to drink, that’s nutri-
tional. But if he buys his lunch first
and then goes down to buy a Coke, that
is now, by our standards, unhealthy.
Snickers by our standards are healthy
food; licorice is not. Ice cream is
healthy; Swedish Fish are not. Appar-
ently by our standards, anything that
could stick to your mouth is not a
healthy food. Starbursts are out; Milky
Ways are in.

It was wrong for Congress to pass a
law without taking the time to estab-
lish standards that were rational by
ourselves and giving that power to an-
other body. It was wrong for Congress
to invade the role of States. It was
wrong to punish kids for these silly
reasons. It is wrong to violate fed-
eralism. If a community school and
their PTA wanted to create these
standards themselves, fine.

Federalism means people at the local
level should be free to create any deci-
sions they want to do, even if those de-
cisions are dumb. It is wrong for this
body to think that every issue has to
be decided here in this room, and it is
wrong for us to forget that the 10th
Amendment has a purpose. It is there
for a reason. It should be respected.

——
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IMPROVE THE LIVES OF OUR
TROOPS INSTEAD OF ENDAN-
GERING THEM

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker,
there are few things more important
for us to deal with than the health and
safety of our men and women in uni-
form. For everything they do, for all
the courage they’ve shown and the sac-
rifices that they’ve made, we must be
absolutely vigilant about protecting
them from unnecessary risk.
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That’s why I was troubled to hear
news reports about several of our most
highly trained and skilled Air Force pi-
lots experiencing loss of oxygen while
in the cockpit of the F-22 aircraft.
We’re talking about blacking out, los-
ing control of the plane, and suffering
memory loss. In fact, 18 percent of
those who flew the F-22 reported an in-
cident similar to this. In fact, one fam-
ily blames this mysterious affliction
for a crash that killed their loved one.

We have some of our most fearless pi-
lots afraid and even refusing to take
the controls of the F-22. Two pilots
went so far as to appear on shows like
“60 Minutes” without permission from
their superiors so that they could ex-
pose the problem.

In response, Madam Speaker, I pre-
pared an amendment to the National
Defense Authorization Act, which the
House will debate today. My amend-
ment would cut off funding for the F-
22 until the Pentagon inspector general
completes an investigation on these
malfunctions and finds a solution to
protect the safety of our pilots.

Thankfully, my amendment wasn’t
necessary because, yesterday, Sec-
retary of Defense Panetta took steps to
impose flight restrictions on the F-22,
demanding that the Air Force take
stronger safety measures to protect
our troops. Because of the Secretary’s
response to these life-and-death con-
cerns, I have withdrawn my amend-
ment, but I will stay on top of the situ-
ation.

The F-22 isn’t exactly a ‘‘bargain
basement’” item, Madam Speaker.
Throughout the life of the program,
it’s cost taxpayers $79 billion. And
that’s for a plane originally designed to
fight the next generation of Soviet jet,
even though the Soviet Union, itself,
didn’t have a next generation, and it
doesn’t even exist any longer. What’s
more, the F-22 hasn’t flown a single
mission in Iraq or Afghanistan.

It troubles me, Madam Speaker, that
we’ve spent so much on slick, sup-
posedly state-of-the-art aircraft that
are making our Air Force pilots dan-
gerously sick—at a moment when we
could use that money on programs our
servicemembers badly need. For exam-
ple, veterans groups are fighting for
more resources for mental health
treatment, for job placement, for ac-
cess to education, for VA home loans,
and much more. Certainly we should
invest in improving the lives of our
troops instead of endangering them.

My Republican colleagues are fond of
pointing out that we’re in a chal-
lenging fiscal environment where every
government expenditure should receive
the strictest scrutiny. I just hope that
they’ll apply as tough a standard to ex-
pensive weapons systems as they do to
foreign humanitarian aid and impor-
tant domestic safety net programs
right here at home.

As we debate the defense authoriza-
tion today, we must choose the defense
programs that actually enhance our
national security over ones like the F-
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22 that are creating more problems
than solutions.

Madam Speaker, I believe more
strongly than ever that we need to end
the war in Afghanistan, supporting our
troops by bringing them home; but, in
the meantime, making sure that the
planes they fly and the equipment they
use are as safe as possible is certainly
our number one responsibility. We owe
them nothing less.

——
STOP MILITARY RAPE

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

Ms. SPEIER. Madam Speaker, today
I rise again to speak about the horrific
situation in the military, and that is
the epidemic of rape and sexual assault
that goes on unabated.

This is the 20th time that I am here
on the floor to tell the story of yet an-
other victim. Nineteen times before,
I've been on this floor to tell about vic-
tims in military service. I've told you
about the military culture that treats
sexual harassment and assault with a
silent acceptance and the command
structure that punishes the victim and
does not take care of dealing with the
perpetrator.

Today I'm going to tell you about the
culture that exists in our military
service academies that train our cadets
to become commissioned officers. I
have not told you that the same con-
flicted chain-of-command structure
that exists in the military also exists
at our prestigious service academies.
The military academy at West Point as
well as the Naval, Coast Guard, Air
Force, and Merchant Marine academies
follow the same rule as the military,
the Uniform Code of Military Justice.

Today I am going to tell you the
story of Karley Marquet, who was a
first-year cadet when she was raped
just last year. She was a brand-spank-
ing-new West Pointer. Gifted in both
academics and athletics, Karley was a
star high school student. She had her
pick to go to any number of colleges.
She chose West Point because she
wanted to serve her country. West
Point chose Karley because she pos-
sessed the skills and character that the
Army needs for success.

But only a few months at the acad-
emy, Karley was betrayed. She was
raped by a West Point upperclassman
that she knew and thought she could
trust. He came to her room one night
when she was alone to talk about girl
troubles. He gave her a sports drink
that had alcohol in it. Peer pressure by
upperclassmen to consume alcohol is
pervasive at West Point. Karley drank
about one-quarter of the liquid in the
bottle, and she became intoxicated.
The upperclassman convinced her to go
to his room, and he raped her. Later,
the upperclassman repeatedly went to
Karley’s room to prevent her from re-
porting the rape. She also heard West
Point upperclassmen talk about an-
other female cadet who had reported
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being raped. They called the victim a
“slut” who ‘“‘was asking for it.”

But Karley was not intimidated. She
reported the crime to her chain of com-
mand. But just like so many of the sto-
ries I have told here before, no serious
action was taken to assist her. West
Point did not move the perpetrator
from Karley’s company. She had to see
him every day. West Point did not
alter Karley’s duties, which meant that
she still had to do chores with the up-
perclassman who raped her.

As a result of the rape and the hos-
tile environment, Karley began to suf-
fer posttraumatic stress symptoms, be-
coming depressed and suicidal. Karley
resigned from West Point less than a
year after becoming a cadet.

It’s been over a year since Karley was
raped, yet the perpetrator has not been
brought to justice. Why was nothing
done to help this talented young
woman who, only 12 months before,
was deemed qualified and deserving of
a spot at the prestigious United States
Military Academy?

The violent act committed against
Karley is reprehensible. The dismissive
attitude held by academy officials is
shocking and inexcusable. It is time for
this narrative to change.

Last December, a Department of De-
fense report revealed a nearly 60 per-
cent increase in reported sexual as-
saults at service academies in addition
to the fact that West Point was found
“not in compliance” with the Penta-
gon’s policies to prevent rape and sex-
ual assault.

Civilian colleges and university stu-
dents can report crimes to local police
officers. They can press charges di-
rectly against perpetrators, and they
can obtain their own legal counsel.
Military cadets must comply with the
military justice system that has a hor-
rible record of providing justice for vic-
tims of rape and sexual assault. Our fu-
ture military leaders deserve better.

Survivors can email me at
stopmilitaryrape@mail.house.gov if
they would like to speak out as well.

O 1110

THIRD ANNIVERSARY OF THE
ENDING OF CIVIL WAR IN SRI
LANKA

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. It is my pleas-
ure to rise today to note the third an-
niversary of the ending of the civil war
in Sri Lanka. On May 19, 2009, a new
era—an era of peace—began in this
country; an era of hope, an era of possi-
bility, and an era of justice with move-
ment towards reconnection and rec-
onciliation. Unfortunately, implemen-
tation of this new era of hope seems to
be slow in coming, it seems to many
Tamils in the country and throughout
the diaspora who have lingering fears
that governance of the country will re-
main closed and not as democratically
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operated as they would like to see and
that justice demands.

The President of Sri Lanka started
talks with the Tamil National Alli-
ance, the party that has won all elec-
tions in the northeast since the end of
the war more than a year ago. Unfortu-
nately, these talks seem to have
bogged down and are not progressing as
was anticipated. Sri Lanka is a highly
centralized state. The lack of control
over areas that we take for granted,
such as the police, the use of land, and
the education system, are often cited
as being one of the causes of the civil
war. It is reported that even areas not
affected by the war suffer from neglect
by Colombo and distant government of-
ficials who make arbitrary decisions,
as is frequently noted by the World
Bank and others. Tensions continue to
exist between the Sinhalese, who con-
trol the government, and the Tamils,
who consider the north and east as
their traditional homeland. It is unfor-
tunate that after hostilities ended on
the battlefield, they still seem to exist
in many of the same ways that oc-
curred before the war actually broke
out.

It is my hope that Sri Lanka will be
able to work through its difficulties so
that this beautiful country can experi-
ence the peace and stability its citizens
rightly deserve.

———
RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 12
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

—————

AFTER RECESS

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

———

PRAYER

Reverend Dr. Ken Chroniger, Alfred
Station Seventh Day Baptist Church,
Alfred Station, New York, offered the
following prayer:

Heavenly Father, in this moment, we
wait on You. We take a deep breath
and try stopping the rush and the
hurry of life. For an instant, we ask
You to lift the weight of government
and the burdens of our role in it from
our hearts, minds, and souls. We accept
what we read, ‘“‘Come unto me all you
that labor and are heavy laden, and I
will give you rest.”

With the pressures of living in the
House fishbowl, give grace and mercy
to receive favors. Limit the mistakes
made simply because we are human.
Like those who have preceded within
these Chambers, give wisdom to gov-
ern. Fill us with faith and hope that
what we do here is not running on a
treadmill but encouragingly touching
the lives of the people at home. Teach
us as we serve to care for one another.
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In Jesus’ name, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. REED led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

———

WELCOMING REVEREND DR. KEN
CHRONIGER

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
REED) is recognized for 1 minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. REED. Today, I welcome to the
House Chamber a great individual from
our district, Pastor Ken Chroniger.
Pastor Ken is the spiritual leader of 70
in my district in Alfred Station, New
York, for the Seventh Day Baptist
Church there. It is an honor to have
Pastor Ken with us.

I have great respect for Pastor Ken,
not only for what he does for his con-
gregation, but for what he does for the
community, in particular, the baseball
games that we have attended together
for the youth as they have participated
in their summer leagues in Alfred Sta-
tion.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I welcome
Pastor Ken as we from the Southern
Tier and the Finger Lakes, the beau-
tiful area of New York, join him in
starting off our deliberations here
today.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian E.
Pate, one of his secretaries.

——————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
MILLER of Michigan). The Chair will
entertain 15 further requests for 1-
minute speeches on each side of the
aisle.

—————
HELPING OUR VETERANS FIND
JOBS
(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina

asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)
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Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
Madam Speaker, for the past 39
months, our Nation’s unemployment
rate has remained above 8 percent due
to the administration’s failed policies.
Sadly, the average unemployment rate
for our veterans is even higher.

Congress has developed a pilot pro-
gram to help veterans find jobs. Vet-
erans should be prepared to simulta-
neously meet the same standards and
perform the same tasks in the military
and industry as in the workplace.

In order to address this issue, Con-
gressman JOE WALSH of Illinois has
proposed an amendment for today’s Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act, pro-
viding for the Department of Defense
to reform the pilot program, helping
servicemembers apply the skills
learned during their military service to
the civilian workplace.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this amendment for servicemembers,
military families, and veterans.

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

—————

20TH ANNIVERSARY OF NAGORNO-
KARABAKH INDEPENDENCE

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Madam Speaker, I
rise today to join the people of
Nagorno-Karabakh in recognizing the
20th anniversary of the independence of
Nagorno-Karabakh and of the forma-
tion of the Republic’s army.

Twenty years ago, the people of
Nagorno-Karabakh fought and died for
their independence from Soviet Azeri
repression and discrimination. From
the earliest days of its formation, the
Republic’s freely elected governmental
bodies have built an open democratic
society through free and transparent
elections. Over the next few days, fami-
lies of Armenian descent throughout
my home State of Rhode Island will
honor the 20th anniversary of the for-
mation of the Republic’s army and the
liberation of Shushi.

Today, the Rhode Island General As-
sembly will be joined by Mr. Robert
Avetisyan, the Permanent Representa-
tive of the Nagorno-Karabakh Republic
to the United States, as they adopt a
resolution supporting the Republic’s ef-
forts to develop as a free and inde-
pendent Nation—a fact that many
Rhode Islanders take great pride in.

CELEBRATING NORWAY’S
CONSTITUTION DAY

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Madam Speaker, it
was nearly 200 years ago that the peo-
ple of Norway proclaimed their inde-
pendence as a free nation, and each
year on May 17, Norwegians all over
the world celebrate the day that their
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constitution was signed—with parades,
traditional food, and other festivities.

The United States and Norway have a
very special bond. Our traditions of
human rights and freedom and also of
democracy are woven into the very fab-
ric of our shared history, and over the
last two centuries, the people of Nor-
way have contributed greatly to the
success and prosperity of our global
community.

As cochair of the House Friends of
Norway Caucus, I would like to send
our best wishes to the people of Nor-
way as they celebrate this year’s
Syttende Mai today, and I would like
to reaffirm the friendship between our
two nations as we work together on
important issues ahead.

——————

MANDATE FUNDING TO BRING
OUR TROOPS HOME FROM AF-
GHANISTAN

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

Ms. HAHN. Last October, on the 10th
anniversary of the war in Afghanistan,
I visited Arlington West—a moving me-
morial to Americans who have died in
that war.

Every Sunday, on the sands of Santa
Monica Beach, volunteers have put up
a cross for every soldier who has lost
his life in that war. As the number of
dead has grown, they have only been
able to put up one cross for every 10
soldiers. 1,843 U.S. soldiers have lost
their lives in Afghanistan. We’ve had
17,000 casualties.

The defense bill today, in its current
form, slows down the effort to with-
draw our troops when we should be
speeding it up. That’s why I have co-
sponsored legislation with BARBARA
LEE that would mandate that any Af-
ghanistan funding be used only to
bring our troops home. Without such a
change, I cannot vote for this bill. I
don’t want to go back to Arlington
West only to see them adding more
crosses.

——————

INTERESTS IN FINANCIAL ASSETS
OF IRAN

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

Mr. TURNER of New York. Madam
Speaker, there are no greater remind-
ers of how dangerous Iran is to Amer-
ica than the Iranian-backed 1983 Beirut
and 1996 Khobar Towers bombings in
which 260 Americans lost their lives.

There was no military or economic
retaliation towards Iran for their in-
volvement in those bombings. The only
type of recourse the families had of
those who died was a financial reward
given to them by the Federal courts—
an award they still have not seen.

This is why I have introduced H.R.
4070, a legal necessity which revokes
sovereign immunity from the Iranian
central bank and allows a Federal
court to attach frozen funds. Thus, the
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families who have been impacted by
those bombings can receive the finan-
cial compensation they deserve and
were previously awarded.

Today, 15 family members who lost
their loved ones are on Capitol Hill,
asking for two things: that we do ev-
erything we can to prevent Iran from
killing more Americans, and that we
hold them accountable for their ac-
tions.

I would like to say that I stand with
them. I will continue to remind Ameri-
cans about what Iran has done and
what they continue to do.
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THE NDAA AUTHORIZES WAR
AGAINST IRAN

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

Mr. KUCINICH. The NDAA author-
izes war against Iran. It calls for a new
policy—military action—which puts
U.S. aircraft and munitions into posi-
tion for air-and sea-based missions and
the bolstering of U.S. capabilities to
launch a sustained sea and air cam-
paign against a range of Iranian nu-
clear and military targets. It author-
izes war under the pretext that Iran is
threatening to launch a nuclear at-
tack, even though Iran does not have
nuclear weapons, does not have nu-
clear-weapons capability, and is not
building a bomb.

Beyond the obvious political and
military questions here, there is a pro-
found spiritual question: What is hap-
pening to the spirit of America that we
can embrace war or waging war so cas-
ually? What happens to our souls when
we authorize an attack on a nuclear fa-
cility in another country? What hap-
pens to the souls of those who perish
when radiation is released from such
an attack?

The Golden Rule states: Do unto oth-
ers as you would have them do unto
you. It does not say: Do unto others be-
fore they do unto you.

————

HONORING MEMORY OF FORMER
SOUTH DAKOTA CONGRESSMAN
AND SENATOR JIM ABDNOR

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

Mrs. NOEM. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to honor the memory of former
South Dakota Congressman and U.S.
Senator Jim Abdnor, who passed away
yesterday at the age of 89.

Jim Abdnor dedicated his life to serv-
ing the State of South Dakota and our
country in whatever capacity he was
serving. As Lieutenant Governor, as
Congressman, U.S. Senator, even ad-
ministrator of the United States Small
Business Administration, Jim was a
man who constantly put others first.

South Dakotans who knew him re-
member Jim as an incredibly decent
man who worked tirelessly for the
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State that he loved. In my personal
interactions with Jim, I was always
impressed by what a man of humility
and integrity he was.

A born and raised South Dakotan, he
left a legacy of hard work, commit-
ment, and selfless sacrifice that every
resident of the Rushmore State can be
proud of.

I ask the South Dakotans and all
those who knew him personally or of
his legacy to keep his family and loved
ones in their thoughts and prayers.

PROTECTING OUR VETERANS

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

Ms. FUDGE. Madam Speaker, today I
rise on behalf of the millions of vet-
erans who have returned home from
Iraq and Afghanistan.

From joblessness to hopelessness, the
readjustment to civilian life has been
extremely difficult for many of our
brave men and women. It is our respon-
sibility to do all we can to lighten
their already heavy load.

Today, my colleagues and I sent a
letter to the Education and the Work-
force Committee urging Chairman
KLINE to address the aggressive and de-
ceptive targeting of servicemembers,
veterans, and their families by edu-
cational institutions, particularly for-
profit career colleges.

I've read reports of schools steering
our vets and family members into ex-
pensive loans, rather than directing
them to less expensive Federal student
loans. This is egregious and appalling,
and it must be stopped. Join me in call-
ing for hearings and for the movement
of legislation.

————

BIRTHDAY OF FREDERICK
COUNTY, MARYLAND

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

Mr. BARTLETT. Madam Speaker, I
would like to invite America to join
me in celebrating a belated birthday
party in Frederick County, Maryland.

Just 100 years ago on the 22nd of last
month, William Howard Taft convened
700 business leaders in the TUnited
States, and they established the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce. Just 1 day
later, through the miracle of commu-
nication by wire, delegates from Fred-
erick County asked to be chartered as
the first county chamber of commerce
in the United States.

Please join me in celebrating this
very important belated 100th birthday
celebration in Frederick County, Mary-
land.

————

INVESTING IN EDUCATION

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)
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Mr. BACA. Madam Speaker, invest-
ing in education is an investment in
our Nation’s future. In these tough
times, we should make every effort to
increase access to higher education for
all Americans.

Unfortunately, if Congress does not
act soon, interest rates on student
loans will double for over 7 million stu-
dents. If these rate hikes go into effect,
it will be cheaper to buy a home than
to buy a college education.

Sadly, the GOP seems to want higher
education reserved only for the
wealthiest Americans. Instead of work-
ing to help more Americans achieve a
college education, Republicans are
playing games with the health of
women and children. Once again, Re-
publicans are showing their priorities
are out of touch with hardworking
Americans.

We need to act now to keep student
loan interest rates low so all Ameri-
cans have an opportunity to obtain an
education.

——————

LIEUTENANT COLONEL ARNETT

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

Mr. GARDNER. Madam Speaker, 1
rise today to honor and thank Lieuten-
ant Colonel David Arnett from Greeley,
Colorado, for his 29 years of service in
the United States Air Force.

Colonel Arnett retired from service
as the flight commander of the 137th
Space Warning Squadron in Greeley
this past month. His extensive accom-
plishments in the United States Air
Force are rivaled only by his service
and involvement in the Greeley com-
munity.

Colonel Arnett was recognized for his
outstanding performance as a combat
field commander, and the 137th Space
Warning Squadron was recognized as
the Nation’s top nonflying Air Na-
tional Guard combat squadron six
times, which is unprecedented.

After 16 years of service in Greeley
and a dozen major and minor combat
inspections by the United States Air
Force, Colonel Arnett was additionally
recognized as one of the Nation’s top
space and missile operators and flight
commanders. In the Greeley commu-
nity, Colonel Arnett was the Boy
Scouts of America Scout Master of the
Year and is a loving husband to his
wife, Cindy, and father of their four
children.

Today, I would like to formally
honor and congratulate Colonel Arnett
on his retirement and thank him for
his service and commitment to our Na-
tion.

————

NATIONAL CANCER RESEARCH
MONTH

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Madam Speaker, I rise
in recognition of May as National Can-
cer Research Month.
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We have made many promising ad-
vances in cancer research, including at
Roswell Park Cancer Institute in my
Buffalo community. Beyond tradi-
tional chemotherapy, cancer research
has produced new discoveries, includ-
ing smart drugs and vaccines for both
prevention and therapy.

Madam Speaker, the only failure in
cancer research is when you quit or
you’re forced to quit because of lack of
funding. Our budget should reflect our
Nation’s priorities. We all say cancer
research is a priority, but Congress
then cuts funding to the National Can-
cer Institute.

I urge my colleagues—in the strong-
est possible terms—to make a strong
investment in cancer-research funding.
Let’s give our scientists and research-
ers the support that they need.

———

GLEN CAMPBELL AND
ALZHEIMER’S

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

Mr. COHEN. Madam Speaker, Glen
Campbell is one of the great singers
and guitarists in our United States his-
tory. He suffers from Alzheimer’s dis-
ease. Despite that fact, he continues to
tour; and he is giving his farewell tour
now.

Last night, some of us were privi-
leged to hear him at the Library of
Congress. He is still performing well.
He is performing to bring more atten-
tion to Alzheimer’s, a disease that
strikes 5 million Americans and will
strike another 10 million as baby
boomers get older. It is a serious dis-
ease which has no cure, and there is no
real knowledge of the origins of it. We
must find a cure.

President Obama announced the
launch of the National Alzheimer’s
Plan, which is hopefully going to find a
cure and prevent and treat Alzheimer’s
by 2025. We need to support the appro-
priations for such in this body, support
Francis Collins at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, and we need to support
the caregivers who treat Alzheimer’s
victims. It is an urgent problem that
we must deal with today.

I thank Glen Campbell for his cour-
age in performing and bringing more
attention of the American people and
the world to this terrible illness.

———
REDUCE STUDENT LOAN RATES

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. On July 1, student
loan interest rates are set to double on
their loans from 3.4 to 6.8 percent.

After initially resisting making any
adjustment in proposing actual further
cuts in student financial aid, the Re-
publicans said, No, wait a minute.
We’ll bring up a bill. We’ll take care of
that for 1 year. You just have to elimi-
nate funding for public health and pre-
ventive health care.
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Student loans or preventive health
care and public health. They say that
is the choice we have to make. We
don’t have to make that choice.
There’s a much better choice. If we
raised taxes 1 percent on income over
$380,000 a year, your taxes would still
be lower than in the Clinton era, and
we could fund a permanent reduction
in financial aid for students.

I know at the country club they’re
not hearing much about people who
can’t afford to go to college. But I tell
you what, for the people in my district
and the people I represent, their kids
are loading up with debt. It is going to
hobble them after they graduate from
college.

We’ve got to reduce these rates.
We’ve got to reduce them permanently.
Why not ask those who have made it
fabulously and earn over $380,000 a year
to contribute 1 percent to that cause?

————
OLDER AMERICANS MONTH

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Madam Speaker, I rise today in
honor of Older Americans Month. And I
want to address an issue that is incred-
ibly important to seniors, that is, car-
ing for seniors with chronic illness and
preventing unnecessary hospitaliza-
tions.

Madam Speaker, skilled home care
providers in my district deliver high-
quality and clinically effective care.
Such care enables seniors to stay in
their homes, rather than costing us by
putting them out of their homes and
into nursing homes. Unfortunately, a
narrow sliver of operators within the
Medicare home health program are tar-
nishing the good work of these dedi-
cated, compassionate, and skilled pro-
fessionals.

MedPAC has found that a small num-
ber of criminals in just 25 counties are
ripping off Medicare beneficiaries and
taxpayers. Since we know the source of
this abuse, it makes the most sense to
isolate it and go after it, rather than
indiscriminately cutting payments to
thousands of home care providers that
do the right thing by seniors and tax-
payers.

So let’s reform the way we do this.
Let’s not cut off the people who do
good work.

———
CROSSLAND VOCATIONAL CENTER

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

Ms. EDWARDS. Madam Speaker, I
rise to honor the 45th anniversary of
the dedication of the Crossland Voca-
tional Center located in Prince
George’s County, Maryland.

On April 27, 1967, President Lyndon
Johnson dedicated the Crossland Voca-
tional Center at Crossland High School
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in Maryland. President Johnson, as he
landed his helicopter on what is now
known as Presidential Field, used the
dedication to mark the 50th anniver-
sary of the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917,
which provided Federal support for vo-
cational schools and helped form sepa-
rate State boards for vocational edu-
cation.

President Johnson stated during his
dedication, ‘“‘Once we considered edu-
cation a public expense. We know now
that it is a public investment.” I
couldn’t agree more.

The world we live in has never been
more competitive. Other countries are
making investments in their infra-
structure, space agencies, and tax
codes. We must do the same. We must
have an education system that pre-
pares our children for success in the
21st century, and we must do this with
our community colleges and in con-
junction with building and trade
unions, beginning at vocational schools
like Crossland Vocational Center.

From President Johnson’s vision in
1967 to President Obama’s commitment
today, we have the future in our hands.

———

THE “REAL” VIOLENCE AGAINST
WOMEN ACT

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

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker,
the original Violence Against Women
Act was championed by then-Senator
JOE BIDEN, who understood that all
women must be protected from domes-
tic abuse and violence. He understood
that many women are afraid to come
forward to report abuse. The Violence
Against Women Act gave women a bet-
ter chance to live their lives without
that fear.

Again, the Senate has taken the lead.
They already reauthorized the Violence
Against Women Act and did it in a way
that protects all women. It does not
discriminate. It promises that America
will stand by women; we will protect
women, and we will prosecute their
abusers.

The Republican bill that barely
passed this House yesterday breaks our
solemn promise. I call on leadership to
allow a fair up-or-down vote on the
“real” Violence Against Women Act
and not some watered-down, weakened
version. We owe it to our mothers, our
sisters, our daughters, our friends, and
to the memory of those we have lost to
abuse.

——————

THE ASIA PACIFIC REGION IN THE
21ST CENTURY

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

Ms. HANABUSA. Madam Speaker, we
have begun the debate on the NDAA,
and we all know that this is the legis-
lation that’s going to set forth our pol-
icy when it comes to the military for
this upcoming fiscal year.
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You’ve heard some of my colleagues
and how they feel about portions of the
NDAA. All points well taken, but I ask
that we look at it from a different per-
spective.

Let us look at the NDAA in light of
what the President said in November of
2011. When he addressed APEC, he said,
The 21st century is for the Pacific; and
we are pivoting to the Asia Pacific.
And what does that mean? He went on
to say, How the 21st century does and
how it’s defined—whether it’s one in
conflict or one in controversy—is going
to be determined by the Asia Pacific
region.

So what is it that we need in the Asia
Pacific region? We need our allies and
trade partners to feel safe and con-
fident. And guess what. They look to
our military for that. That is also
something that the NDAA critically
addresses. How the military is in the
21st century and our peace in the Pa-
cific will be determined by them.

———
DEFENSE BUDGET

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Madam
Speaker, I rise today with great con-
cern over our defense budget. Our
crushing national debt looms, yet we
continue to ignore the issue.

The National Defense Authorization
Act came in at $8 billion over the
Budget Control Act because the com-
mittee put back high-cost items that
the Pentagon had not listed as their
highest priority. How is that respon-
sible spending? When the issue arises
as to what to cut, what must make up
that difference to make the numbers
work, what will come first? Will our
military personnel accounts be under
the knife?

I do not believe that this is smart
legislating, when we choose to ignore
the current fiscal environment. And
when we raised concerns on the plans
to build a missile defense site on the
east coast with money we do not have,
the Rules Committee would not even
allow it up for debate.

Shouldn’t we be discussing these
issues so that we can move forward, so
that we can come to an agreement on
how the Department of Defense and our
servicemembers are best served?

DEBT CEILING ‘“GROUNDHOG DAY’

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

Mr. YARMUTH. Madam Speaker, it
seems like Groundhog Day all over
again.

Earlier this week, GOP leaders laid
down a new gambit on the old debate
over whether to acknowledge our Na-
tion’s financial obligations. Those
leaders have already abandoned the
deal we made on the last debt ceiling
package and are shifting all the cuts to
education, infrastructure, and other
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vital domestic programs. Now they
want another round of unsustainable
cuts to these programs which will
again bring us back to the brink of de-
fault.

We know the possible consequences:
Market collapse, jobs lost, more than
$1 trillion added to the deficit every
year, interest rates will rise. Just get-
ting close to this cliff threatens the
U.S. credit rating. We know that from
recent experience.

The Speaker has said, no, he doesn’t
want to abandon the debt ceiling, he
doesn’t want to violate the debt ceil-
ing, he doesn’t want to let the country
go into default. But isn’t this the same
kind of uncertainty that our Repub-
lican friends say they are most con-
cerned about? One day it’s, Well, we’re
not going to raise the debt ceiling. The
next day, No, I didn’t mean that.

We need certainty; we need stability,
and we need to recognize this Nation’s
obligations.

———
O 1230

CONTINUATION OF THE NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
BURMA—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 112-110)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the TUnited
States; which was read and referred to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (60 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, within 90
days prior to the anniversary date of
its declaration, the President publishes
in the Federal Register and transmits to
the Congress a notice stating that the
emergency is to continue in effect be-
yond the anniversary date. In accord-
ance with this provision, I have sent to
the Federal Register for publication the
enclosed notice stating that the na-
tional emergency with respect to
Burma that was declared on May 20,
1997, is to continue in effect beyond
May 20, 2012.

The Burmese government has made
progress in a number of areas including
releasing hundreds of political pris-
oners, pursuing cease-fire talks with
several armed ethnic groups, and pur-
suing a substantive dialogue with Bur-
ma’s leading pro-democracy opposition
party. The United States is committed
to supporting Burma’s reform effort,
but the situation in Burma continues
to pose an unusual and extraordinary
threat to the national security and for-
eign policy of the United States.
Burma has made important strides, but
the political opening is nascent, and we
continue to have concerns, including
remaining political prisoners, ongoing
conflict, and serious human rights
abuses in ethnic areas. For this reason,
I have determined that it is necessary
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to continue the national emergency
with respect to Burma and to maintain
in force the sanctions that respond to
this threat.
BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 17, 2012.

——————

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 4310, NATIONAL
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2013

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, by direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 661
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 661

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 4310)
to authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2013 for military activities of the Depart-
ment of Defense, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for fiscal year 2013, and for
other purposes. No further general debate
shall be in order.

SEC. 2. (a) In lieu of the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Armed Services now printed
in the bill, it shall be in order to consider as
an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute consisting
of the text of Rules Committee Print 112-22.
That amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be considered as read. All points
of order against that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute are waived.

(b) No amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute made in order as
original text shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution and
amendments en bloc described in section 3 of
this resolution.

(c) Each amendment printed in the report
of the Committee on Rules shall be consid-
ered only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member designated
in the report, shall be considered as read,
shall be debatable for the time specified in
the report equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole.

(d) All points of order against amendments
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules or against amendments en bloc de-
scribed in section 3 of this resolution are
waived.

SEcC. 3. It shall be in order at any time for
the chair of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices or his designee to offer amendments en
bloc consisting of amendments printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution not earlier disposed
of. Amendments en bloc offered pursuant to
this section shall be considered as read, shall
be debatable for 20 minutes equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Armed
Services or their designees, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
The original proponent of an amendment in-
cluded in such amendments en bloc may in-
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sert a statement in the Congressional Record
immediately before the disposition of the
amendments en bloc.

SEC. 4. At the conclusion of consideration
of the bill for amendment the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted. Any Member may demand a sepa-
rate vote in the House on any amendment
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to
the bill or to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute made in order as original text.
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 with-
out instructions.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, I make a point of order
against the consideration of the resolu-
tion. The resolution violates clause 9 of
rule XXI by waiving that rule against
consideration of amendment no. 1 by
Mr. MCKEON.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut makes a
point of order that the resolution vio-
lates clause 9(c) of rule XXI.

Under clause 9(c) of rule XXI, the
gentleman from Connecticut and the
gentleman from Utah each will control
10 minutes of debate on the question of
consideration.

Following the debate, the Chair will
put the question of consideration as
follows: ‘“Will the House now consider
the resolution?”’

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise to speak on behalf of so many
families of our men and women in serv-
ice who are in need of our help. I'm
proud to be joined on the floor this
afternoon by my dear friend and col-
league, WALTER JONES.

I think, Madam Speaker, what we
have here is just simply—as the line
from ‘“‘Cool Hand Luke’ says—a failure
to communicate. These things can hap-
pen. But I know that there are honor-
able people on both sides who are in
agreement with the plight of what hap-
pens to the Kenyon family, that I have
pictured here. I use this picture and
rise on their behalf because these are
constituents of mine who brought to
my attention a concern that while men
and women deployed in our armed serv-
ices—and in this case, Sergeant Major
William Kenyon, deployed twice while
his daughter, Rachel, deals with au-
tism.

Autism is near epidemic in this coun-
try, and for military families espe-
cially, when someone is abroad in the
service of their country, it’s hard
enough when two parents are at home
to deal with autism, but it’s even more
complicated when a father or mother is
away from their child. And so we heard
from thousands of family members
across this Nation, and in the process
we learned how important this was.

What they seek is applied behavior
analysis, which, unfortunately for
them, there’s a cap that’s placed on
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this. Imagine you’re the mother at
home. This loving mother, Rachel,
with her daughter, Rachel Margaret,
with caps imposed on them, can’t af-
ford or can’t get the service.

This amendment is simple and
straightforward and has been accepted
by the committee. And what happened
in the process—and this is why I say
that there is miscommunication—is
that when the agreed pay-for was asked
to be modified, it indeed was, but there
was a miscommunication between
Rules and the committee.

I know in my heart that not only Mr.
JONES, Mr. BIsHOP, who is here, Mr.
SESSIONS, who’s part of the committee
and the Caucus on Autism, and the
number of like-minded people in both
caucuses care deeply about these re-
sults.

As we approach Memorial Day, cer-
tainly we want the message to be to
our men and women in the field that
we will leave no soldier behind on the
battlefield. We also have to know that
we will leave no child behind at home.

This is a compelling case that the
Kenyons make on behalf of all Ameri-
cans—men and women who serve in our
military—and one that has been under-
scored by my dear friend in his experi-
ence at Camp Lejeune.

I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from North Carolina, WALTER JONES.

Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman
from Connecticut.

I want to say to both parties, he is
exactly right. I have Camp Lejeune
Marine Base in my district. The last 4
years I've met two different times with
Marine husbands and wives and their
children with autism. It is a serious
problem. And as Mr. LARSON has said,
this was fixed, but somewhere along
the way the communication breaks
down, like it does too often here in
Washington.
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As Mr. LARSON said, let’s try to fix
this problem today. Let’s get it in the
base bill. Let’s send it over to the Sen-
ate on behalf of all of our men and
women in uniform and the families who
have children with autism.

Please, God, let us fix this for those
families.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I thank
my good friend, the gentleman from
North Carolina, for his comments.

This is a pretty remarkable family.
And about a month ago I was in New
York City on the Intrepid where we
heard from several military families,
families in general that are dealing
with the issue of autism. So many like-
minded people in this caucus, and
frankly in this Congress, understand
the predicament that the Kenyons face.

Imagine, Sergeant Major Kenyon,
having done two tours of duty in Af-
ghanistan. I rise today on behalf of him
and his daughter, who only ask of this
Congress what I know everyone would
like to deliver on. We can’t let a
miscommunication stand between
their getting the relief that they and
so many American families need.
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I would hope, and I'm told through
our process that because, as the resolu-
tion was read, that because Chairman
MCKEON has en bloc capability, that we
are able to work out something and
have this amendment as it was in-
tended, as it was agreed to in the proc-
ess, and as the corrections were made
that were asked of the majority so that
it could be made in order and placed en
bloc, that this may occur for this fam-
ily and the thousands others that are
like them.

I ask my colleague from Utah, a man
of great distinction—and I don’t know
that he will use his 10 minutes or if we
could enter into a colloquy—as to how
we might proceed on this.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Is the gen-
tleman yielding time to me?

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I will
gladly yield time to the gentleman for
a colloquy.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Would you like
to start the colloquy, because I really
don’t have the best answer for you
right now.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I thank
the gentleman.

It is my hope and understanding that
this may not be a remedy that we can
have through the Rules Committee,
and rather than put the body through a
series of votes, if we could work with
the committee and the committee of
cognizance, the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I know that Ranking Member
SMITH is here and certainly will work
with and strive to correct this anomaly
that has occurred, and I believe that
like-minded people on both sides of the
aisle want to see this succeed.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. What I suggest
is if the gentleman would reserve the
balance of his time, let me say what I
have to say about this particular issue,
and then we can proceed from that
point, if that is okay.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

There are a couple of different levels
on which we need to respond. I have
the utmost respect for the gentleman
from Connecticut, as well as the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, on this
issue. I have a great deal of empathy
on this issue. There is the technical ap-
proach about which this rule deals, as
well as the potential of how we can ac-
tually solve the problem, and those are
two different concepts. I think you al-
luded to that fact.

The first one, as to the specifics of
this, and as I would then obviously
claim the time in favor of the consider-
ation of the resolution, the question
before the House is: Should the House
now consider House Resolution 6617
And while the resolution waives all
points of order against the amendment
in the nature of a substitute and the
amendment printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report, the committee is not
aware of any points of order and the
waivers are prophylactic in nature,
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which means Chairman MCKEON has
filed an earmark statement regarding
his manager’s amendment and the
statement we will read at some time in
the future.

There is the ability, though, of obvi-
ously trying to find a solution to a
problem that has developed, whether it
is from miscommunication or not.
From my position as managing this
particular rule, I cannot commit to
that. But I am aware, and I am sure
that the committee is obviously recog-
nizing the fact that we have multiple
steps as we go forward. The Senate still
has to produce a piece of work, and it
has to go to a conference committee.
At any of those steps along the way,
there is the opportunity of trying to
find a good solution to this particular
issue. Though I cannot make a com-
mitment on my part at this time, I
think we can talk about that in the fu-
ture.

And with that, Madam Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time and see if
you want to go any further with this.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I thank
the gentleman from Utah. I know that
he is a man of great integrity and re-
spect, and I understand the dilemma
that he is placed in in terms of the
Rules Committee.

It is my understanding and hope, and
we will work with the committee of
cognizance because we do think, with
so many people having signed on to
this bill and so many people watching
and knowing that there was good-faith
agreements on all sides—and this is not
about finger-pointing or blame. This is
about helping these kids out. It’s about
helping these families out. I'm not here
to obstruct the process, you're right. I
raised the point of order so I would
have an opportunity to talk about the
Kenyons, not about the point of order.
But that’s the only tool that I had
available to me, and I will continue to
proceed down the road. And I know
that I will be joined by Members on
both sides, and hopefully we can have
the will of the House be known and not
rely on the Senate in the process of
conference.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. When I was
chairman of Government Reform and
Oversight, we had hearings for about 2
years on the autism issue. And while
I'm not going to speak on this par-
ticular motion, I would just like to say
that it is a real tragedy that we are
facing in this country. We used to have
one in 10,000 people that were autistic—
kids—and now it is 1 in 88. It is an ab-
solute epidemic, and there’s really not
much of a recourse for the parents.
These kids are going to live a normal
life expectancy, and it’s going to cost
the taxpayers of this country and all
the States a ton of money. And so we
have to get a handle on this as quickly
as possible.

So I appreciate the gentleman raising
the issue. I'm not going to be able to
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support his position, but if I can work
with you in any way to deal with this
problem, I hope you’ll contact me.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. I thank
the gentleman, and I believe there will
be a way if we can talk with Chairman
MCKEON.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Con-
necticut has expired.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, at this time, I am limited in the
kinds of responses I have here. Once
again, I appreciate the gentleman from
Connecticut bringing this issue up. It
is a significant issue. We have a great
deal of empathy for this particular
issue, and I'm sure that as we go along
through the process of this bill, this
issue and some others may be able to
be worked out in other venues.

At this stage of the game, though,
there are certain restrictions proce-
durally on what we can and cannot do
with this particular issue. This issue,
as I said, has had the statement by
Chairman MCKEON as to the amend-
ments. His statement was simply as
follows:

The amendments to be offered by
Representative MCKEON to H.R. 4310,
the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2013, does not con-
tain any congressional earmarks, lim-
ited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 under rule
XXI.

So with that, there are certain re-
strictions which we have to do proce-
durally to go forward with this par-
ticular piece of legislation, realizing
there are other discussions that will
take place before we come to a final
conclusion. So in order to allow the
House to continue its scheduled busi-
ness for the day, I would urge Members
to vote ‘‘yes’ on the question of con-
sideration of this resolution so that we
can continue on with the 141 amend-
ments that were made in order and
then talk about procedurally how to do
some others that may be coming down
at some other time.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

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

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. McGOVERN. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts will state
his inquiry.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
how can I go about amending the reso-
lution such that the amendment that I
and Congressman WALTER JONES au-
thored to H.R. 4310 regarding the war
in Afghanistan could be made in order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At this
point, an amendment to the resolution
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could be offered by the gentleman from
Utah or a Member to whom he yields
for that purpose.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be amended to include the
McGovern-Jones-Smith-Paul amend-
ment on Afghanistan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Utah yield for a unani-
mous consent request?

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. No.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
further parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Is it true that the
rule can be amended on the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At this
point, only if the gentleman from Utah
offers an amendment or yields to an-
other Member for that purpose.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Is it true that the
gentleman from Utah could yield for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest to amend the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Further parliamen-
tary inquiry, Madam Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Is it true that the
gentleman is continuing to prevent the
House from debating and voting on the
McGovern-Jones amendment simply
because the Republican leadership is
afraid it will pass?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is not stating a proper par-
liamentary inquiry.

The gentleman from Utah is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, for purposes of debate only, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, this resolution provides for a struc-
tured rule for the consideration of H.R.
4310, the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2013, and pro-
vides for the consideration of specific
amendments that have been made in
order pursuant to the rule.

I'm actually pleased to stand before
the House on this one, as well as the
underlying base bill, which was ap-
proved in a rule yesterday and was de-
bated on this floor. It signifies the hard
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work of the chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee, Mr.
MCKEON, as well as the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Washington
State (Mr. SMITH), and the complex of
wide-ranging bills that go to the floor
for our consideration or issues.

One of the things that is so nice
about this particular issue, bill, and
the relationship of this committee is
their tradition of working together
across the aisle in a bipartisan manner.
It was done again this year in com-
mittee. I certainly hope that that pol-
icy retains itself here on the floor as
well.

Much has already been said regarding
H.R. 4310. This particular rule now al-
lows amendments to be considered to
that.

Realizing that every one of the issues
that we will be talking about was han-
dled under regular order in a sub-
committee hearing with a sub-
committee mark, and then a full com-
mittee hearing—which lasted for over 2
days, going way into the early morning
hours of the morning—we have now
been requested, as the Rules Com-
mittee, to consider 240 additional
amendments. At some point in the
process we need to stop trying to re-
invent the wheel at every level and go
on with the work that moves us for-
ward to a product. The Rules Com-
mittee, in an effort to try and be as
open as possible, made in order 141 of
the 240 requests. Of those 141, 49 were
Republican, but 63 were Democrat
amendments and 29 were bipartisan
amendments.

It’s going to be an open process. And
it’s going to be a process that will
allow for a wide range of debate, some
of which—and hopefully all of which—
will in some way be directed to the
purpose of this bill, which is to provide
authorization for the military defense
of this country and provide what our
military shape will appear to be. There
may be some efforts to try and go with
other issues that are tangentially re-
lated but not directly to the core re-
sponsibility of this bill, which is to
shape the future of our military. But it
is a fair rule and it is a good rule,
which makes lots of amendments in
order and which makes lots of Demo-
crat amendments in order and bipar-
tisan amendments in order, with also a
few Republican amendments in order
as well.

With that, as I'm sure we’ll have
more time to discuss this rule, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. McCGOVERN. I thank the gen-
tleman from Utah for yielding me the
customary 30 minutes, and I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, let
me begin by commending the chairman
of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, Mr. MCKEON, and the ranking
member, Mr. SMITH of Washington, for
their hard work on this bill. As has
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been mentioned, these two gentlemen
demonstrate that despite strong dif-
ferences of opinion they can work to-
gether in a bipartisan manner, and
that is to be commended. Unfortu-
nately, Madam Speaker, the same can-
not be said of the Rules Committee,
and I strongly oppose this rule.

Last night, late at night, the Rules
Committee made in order several
amendments to the defense bill—we
have a long list of them here—but
many other amendments on important,
substantive issues were denied an op-
portunity for debate. Among those was
a bipartisan amendment on Afghani-
stan submitted by my Republican col-
leagues, Congressman WALTER JONES
and RON PAUL, my Democratic col-
league, the ranking member of the
House Armed Services Committee,
Congressman SMITH of Washington, and
myself. In fact, the ranking member of
the Armed Services Committee asked
that an amendment he had on Afghani-
stan be withdrawn so that he could
support the amendment that Mr. JONES
and I brought before the Rules Com-
mittee.

In brief, it would have required the
President to fulfill his commitments to
transition all combat operations to Af-
ghan authority no later than the end of
2013 and complete the transition of all
military and security operations by the
end of 2014. Anything beyond 2014
should be authorized by Congress.

The McGovern-Jones-Smith-Paul
amendment would have replaced sec-
tion 1216 in this bill, which retains at
least 68,000 troops in Afghanistan until
2015, and then advocates a robust mili-
tary presence beyond that date. Madam
Speaker, that seems like an important
issue that deserves a serious debate,
but the Rules Committee said no. They
refused to make our amendment in
order. And why not, Madam Speaker?
What is the Republican leadership
afraid of? Are they afraid that a bipar-
tisan majority of this House will vote
to follow the will of the American peo-
ple and change our Afghanistan policy?

Madam Speaker, we have been at war
in Afghanistan since 2001. This is the
longest war in American history. By
the end of this year, we will have gone
into debt to the tune of nearly $500 bil-
lion to finance the war in Afghani-
stan—all of it borrowed money, all of it
on a national credit card; not a single
penny of it paid for, and that includes
the $88.5 billion in this bill.

Over 15,000 of our brave servicemen
and -women have been wounded, and
the death toll of our troops in Afghani-
stan has now reached 1,968. That num-
ber continues to grow as U.S. forces re-
ceive less cooperation from Pakistan
and they are subject to increasing at-
tacks from Afghan Government troops
serving alongside them. And the death
toll numbers do not include the soaring
rates of suicide by our returning war
veterans. But the Republican leader-
ship of this House does not think we
should debate an amendment that ad-
vocates a different approach. That is
simply outrageous, Madam Speaker.
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Every single one of us, every single
one of us in this Chamber, is respon-
sible for putting our brave servicemen
and -women in harm’s way, and to dis-
allow an amendment, to disallow this
kind of debate that would help change
our policy, I think is outrageous.

I'm glad that the Rules Committee
finally made in order the one Afghani-
stan amendment submitted by the gen-
tlelady from California, Congress-
woman BARBARA LEE. This amendment
calls for the safe, orderly, and expedi-
tious withdrawal of our forces from Af-
ghanistan, and it will finally allow
Members of this body to vote on wheth-
er it is time to bring all of our troops
home right now from Afghanistan.

Last night, the chairman of the
Rules Committee told me that I should
be happy because they were making
that one amendment on Afghanistan in
order, and it was going to receive a
whole 20 minutes of debate—20 minutes
for a debate on the war in Afghanistan,
just 10 minutes for those of us who
have concerns about the war. Are we
really supposed to be happy about
that? Are the American people sup-
posed to be happy about it?

Poll after poll reveals that a major-
ity of Americans—Democrats, Inde-
pendents, and Republicans alike—now
support ending U.S. military oper-
ations in Afghanistan and bringing our
servicemen and -women home. Winding
the war down as quickly as possible is
a bipartisan issue.

O 1300

It has bipartisan support in this
House, and it has been granted just 20
lousy minutes of debate.

Well, I'm not happy with that,
Madam Speaker, and I can’t imagine
that any Member of this House thinks
that 20 minutes is enough time to de-
bate the life-and-death issues of the
war in Afghanistan.

We spend 40 minutes in this House on
bills naming post offices, 40 minutes on
naming post offices, and that’s fine.
But the longest war in U.S. history
only warrants half of that? Talk about
misplaced priorities.

As the only amendment on the war in
Afghanistan made in order, I urge my
colleagues to vote in support of the Lee
amendment. Otherwise, this bill calls
for our uniformed men and women to
remain in Afghanistan indefinitely,
and my colleagues need to be clear on
this. This is a bill that would mandate
that our brave men and women in uni-
form stay there indefinitely.

The Rules Committee also denied
Congressman GARAMENDI’s amendment
to strike the funding to construct an
east coast Star Wars fantasy base. The
defense bill provides $100 million in
start up money for the east coast base,
and to bring it into operation by 2015
will require another projected $5 bil-
lion.

Just last week, Army General Martin
Dempsey, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, said the site is not
needed. The Pentagon doesn’t want it,
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Madam Speaker. And I actually think
$5 billion is lowballing the cost. A simi-
lar base on the west coast has now cost
us upwards of $30 billion.

Why shouldn’t we have such a debate
on an expensive proposal like that? Or
is all the Republican talk about cost-
cutting and putting our fiscal house in
order as big a fantasy as this silly Star
Wars proposal?

And where are all these extra billions
and billions of dollars coming from,
Madam Speaker? Well, we know where
it’s coming from. We had that debate
just last week. It’s coming from pro-
grams to help hardworking families.
It’s coming from the safety net that
keeps those families from falling into
poverty, especially in these hard times.
It’s coming from programs that make
sure seniors and the working poor can
at least put food on the table and take
their kids to a doctor when they’re
sick. SNAP, Medicaid, Meals on
Wheels, Medicare, health care for
women and children, education infra-
structure—in short, it’s taken from
programs that are the very lifeblood of
our cities, States, and our towns.

Madam Speaker, this bill costs $642.7
billion. But too many amendments to
reduce some of the more outrageous
costs in this bill were denied by the Re-
publican Rules Committee. In real
terms, defense spending is now more
than 20 percent higher than the aver-
age Cold War budget and double the
amount we were spending a decade ago.

Madam Speaker, we have, and we will
continue to have, the greatest, strong-
est military on the face of this Earth.
But at some point, national security
means more than throwing billions of
dollars at pie-in-the-sky Star Wars pro-
grams that will never actually mate-
rialize.

It means taking care of our own peo-
ple. It means educating our children. It
means an infrastructure that isn’t
crumbling around us. It means clean
air and clean water and a health care
system that works. It means creating
jobs so that our local communities can
thrive and our veterans from Iraq and
Afghanistan can actually find decent
work when they return home. These
must be our priorities.

Madam Speaker, let me conclude by
quoting President Dwight Eisenhower
in a speech he made in 1953:

Every gun that is made, every warship
launched, every rocket fired signifies in the
final sense a theft from those who hunger
and are not fed, those who are cold and are
not clothed.

His words resonate with us today.
Unfortunately, the Republican leader-
ship of this House refuses to heed
them.

I urge my colleagues, especially
those who are concerned about this war
in Afghanistan, vote this rule down.
This is an unfair, unfair rule. It doesn’t
deserve to go forward. We ought to
have a real debate on Afghanistan, and
I hope my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle will stand with me.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, as we discuss the amendments that
we’ve made to a bill whose purpose is
to shape the future of our services and
how they will function, not necessarily
every kind of tangential issue, I would
like to yield as much time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the chairman of
the full Rules Committee.

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

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, let me
begin by thanking my friend for his su-
perb management of this very impor-
tant rule.

I'm happy to see my very good friend
and very thoughtful colleague from
Washington, the distinguished ranking
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, here; and I know Mr. MCKEON
and his team have been here as well.
And I want to extend appreciation to
them for their hard work in putting to-
gether a bipartisan package which will
deal with what I argue is the one thing
that only the Federal Government can
do.

Mr. SMITH and I had an exchange in
the Rules Committee on this. There are
many things that the Federal Govern-
ment does that are very good. There
are many things that the Federal Gov-
ernment does that are important. I
argue that most of the things that the
Federal Government does can, not nec-
essarily that they must, but can be
handled by other levels of government
or individuals, or charitable organiza-
tions or a wide range of things. But
when it comes to our Nation’s security,
only the Federal Government has the
ability and the responsibility to deal
with that.

I argue that if you look at the pre-
amble of the Constitution, the five
most important words are right smack
dab in the middle. They are ‘‘provide
for the common defense.”” And that’s
exactly what we are doing with this ef-
fort.

Again, I believe that we have put to-
gether a rule that is not perfect. I'1l ac-
knowledge that it’s not perfect; but I
do want to express my appreciation to
my friend from Worcester, the floor
manager on the minority side for this
rule, in acknowledging that we have
made in order an amendment that will
allow for a debate on this issue, the
amendment of my California colleague,
BARBARA LEE, and he’s encouraging
support for that amendment.

I understand that he’s disappointed
that his amendment was not made in
order. But, Madam Speaker, it’s impor-
tant to note that we had 243 amend-
ments submitted to the Rules Com-
mittee for consideration of the Defense
authorization bill, and we had the chal-
lenge of trying to put together, which
happens under both Democrats and Re-
publicans, putting together a rule that
will allow for a free-flowing debate and
an opportunity for Members to cast up-
or-down votes on the issues that relate
to the Defense authorization bill.
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And we have done just that: 142 of the
243 amendments have been made in
order; 66 percent, 66 percent of the
amendments that have been made in
order have been offered by Democrats
or in a bipartisan way. And so the no-
tion of saying somehow that the major-
ity is not allowing for debate on any
issue, including Afghanistan, is a
mischaracterization of what this rule
does.

I will say that my friend is abso-
lutely right: this has been an extraor-
dinarily long war, the longest war
we’ve faced. It’s a war that’s ongoing.
It’s a war against radical extremism.
We all know that.

People ask, What is it that is our
mission in Afghanistan regularly? And
I think that as we point out what that
is, to me it’s obvious. It’s ensuring that
neither the Taliban nor al Qaeda are in
a position to pose a threat to the
United States of America and our in-
terests and peace-loving people around
the world. That’s what we are trying to
accomplish.

We all know what happened at the
end of the 1980s when we saw the de-
mise of the Soviet Union and we saw,
obviously, an effort in the early part of
the first half of the 1990s, we saw the
Taliban reemerge, and we saw threats
that existed from an al Qaeda to all
parts of the world: Dar es Salaam, Tan-
zania; Nairobi, Kenya; the World Trade
Center attack in 1993. We can go
through the litany of these attacks.

We have, as a goal, ensuring that the
kinds of threats that we faced never,
ever happen again. That’s why it is
that we’re there.

Now, has it worked out perfectly?
Absolutely not. And we know that we
have a Nation that is war weary. I,
Madam Speaker, am war weary. I want
to bring our men and women home. But
at the same time, I understand why it
is that we are there; and I think, work-
ing in a bipartisan way, we can get
where we all ultimately want to be be-
cause we do share the goal of a stable,
safe, free, peaceful world. That’s the
reason that we, as a Nation, have stood
firmly committed to our Nation’s de-
fense capability.

And so, Madam Speaker, I'd just like
to say that this is a rule that is not
perfect, doesn’t make everyone happy;
but it will allow, today and tomorrow,
for us to have a free-flowing debate,
move ahead with this constitutionally
very important issue of providing for
our common defense.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, at
this time I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH),
the ranking member of the Armed
Services Committee.

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

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Madam
Speaker, I can’t recall in 16 years in
Congress ever speaking against a rule.
By and large, I have a great deal of re-
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spect for the fact that the majority has
the right to set the terms of debate. I
understand that we cannot endlessly
debate every issue. You have to set a
certain amount of parameters on it and
move forward.

[ 1310

But this rule goes so against the
principles of how we are supposed to
debate the Armed Services bill—and
I've been privileged to be on that com-
mittee for 16 years—that I have to
speak against this rule. It is not allow-
ing us to have our position on the sin-
gle most important issue that faces our
country right now on the Armed Serv-
ices Committee—the future of the war
in Afghanistan. It is not allowing us to
have our position debated and voted on
on the floor.

Now, I had an amendment on Afghan-
istan in the committee, which was not
allowed either because of sequential re-
ferral rules. The committee gets all
kinds of interesting sets of rules; and
even though the base bill had a discus-
sion of Afghanistan policy, my amend-
ment was not allowed. So we said,
okay, we’ll have the debate on the
floor. I worked with Mr. MCGOVERN,
and I worked with a variety of others.
I very specifically told the Rules Com-
mittee that this is our amendment on
Afghanistan, and it was not allowed in
order. The amendment that was al-
lowed in order by Ms. LEE simply says:
get out. There is a huge distance be-
tween that policy and the policy of the
majority, which is: as many troops for
as long as possible. That is the position
that Mr. MCGOVERN and I put forward.
I asked the Rules Committee to rule it
in order, and they denied us the right
to debate that amendment and to vote
on it.

It is the single most important issue
facing our Armed Forces right now.
The minority’s position was excluded
from this debate. Now, I can under-
stand why. Close to 70 percent of the
country wants us out of Afghanistan
quicker. The majority’s position is:
more troops in Afghanistan for a
longer period of time. Our position is
quite the opposite: get us out as soon
as we responsibly can; meet those obli-
gations on counterterrorism, but do so
without an extended troop presence.
Our position is clearly where the coun-
try is. The majority didn’t want to
have to vote on that. It didn’t want to
have to have that debate, so they froze
out our amendment.

There are a lot of debates that when
you're in the majority you’d just as
soon not have. I understand that, but
that’s why it’s a representative democ-
racy, and that’s why we have the rights
of the minority. That’s why, particu-
larly on the Armed Services bill, I tell
everyone that it’s the most bipartisan
committee in Congress.

Let me just say that my beef is not
with Chairman MCKEON. He has worked
with me in an open and honest manner,
and he testified at the Rules Com-
mittee that my amendment should be
ruled in order, and yet it was not.
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This is a critically, critically impor-
tant issue. They have denied us the
right to debate it. They have denied us
the right to put our position out on the
floor, to have a debate, and to have a
vote on the war in Afghanistan, on the
Armed Services bill. There is no more
important issue. They were afraid of
the debate—afraid that they’re on the
wrong side of the issue—so they denied
the people’s House the right to debate
it and to vote on it.

I can think of no greater reason to
vote down a rule than that. It is a
shameful way to deal with the Armed
Services Committee bill. I urge this
body to vote ‘“‘no.”

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, at some point, I will make some
comments as to the history of what we
are trying to do, but I would like to get
a few of the other issues before us—
which are amendments—covered before
we collapse into what appears to be the
direction in which we are going.

Because of that, I would like to yield
3 minutes to one of the members of the
Armed Services Committee, who, in-
deed, is the chairman of one of the sub-
committees and who does yeoman’s
work, especially with our missile de-
fense system, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER of Ohio. I want to
thank Mr. BIsSHOP for his leadership on
this and on the issues of our national
security.

I am here today to speak in support
of this year’s National Defense Author-
ization Act and this rule. This bill is a
reflection of the committee’s aim to
both support the defense of our Nation
and of our men and women in uniform.
Two provisions in this bill are of par-
ticular interest to me. One relates to
the prevention of sexual assault in the
military, and the other pertains to pro-
tecting the child custody rights of our
deployed servicemembers.

As the chairman of the Military Per-
sonnel Subcommittee, JOE WILSON has
been a steadfast advocate for these
issues. His commitment is reflected in
this year’s bill and in many more pre-
ceding it. I would also like to thank his
professional staff, John Chapla and
Jeanette James, who have both been
instrumental in this legislation.

This year’s bill contains several pro-
visions that aim to improve military
culture and climate as it relates to sex-
ual assault. Included are provisions
that require the disposition of sexual
assault cases at a higher level author-
ity than is currently required. It also
requires the creation of special-victims
units that specialize in the investiga-
tion of sexual assault cases. A sexual
assault advisory council will be cre-
ated, which will bring in experts to ad-
vise the Department of Defense and
their Sexual Assault and Prevention
Office on sexual assault policy. These
provisions build upon the years of bi-
partisan committee work.

Today’s military has sustained the
longest war in our country’s history
and has done so with an all-volunteer
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force. Both men and women have left
their families and children at home and
have sacrificed their lives for our coun-
try in order to make the world a better
and safer place. Yet many of these
same servicemembers face the terror of
sexual assault within their own ranks.

To combat this problem, we included
a provision in a past National Defense
Authorization Act to establish a sexual
assault prevention office and to make
victim advocates more accessible to
our men and women who are affected
by this terrible crime;

We made communications between
victims and advocates privileged. In
the past, these conversations could be
used against them in court;

We mandated that the SAPRO direc-
tor have the rank of a general officer in
order to maintain the level of author-
ity necessary to carry out the respon-
sibilities inherent to the position;

We instituted a law requiring that
military protective orders be made
standing orders and that civilian au-
thorities be notified when a military
protective order is issued and affects
off-base personnel;

Lastly, we have worked with the De-
partment of Defense to create a policy
that requires a general officer review
of any denial of base transfer to vic-
tims of sexual assault.

It is our intent that these news laws
empower sexual assault victims and
make the armed services a safer place
for all who serve. I want to thank Mary
Lauterbach, from my community, who
lost her daughter—murdered by a fel-
low marine after she made a sexual as-
sault allegation.

Another issue is of child custody.
Servicemembers risk their lives in sup-
port of contingency operations to keep
our Nation safe. State courts should
not be allowed to use a servicemem-
ber’s prior deployments or the possi-
bility of future deployments when
making child custody determinations.
The provision in this bill will amend
the Servicemembers Civil Relief Act
and protect servicemembers against
this injustice by providing national
uniform standards. State laws differ on
the question of whether deployment or
the potential for deployment can be
used as a criterion by courts, and many
States have no laws at all.

I encourage the passage and support
of this, and I thank JOE WILSON for the
inclusion of these two important provi-
sions.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
am proud to yield 3 minutes to my Re-
publican colleague, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES).

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

I want to start my comments with
his close. As he closed with the quoting
of President Eisenhower, I would like
to begin my comments by quoting
President Eisenhower. When he was
leaving office, he said, ‘‘Beware the in-
dustrial military complex.”’

Madam Speaker, it doesn’t make any
sense when our kids are dying or losing
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their legs that we’re going to have a 20-
minute debate on Afghanistan. We
ought to be having a full day of debate
on Afghanistan, quite frankly. We’ve
spent $1.3 trillion in Iraq and in Af-
ghanistan. Over 6,400 Americans have
died. That’s why I rise with my friend
Mr. MCGOVERN.

I will tell you that I will vote against
the rule today because it denies the
American people a full debate on why
our young men and women are dying
for a corrupt leader named Karzai.
Madam Speaker, we can’t even audit
the books in Afghanistan. I think
about the fact of those marines I saw
recently at Walter Reed over in Be-
thesda. Two had lost both legs. They’re
from my district, Camp Lejeune. One
was a lance corporal who lost one leg.

He said to me, Congressman, why are
we still in Afghanistan? I said, Sir, I
don’t know. With friends from both
sides, I'm trying to get you out of Af-
ghanistan.

But, no, we’re going to stay there be-
cause we won’t even take the time to
debate Afghanistan on this bill. It
doesn’t make any sense.

I took the McGovern amendment,
and I sent it to my adviser, who is a
former commandant of the Marine
Corps.

I said to him, Mr. Commandant, what
do you think about this approach by
Mr. MCGOVERN and myself? He emailed
me back and said, You’re on track.
Bring it up and debate it in the House.

And we can’t even do that.

Let me quote a Special Operations of-
ficer in Afghanistan today—today. He
emailed this to me yesterday:

If you ask me if it’s worth one American
life to build governance here in Afghanistan,
I would say ‘‘no.”

They’'re on the ground, Madam
Speaker. They’re on the ground and are
fighting for this country. This week,
we lost seven American lives in Af-
ghanistan. We owe it to them to at
least debate a realistic future course
for the war. What we are doing today
and tonight and tomorrow is not real-
istic because there are those in this
House of Representatives, for whatever
reason, who want to stay there 15 years
and 20 years. That’s why we today owe
it to the men and women in uniform, to
the families who have kids who have
died and, really, more so, Madam
Speaker, to the kids who came back
with their legs gone.
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I've seen five kids at Walter Reed
that have no body parts below their
waist, and they’re living and they will
live.

We owe it to the American people to
debate the future course in Afghani-
stan, and I'm sorry that many on my
own side will not allow this amend-
ment to get to the floor so we can have
an honest debate and we can say to the
American people we care about your
$10 billion, we care about your sons and
daughters, and it’s time to stop send-
ing them to give their life for nothing
in Afghanistan.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I am pleased to yield 22 minutes to

the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
GRAVES).
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Madam

Speaker, I rise in support of the rule,
House Resolution 661, which allows for
full and fair debate on the National De-
fense Authorization Act.

Given that the Federal Government
spends over half a trillion dollars each
year through contracts, the Federal
procurement market is incredibly im-
portant to small businesses. Improving
small business opportunities for Fed-
eral contractors is a triple play. Small
businesses win more contracts, workers
win more jobs, and taxpayers win be-
cause small businesses bring competi-
tion, innovation, and lower prices to
save the government money.

H.R. 4310 ensures that small busi-
nesses have greater opportunities to
compete. It increases the small busi-
ness goal from 23 percent to 25 percent,
which could mean up to $11 billion in
new small business contracts. It im-
proves the quality of the Federal con-
tracting workforce. It cracks down on
deceptive entities hiding behind small
businesses, making it easier to catch
fraud and abuse. It simplifies the rules
for small businesses, and it addresses
the top complaint I hear more than
anything else, which is unjustifiable
contract bundling.

These reforms reflect the work of the
Small Business Committee, which held
10 hearings and two markups on these
issues, and the Armed Services Com-
mittee’s own efforts to do better by
small contractors. Over 20 trade asso-
ciations have offered their support to
the changes.

I want to thank Chairman MCKEON,
Ranking Member SMITH, Mr. SHUSTER,
Mr. LARSON and their staffs for the as-
sistance of bringing these provisions to
the floor.

While the House is seeking ways to
expand opportunities for small busi-
nesses, the administration issued a
statement opposing the bill’s modest
increase in small business goals in the
bill’s bundling provisions that make it
easier for small businesses to compete.

Ironically, this opposition came the
same day that the administration
issued a report seeking ways to move
America’s small businesses forward.
The best way to move small business
forward is to give them opportunities
to succeed. Supporting this significant
legislation will create jobs, save tax-
payer dollars, and put small businesses
back to work.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and the pro-jobs, pro-competition,
and commonsense reforms in this bill.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, at
this time, it is my privilege to yield 4
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minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land, the Democratic whip, Mr. HOYER.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend from
Massachusetts for yielding, the acting
ranking member of the Rules Com-
mittee right now, who is a distin-
guished Member of this body.

I rise in deep disappointment at the
treatment he was accorded last night.
It was unworthy of this body, unwor-
thy of the Rules Committee, and un-
worthy of the character and integrity
of the gentleman from Massachusetts. I
am pleased that there has been an apol-
ogy for that, but I did not want it to go
unmentioned. This body is better than
that; although, at times, it is not. We
ought to all lament the fact when it is
not.

Madam Speaker, the rule to consider
this bill is not only unfair but incon-
sistent with the majority’s stated goal
of having an open process. I will quote
the Speaker in just a couple of min-
utes.

My friend from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) has put forward a bipar-
tisan amendment—and I want to com-
mend the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, my Republican colleague, and I
hope all Americans, Madam Speaker,
notice the courage and conviction that
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. JONES) has. He was sponsoring an
amendment with the gentleman from
Massachusetts, and they don’t always
agree. But as the gentleman from
North Carolina said: There is no more
important issue that confronts a coun-
try than sending its young men and
women in harm’s way at the point of
the spear.

Yes, it is to defeat terrorism and to
keep America safe, but the decision to
do that and the ongoing discussion,
particularly after a decade, is certainly
something the American people would
expect, a full-blown debate and airing
of our continuing to keep our young
people and not-so-young people in
harm’s way. It is certainly germane to
this bill as it concerns our military op-
erations in Afghanistan.

Mr. MCGOVERN’s amendment and Mr.
JONES’ amendment would reaffirm the
strategy laid out by the President and
agreed to by the Afghan President to
transition security responsibility to
Afghan forces so our troops can come
home.

Today, Al Qaeda has been forced out
of Afghanistan and the Taliban is se-
verely weakened, objectives that I sup-
ported. Afghan forces are taking re-
sponsibility for more and more of their
country’s security, and we’re making
strong gains thanks to the hard work
and sacrifice of our troops whom we
honor.

With tens of thousands of Americans
still deployed in combat, one of our
highest priorities in this year’s Defense
authorization act must be to make
sure they have a strategy to complete
their mission and return home safely.
We owe that to them. We owe that to
their parents, their wives, their broth-
ers, their sisters, their nieces, their
nephews, and to all their neighbors.
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Our men and women in uniform have
performed everything asked of them
with courage, distinction, and profes-
sionalism. We’ve asked many of them
to return for tour of duty after tour of
duty to one of the world’s most deadly
war zones, and we owe it to all of them
to have a carefully conceived strategy.
Mr. MCGOVERN’s amendment would not
tie the President’s hands and would
help place us in the strongest possible
position to combat terrorism around
the world.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. HOYER. I understand that every-
body may not agree on Mr. McGoV-
ERN’s formulation, but that’s what this
body is for: to debate these issues of
great importance to the people and re-
solve them in a democratic way.

I'm sorely disappointed that this
amendment was not made in order. If it
had, I would have voted for it.

In September, Speaker BOEHNER,
himself, said something significant.
Madam Speaker, it’s important what
the Speaker said, and I agree with
what the Speaker said. He said this:

I have no fear in allowing the House to
work its will . . . I’ve long believed in it, and
I continue to believe in it.

Madam Speaker, the actions of the
Rules Committee last night were in-
consistent with that conviction. Let
the House work its will. Let’s have a
vote on this amendment. Let us send a
message to our troops that we have an
exit strategy in Afghanistan, that we’ll
see them safely home with their mis-
sion accomplished.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 10 seconds.

Mr. HOYER. I want to thank Rep-
resentative MCGOVERN for his leader-
ship on this issue, commend Ranking
Member ADAM SMITH of the Armed
Services Committee for his work on
this amendment, and I congratulate
Mr. JONES for his courage and for his
vision.

While you may disagree, you ought
not to shut down alternative opinions.
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I yield myself 2
minutes at this time.

I am somewhat perplexed at the idea
that what is happening here is not
being fair, according to the standards
that we’ve had in the past. This par-
ticular rule makes 141 amendments—
two-thirds of them Democrat or bipar-
tisan amendments—in order. Last year,
the rule made 152 amendments in
order. Yet when the other party was in
control of this body, on this same bill,
they made in order 82, 69, 58, and 50 in
each of the 4 years in which they were
in control. The idea of tripling the
number of bills that are being made in
order to be debated on this floor has to
be considered as one of those things
that’s fair.

The
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The issue that supposedly is not al-
lowed—even though it will be debated
because there is an amendment, and it
will be part of the discussion here—was
not totally ignored. In fact, some of
the statements that have been made on
how we’re not talking about this at
all—it was addressed in the committee
as well. And the committee voted on a
bipartisan vote of 56-5.

But this is where I have some dif-
ficulty because all I can do is know
what I'm reading. And in section 1216
of the bill, it clearly says the United
States military should not maintain an
indefinite combat mission in Afghani-
stan and should transition toward a
counterterrorism and advise and assist
mission at the earliest practical date
consistent with conditions on the
ground. It’s what the committee went
through. They talked about it. It was
part of the discussion.

It can be part of the discussion in al-
ternative bills other than this par-
ticular one, which we have to have if,
indeed, you want to fund the military
and pay their salaries and pay their
health care and provide the shape of
the future military. That’s what the
purpose of this bill is. To say that we
are denying any kind of access just
does not meet with the reality of what
is in the base and what has been done
and what will be done in other par-
ticular venues.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
it’s my pleasure to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MILLER).

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
I rise in opposition to the bill and to
the underlying rule.

To put it simply in the minute that I
have, this bill needlessly puts in jeop-
ardy the health and safety of workers
and residents who live near nuclear
weapons facilities. Congressman VIS-
CLOSKY, Congresswoman SANCHEZ, and
I offered an amendment to fix these
dangerous flaws. But today’s rule will
not allow that amendment onto the
floor.

Our amendment recognized that
these facilities pose unique challenges
when it comes to health and safety.
They are ultrahazardous. They make
plutonium pits, handle bomb-grade
uranium, and manage high explosives.
If the worst were to happen, the Amer-
ican taxpayer is on the hook for any
nuclear event, even if the contractor
that operates the facility engages in
gross misconduct. To protect workers,
residents, and taxpayers, we need to
ask that contractors live up to the
highest standards of safety. This legis-
lation does not do that.

I want to commend the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN)
for trying to get this amendment made
in order in the Rules Committee. It’s
an important amendment. We’re hear-
ing from workers in these facilities all
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across the country that we’re removing

a critical margin of safety for them,

that we’re turning this over to contrac-

tors and lessening the safety standards
across these plants and removing the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of Energy.

This bill should be rejected for what it

does to these workers.

These are some groups submitting letters
opposing changes to nuclear safety protec-
tions in H.R. 4310:

1. Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board

2. Alliance of Nuclear Worker Advocacy
Groups

3. Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

4. Building and Construction Trades Depart-
ment, AFL-CIO

5. Metal Trades Department, AFL-CIO

6. United Steelworkers

7. Laborers International
America

8. Communications Workers of America

9. National Treasury Employees Union

10. Project on Government Oversight

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD,
Washington, DC, May 7, 2012.

Hon. LORETTA SANCHEZ,

Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Strategic
Forces, Committee on Armed Services, House
of Representatives, Rayburn House Office
Bldg., Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSWOMAN SANCHEZ: Thank
you for the opportunity to provide input and
comments on HR4310, the FY 2013 National
Defense Authorization bill, particularly with
regard to the sections in Title 32 that affect
nuclear safety, and the Board’s oversight
mission, operations and budget capacity. I'm
convinced that the legislation, if enacted,
will weaken current independent nuclear
safety oversight and enforcement at DOE’s
defense nuclear facilities. I have spent my
entire career spanning more than 40 years
supporting the national security programs of
the United States. Nothing would sadden me
more than seeing that mission compromised
by threats to public and worker safety re-
sulting from lapses in safety.

As you know, I presently serve as Chair-
man of the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board (Board), having been appointed by
President Bush to the Board in 2006 and later
reappointed as its Chairman by President
Obama in 2010. I have 43 years of experience
as a scientist and engineer in the field of ra-
diation effects science, technology, and hard-
ness assurance in support of military and
space systems. I was elected a Fellow of the
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engi-
neers and the American Physical Society,
and was selected as one of the most highly
cited researchers in Engineering by the In-
stitute for Scientific Information, which
lists the 250 most highly cited researchers in
the world in given scientific fields. I have
been honored with the 2000 IEEE Millennium
Medal, IEEE Nuclear & Plasma Sciences
Merit and Shea Award, R&D 100 Awards, In-
dustry Week’s Top 25 Technologies of Year,
and Discover Award, and many prize-winning
papers. I have authored 140 publications in
the open refereed literature, including more
than 30 invited papers, book chapters, and
presentations.

The Board provides the only independent
safety oversight at DOE’s defense nuclear fa-
cilities. As Chairman of the Board I am
proud of the safety record of the DOE and
the role that the Board has played over the
last 23 years. There is no question that the
defense nuclear facilities complex is in a
safer posture now than when the Board com-
menced operations in the late 1980’s. How-
ever, we cannot ignore the current and
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emerging challenges that will define the fu-
ture of DOE’s defense nuclear facilities, the
need for federal stewardship of this enter-
prise, and the federal commitment to protect
the health and safety of the workers and the
public. Today’s challenges of aged infra-
structure, design and construction of new
and replacement facilities, and the under-
taking of a wide variety of new activities in
defense nuclear facilities coupled with ongo-
ing mission support activities require con-
tinued vigilance in safety oversight to assure
public and worker protection. A nuclear safe-
ty incident cannot be tolerated and would do
irreparable harm to the stockpile steward-
ship and legacy waste missions of the De-
partment of Energy.

This legislation contains significant
changes to the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) Act and the Board’s
Enabling Statute that would put NNSA and
DOE’s national security mission in jeopardy.
The proposed changes, if enacted, would
amount to Congress concluding that NNSA
does not need independent safety oversight.
It would all but erase the Board’s independ-
ence and authority with respect to safety
oversight of NNSA defense nuclear facilities
and activities. Changes to the Atomic En-
ergy Act would lower the standard used to
ensure adequate protection of public safety.
The legislation endorses a strong shift to-
ward contractor self-regulation, which is not
justified based on the present maturity of
contractor assurance systems but, even more
importantly, neuters the inherent responsi-
bility of the government to ensure public
and worker safety. This responsibility can-
not be delegated by NNSA to its contractors.
Finally, the President’s ability to direct
NNSA’s operations through the Secretary of
Energy would also be much reduced. Let me
address a few of these concerns in more de-
tail.

Section 3113 of the bill gives the NNSA Ad-
ministrator complete authority to establish
and conduct oversight of NNSA activities
outside of that already established by the
Secretary of Energy. The Administrator de-
velops a system of governance, management,
and oversight, of covered contractors and en-
sures that any and all Federal Agencies com-
ply with this system. Clearly, this vacates
the notion of independent oversight, which
should be of grave concern to the Congress.
Other agencies that presently provide over-
sight include the Board, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC), Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, Department of Transportation,
and the Occupational and Safety Health
Agency (OSHA). Some examples of undesir-
able consequences of the proposed language
include:

The Board will be unable to provide effec-
tive safety oversight.

The NRC will be precluded from con-
ducting license-related oversight activities
associated with operation of the MOX facil-
ity.
NNSA itself will be precluded from con-
ducting Operational Readiness Reviews, In-

tegrated Safety Management System
Verifications, and Nuclear Explosive Safety
Studies.

Section 3113 of the Bill further directs the
NNSA Administrator to ‘‘conduct oversight
based on outcomes and performance-based
standards rather than transactional over-
sight.”” I am convinced this model is inappro-
priate for oversight of complex, high-hazard
nuclear operations at defense nuclear facili-
ties. NNSA defines ‘‘transactional oversight’’
as activities that assess contractor perform-
ance through evaluating contractor activi-
ties at the work, task, or facility level; di-
rect interaction with personnel at any level
within the contractor organization; and di-
rect independent Federal staff evaluation of
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activities, physical conditions, and con-
tractor documentation. [NA-1 SD 226.1A,
NNSA Line Oversight and Contractor Assur-
ance System Supplemental Directive] Clear-
ly, transactional oversight is essential at the
Pantex Plant where nuclear weapons are as-
sembled, disassembled, and undergo surveil-
lance. It is also essential for plutonium oper-
ations at the Los Alamos Plutonium Facil-
ity, highly-enriched uranium operations at
the Y-12 National Security Complex, and for
complex, high-hazard nuclear operations at
the Nevada National Security Site, Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory, and
Sandia National Laboratories. For these ac-
tivities, anything other than transactional
oversight is irresponsible and will jeopardize
the NNSA mission. The government cannot
delegate its responsibility to ensure public
and worker safety to its contractors.

I think it is important to understand that
a system based on ‘‘outcomes’ is inappro-
priate in safety space. The Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission uses performance-based
regulation to improve effectiveness and effi-
ciency, but not where failure to meet a per-
formance criterion can result in an imme-
diate safety concern. For safety, a system of
“‘leading indicators’ to prevent accidents is
required. For complex, high-hazard nuclear
operations, a performance-based outcome ap-
proach may appear successful on the surface,
but underlying weaknesses in processes can
eventually lead to serious accidents and un-
wanted results. A significant body of infor-
mation on this subject is available in both
the commercial and academic sectors; it was
also explored in the series of public meetings
and hearings that led to issuance of the
Board’s Recommendation 2004-1, Oversight of
Complex, High-Hazard Nuclear Operations.

The Board has devoted considerable re-
sources in the past few years to understand
activity-level work planning and control. We
have teamed with the Department and NNSA
to understand the challenges of writing and
implementing procedures that account for
hazards in the workplace and the controls
necessary to mitigate those hazards. There
are many challenges to implementing those
procedures that must account for a wide
range of human factors. The inescapable con-
clusion is that the key to worker safety is
the ability to faithfully and repeatedly exe-
cute procedures. A procedure is only the
starting point. A system of transactional
oversight is the only way to ensure the safe
execution of work through the effective im-
plementation of procedures.

I believe one of the contributing factors
that lead the House Armed Services Stra-
tegic Forces Subcommittee to propose this
legislation was a basic misunderstanding of
the testimony it received at the its February
16, 2012 hearing on ‘‘Governance, Oversight,
and Management of the Nuclear Security En-
terprise.”” At that hearing, Dr. Shank, Co-
Chair of the Committee to Review the Qual-
ity of the Management and of the Science
and Engineering Research at the Department
of Energy’s National Security Laboratories,
testified about the scope of this review and
its conclusions. One concern and associated
conclusion is embodied in this legislation,
i.e., the need to ‘‘conduct oversight based on
outcomes and performance-based standards
rather than transactional oversight.”” How-
ever, when the Board subsequently met with
Dr. Shank, it became clear that his review
committee did not look at defense nuclear
facilities at any of the laboratories. Dr.
Shank explained that the committee focused
on management of science, not safety, and
not production facilities. The review was fo-
cused on the need for the laboratories to do
research more efficiently and effectively,
and improve morale at the laboratories. The
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committee did not review complex, high-haz-
ard nuclear operations or any high-con-
sequence operations. In my opinion, this tes-
timony should not be used as the basis to
argue against the need for independent over-
sight or eliminate transactional oversight at
defense nuclear facilities.

For the record, the Board’s staff asked
about the significance of Appendix 3 to the
Committee’s report, ‘‘Review of Relevant
Studies and Reports 1995-2010.” Appendix 3 is
the only part of the report that discusses the
Board. Dr. Shank characterized Appendix 3
as an add-on and not part of the report. The
Board’s staff followed up with Mr. Shaw,
Project Director, on April 20, 2012, to under-
stand this distinction. Mr. Shaw explained
that he and his staff of research assistants
prepared Appendix 3 as background material
for the committee. The appendices are a
compilation of lines of inquiry or questions
that the Committee members raised as the
study progressed, and items for which Mr.
Shaw and his staff thought they needed to
provide more background information to the
Committee members to understand what had
been presented. He informed the Board’s
staff that, to comply with the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act, that information along
withal! other such material provided to the
committee were included as appendices to
the report. However, he reiterated that they
should not be viewed as the work of the com-
mittee or representative of the Committee’s
conclusions.

The proposed legislation requires the
Board and NNSA to use a new health and
safety standard. More specifically, Sections
3115 and 3202 of the legislation establish a
new lower standard for protection of the pub-
lic in proximity to DOE’s defense nuclear fa-
cilities. (As discussed below, Section 3202 of
the bill deals with ‘“‘Improvements to the De-
fense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.’’) The
new standard ‘“‘ensures that risks to . . . the
health and safety of the general public . . .
are as low as practicable and that adequate
protection is provided.” (Please note that in
Section 3115 the risks are ‘‘as low as prac-
tical,”” while in Section 3202 the risks are as
low as reasonably practical.’””) This standard
lowers the protections presently provided to
the public by the NRC for commercial nu-
clear power and by the Board in making rec-
ommendations to the Secretary of Energy,
which is to ‘‘ensure adequate protection of
the public.” The legislation proposes the
Secretary or Administrator can perform a
cost-benefit analysis to determine the need
to provide adequate protection of the public.
The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
has always been clear that the Secretary
must provide adequate protection to the pub-
lic and that cost is not an element of ade-
quate protection. However, cost can be con-
sidered in determining the need for safety
margin or defense in depth, i.e., additional
protections beyond the need for adequate
protection. The application of the ‘‘as low as
[reasonably] practicable’” standard is un-
clear. It has been used in British and Euro-
pean law as a modified cost-benefit analysis,
but has no standing in U.S. law. It is also un-
clear why the public safety should be sub-
jected to considerations by the Secretary or
Administrator of whether risks are as low as
[reasonably] practical.

The Board provides the only independent
safety oversight at DOE’s defense nuclear fa-
cilities. In addition, the Board has unique re-
sponsibilities under its statute to address
‘‘severe or imminent’’ threats to the public.
I would now like to comment on Section 3202
of the bill: “Improvements to the Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.”” Let me say
categorically that these are not improve-
ments. I believe these provisions in the bill
arise from a total misunderstanding of the
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operation of the Board. I feel strongly that
these ‘“‘improvements’ to the Board’s Ena-
bling Statute will degrade nuclear safety at
DOE’s defense nuclear facilities. Let me once
again detail my concerns.

To begin with, the Board is a collegial
body composed of five members appointed by
the President and confirmed by the Senate
who are respected experts in the field of nu-
clear safety. Since the Board’s inception
nearly 23 years ago, every Board letter or
recommendation has been voted on and ap-
proved by each and every Board Member.
Those familiar with the scientific discipline
will readily understand that this involves a
great deal of respect and camaraderie among
the Board members to enable them to un-
ravel complex technical issues and forcefully
act on safety concerns. One aspect of these
bill’s improvements is to allow Board mem-
bers ‘‘to employ at least one technical advi-
sor.” This is unnecessary on two counts. The
first is that Board members have full access
to all the Board’s staff. Board members al-
ready have 80 technical advisors. The second
is that Board members are technical experts
who are able to independently weigh tech-
nical evidence and make decisions important
to safety at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities.
A system of advisors will simply place an un-
necessary burden on Board resources and
create dissension.

A provision in Section 3202 requires that
all Board members ‘‘have full, simultaneous
access to all information relating to the per-
formance of the Board’s functions, powers
and mission.” This provision is simply un-
workable and argues against the public in-
terest and trust. For example, the Technical
Director must inform the Board Chairman
about a serious accident at a defense nuclear
facility, even if other Board members are not
immediately available. The Board always
strives to share all available information
with all Board members. The Board members
are always collectively briefed by DOE and
Board staff, but Board members sometimes
have conflicting schedules and aren’t avail-
able for the ‘‘simultaneous’ exchange of in-
formation . The origins of this provision sug-
gest a serious lack of knowledge about the
operation of the Board.

Under this legislation, the Board ‘‘shall
consider and specifically assess the technical
and economic feasibility, the cost and bene-
fits, and the practicability of implementing
[its Recommendations].”” Under its existing
statute, the Board must consider the tech-
nical and economic feasibility of imple-
menting its recommended measures. The
Secretary of Energy may ‘‘accept’ a Board
recommendation but make a determination
that its implementation is impracticable be-
cause of budgetary considerations or because
the implementation would affect the Sec-
retary’s ability to meet the annual nuclear
weapons stockpile requirements. The Sec-
retary must report any such decision to the
President and Congress. The Secretary of
Energy has never made a determination that
a Board Recommendation cannot be imple-
mented due to budget impracticability. I be-
lieve this is strong evidence that we have ex-
ecuted our statute in a faithful and respon-
sible manner.

Issues of cost and benefit have historically
been the purview of the Secretary of Energy
and should remain so. It is important to note
that the Board nominally identifies the prob-
lem, but leaves selection of the solution to
the Secretary. In order to provide a cost-ben-
efit analysis, the Board would need to define
a solution, which is inappropriate and would
hamper the Secretary’s flexibilities to re-
spond to a Board recommendation. Mr. Gene
Aloise, Director of Natural Resources and
Environment, U.S. Government Account-
ability Office, testified at the Committee’s
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February 16, 2012, hearing on Governance,
Oversight, and Management of the Nuclear
Security Enterprise. He said, ‘“NNSA cur-
rently lacks the basic financial information
on the total costs to operate and maintain
its essential facilities and infrastructure,
leaving it unable to identify return on in-
vestment or opportunities for cost savings.”
If NNSA isn’t capable of performing cost-
benefit analyses, it’s unreasonable to expect
the Board to produce valid estimates of
those costs. Needless to say, the Board would
require a significant increase in budget and
manpower to perform any meaningful cost-
benefit analysis.

The Board is very mindful of the need for
efficient and cost-effective solutions to safe-
ty problems at defense nuclear facilities. In
evaluating the proper course of action for ex-
isting facilities that do not meet modern in-
dustry standards and design requirements,
both the Board and DOE consider the entire
suite of options for mitigating hazards as
well as factors such as the remaining life of
the facilities, schedules for replacing them,
and means to mitigate disruptions to ongo-
ing operations that may result from rec-
ommended safety improvements. However,
the Board has no authority to specify a par-
ticular solution; that authority is the Sec-
retary’s.

The proposed legislation also weakens the
arm’s length relationship between the Board
and Department of Energy necessary for the
Board to provide independent oversight by
requiring the Board to obtain DOE review
and comments on Board recommendations.
This proposed requirement will enable the
Secretary to provide comments to Board rec-
ommendations prior to their issuance. Board
recommendations are fully vetted by intense
staff-level discussions that typically take
place over months and sometimes years. The
Board shapes its recommendation already
fully taking into account the feedback it has
received from the Department. In the final
analysis, the Secretary has the power to ac-
cept or reject a Board recommendation. This
provision to require comments from the Sec-
retary will delay needed safety improve-
ments to ensure adequate protection of the
public at DOE’s defense nuclear facilities
and erode public confidence that the Board is
faithfully executing its mission to provide
truly independent oversight.

Under its existing statute, the Board’s ju-
risdiction is limited to the Department of
Energy’s defense nuclear facilities. ‘‘Defense
Nuclear Facilities’ are defined to include
production or utilization facilities, and cer-
tain types of storage facilities under the con-
trol or jurisdiction of the Secretary of En-
ergy. Unless this element is met, the Board’s
jurisdiction, authority, powers or duties are
not triggered. It does not allow the Board to
write Recommendations to the NNSA Ad-
ministrator. Under this legislation, NNSA
may become a separate entity. An NNSA
independent from the Department of Energy,
where the Secretary of Energy would have
no authority over NNSA, would defeat (1) the
Board’s recommendation jurisdiction, (2) the
Board’s jurisdiction and duty to report to
the President in the case of imminent or se-
vere threats issuing from defense nuclear fa-
cilities, and (3) the Board’s information
gathering jurisdiction. Essentially, the
NNSA would have no independent safety
oversight body.

The Department of Energy has a well-es-
tablished regulatory structure, with a sig-
nificant body of rules, orders, manuals, and
standards. These would have no standing in
an independent NNSA. The set of safety
standards to be used in NNSA would have to
be reconstituted. Based on recent experience,
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I am concerned that many standards nec-
essary to safely perform complex, high-haz-
ard nuclear operations would be automati-
cally deleted as a part of standing up this
newly independent organization. It must be
understood that the Board evaluates safety
at defense nuclear facilities based on DOE’s
requirements and standards. The Board does
not have separate requirements. Lack of an
adequate set of safety standards would rap-
idly degrade safety at defense nuclear facili-
ties.

In summary, I am deeply concerned that
the proposed legislation will diminish both
the effectiveness of the Board and safety at
DOE’s defense nuclear facilities. The pro-
posed changes, if enacted, would all but erase
the Board’s oversight independence and au-
thority with respect to NNSA’s facilities and
activities. NNSA would become essentially
self-regulating without any significant over-
sight from the Secretary of Energy, the
Board, or any other Federal entity. Addi-
tional provisions in the legislation encour-
age the NNSA in large part to delegate its
inherent responsibility to protect public and
worker safety to its contractors.

If I can answer any question or provide ad-
ditional insights, please don’t hesitate to
call. Once again, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to provide my views on this legisla-
tion.

Sincerely,
PETER S. WINOKUR, Ph.D.,
Chairman,
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.
LABORERS INTERNATIONAL UNION
OF NORTH AMERICA,
Washington, DC, May 8, 2012.

Hon. ADAM SMITH,

Ranking Member, House Committee on Armed
Services, Rayburn House Office Bldg.,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: On behalf of
the 500,000 members of the Laborers Inter-
national Union of North America (LIUNA) I
would like to express our opposition to the
proposal that has been under consideration
in the House Armed Services Committee
that would seriously weaken worker safety &
health protections at Department of Energy
(DOE) nuclear weapons labs and production
facilities. This provision would transfer
worker safety & health responsibilities from
the DOE’s Office of Health, Safety and Secu-
rity (HSS) to the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) and shift these pro-
grams to ‘‘performance-based’” oversight.
This move would effectively eliminate cur-
rent health and safety standards that impose
fines and penalties for violations.

The safety & health of workers is one of
LIUNA’s highest priorities. As you know, the
work our members perform at these facili-
ties is, by its very nature, inherently dan-
gerous and requires the highest possible level
of care and protection. The current program,
which this legislation would destroy, has
been developed through years of collabo-
rative work with successive Administrations
and has been integrated into the work cul-
ture at the DOE facilities.

By requiring only ‘performance stand-
ards’ instead of those that are currently in
place, the legislation would substitute exist-
ing DOE standards with those of Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA). Unfortunately, OSHA does not have
standards that are appropriate for many
DOE operations which could endanger our
members. In some critical cases DOE’s
standards are much more stringent than
OSHA, especially with respect to the stand-
ard for Beryllium. The existing DOE pro-
grams have been accepted by the workforce
and are essential to a safe and productive
workplace.
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To disrupt the HSS safety & health pro-
gram by transferring it to NNSA is an attack
on the men and women who do the dangerous
work at these facilities. These workers de-
serve more protections not less. I urge you
to reject this ill advised change.

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
TERRY O’SULLIVAN,
General President.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I am pleased to
yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. AKIN), the chair-
man of the Seapower Subcommittee of
the House Armed Services Committee,
a person who has worked very hard on
this for his entire career here in the
House.

Mr. AKIN. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 4310, the National De-
fense Authorization Act of 2013.

As chairman of the Seapower Sub-
committee, there are many aspects of
this bill that are commendable. First
of all, from a Navy point of view, we
are maintaining the cadence of build-
ing two fast-attack boats every year.
That has significant implications rel-
ative to our industrial base. Likewise,
we are going to be building two de-
stroyers a year, so we have made some
changes to the President’s budget
there. We're also requiring that the
Navy keeps at least 12 ballistic missile
submarines that are an important leg
of our triad.

I would also call attention to a cou-
ple of amendments that I have offered.
The first is that we have worked with
information that we’ve gotten from
overseas on the evacuation procedures
that are being done and the speed with
which our sons and daughters are being
picked up on the battlefield. There is
nothing wrong with the great people
who are working the medevacs. We are
concerned with DOD policy, however—
that that policy may be resulting in
unnecessary delays.

Secondly, this bill contains an
amendment that I offered to protect
First Amendment rights of people in
the service and chaplains, in par-
ticular. Unfortunately, it seems that
this is against what the White House,
many Democrats, and The New York
Times all seem to want. The heart of
the amendment is to say that if you
are a chaplain, you are not going to be
forced to perform ceremonies that you
think are wrong. It protects what we
call ‘“‘free speech,” the First Amend-
ment, and also the right of religious
freedom. It does the same thing for our
servicemembers.

And it seems ironic that there is op-
position to affording First Amendment
rights to our sons and daughters who
are fighting for our First Amendment
rights. So this seems like it should be
very noncontroversial, allowing people
to follow the dictates of their own con-
science. But it seems to be meeting
stiff resistance, nonetheless.

Lastly, I wanted to make sure that in
this bill, we make absolutely clear that
there’s nothing in this bill which gets
in the way of our habeas corpus rights
in America and that no American cit-
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izen can be unlawfully detained, and
that the right of habeas corpus, as a
constitutional right, is in no way
abridged by this bill.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. GARAMENDI).

(Mr. GARAMENDI asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GARAMENDI. This morning in
California, in Marysville, a young sol-
dier will be laid to rest, one of many.
The most important issue facing this
Nation—the Afghanistan war—con-
tinues on. We have 10 minutes to de-
bate our view of how that should end.

Ranking Member SMITH proposed in
committee an amendment that would
rationally bring down and end this war.
He was refused the opportunity—the
ranking member, refused the oppor-
tunity to even be heard in committee.

And now we are faced with the lan-
guage in the bill that extends this war
indefinitely at a cost this year of $88
billion and at the same level intermi-
nably into the future. This deserves a
robust debate. What is the role of
America in Afghanistan? How long are
we to continue there? Unfortunately,
that debate is truncated and will be
terminated by the majority in an un-
successful way that extends the war.
Why would we do that? Apparently for
reasons that are not understood.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I urge the gentleman to read page
544 in the base bill to answer his ques-
tion.

I am pleased to yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WALSH).

Mr. WALSH of Illinois. Madam
Speaker, I rise in support of the rule.

As a Small Business subcommittee
chairman, I know how important small
businesses are to the future of our
great Nation. They are the engine of
this economy and the key to pulling
America out of this economic reces-
sion.

But, Madam Speaker, small busi-
nesses are also vital to our armed serv-
ices. Over $500 billion in Federal con-
tracts are awarded each year, and 70
percent of those dollars are awarded by
the Department of Defense. It is vital
for taxpayers and the military that
small businesses compete for these
contracts. Small business entrepre-
neurship will provide our brave service-
men and -women with the equipment
that will best enable them to defend
this country and our families.

It is clear that the Armed Services
Committee shares this dedication to
small businesses. I am proud that they
have chosen to include the bipartisan
Small Business Protection Act in the
NDAA. The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ConNNOLLY) and I introduced the
Small Business Protection Act to guar-
antee that American small businesses
are not driven out of the competition
for government contracts.

I cannot stress enough the vital role
American small businesses play in the
success of our military and the future
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of our country. It is imperative that
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
come together and support American
entrepreneurship and small business.
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Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFA-
710).

Mr. DEFAZIO.
tleman.

There’s one agency of the Federal
Government that has never been au-
dited—and is unauditable. It happens
to be the Department of Defense.

Last year, Representative GARRETT
and I snuck up on them with a little
amendment in the appropriations bill
to require an audit of the Pentagon.
It’s not too much to ask when they
spend $600 billion a year, none of which
they can meaningfully account for ac-
cording to the GAO. They can’t rec-
oncile their books. It was stripped out
in the conference committee. Senator
AYOTTE from New Hampshire got one
in the authorization bill. It was
stripped out in the conference com-
mittee.

Now this time they’re acting
proactively. They’re prohibiting us
from bringing an amendment to the
floor of the House that would require—
and we’re letting up on them a little
bit—that 3 years from now the Depart-
ment of Defense—that’s $1.8 trillion
from now—should have to pass an
audit. And they’re saying no, no, no,
no. They can’t be required to do an
audit until they spend $3.6 trillion in
the year 2017.

This is an abuse of the American tax-
payer and an abuse of our servicemen
and -women. The waste that goes on at
the Pentagon has to stop. We need a
meaningful audit.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Well-known as ‘‘Mili-
tary City,” San Antonio has accom-
plished a traumatic but successful con-
version of Kelly and Brooks Air Force
Bases. Now the Pentagon is recom-
mending that we have another round of
closures. Let’s first guarantee that we
apply the same rigorous base review
standards to military facilities outside
the United States as would apply inside
the United States.

Today, I offer an amendment accept-
able to the committee, similar to the
approach recommended by Senators
TESTER and HUTCHISON that requires
the Department of Defense to thor-
oughly examine the potential benefits
and savings realized by closing out-
dated or excess overseas military
bases. Both the Government Account-
ability Office and Congressional Budg-
et Office say that maintaining these fa-
cilities overseas is far more expensive
than our stateside operations. So while
many of the 585 military bases that we
have around the world may be nec-
essary, let’s ensure that the Depart-

I thank the gen-
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ment thoroughly scrutinizes each of
them and verifies that each is essential
to our national defense. This was not
done adequately in the last round.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and ensure that the Pen-
tagon carefully considers the cost of
these overseas installations.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. I thank the gentleman.

It is a failure when Congress will not
allow debate on the most important
issue in this bill, and that is the policy
in Afghanistan.

Congress has been failing the Amer-
ican people. We haven’t paid for that
war. We haven’t even debated how to
pay for that war. It’s been on the credit
card for 10 years—over a trillion dol-
lars. And by refusing to allow us to de-
bate the McGovern amendment, which
is about the policy, we now won’t even
debate the policy. So we don’t pay for
it and we don’t even debate the wisdom
of the policy. That’s a grave mistake.

The reality is the war in Afghanistan
is over. It’s time for Congress to end it.
The President has set a date: 2014.
What’s magic about that?

The Afghans have to step up and as-
sume responsibility for their future,
and we have to have a debate as to
whether or not we should bring those
troops home sooner than 2014. We owe
it to the American taxpayer; we owe it
to the American men and women who
are serving, and we owe it to our own
responsibility to debate the important
public issues of our time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. To start the war in
Iraq, Congress was lied to. To start the
war in Afghanistan, Congress was mis-
led. To start the war in Libya, Con-
gress was ignored. To start the war in
Iran, language has been hidden in the
NDAA.

The NDAA prepares for war against
Iran. It is a declaration of policy,
which includes military action. It has a
plan to pre-position aircraft, muni-
tions, and fuel for air- and sea-based
mission. It has a plan for maintaining
sufficient naval assets in the region to
launch a sustained sea and air cam-
paign against a range of Iranian nu-
clear and military targets. This bill
prepares for war.

Some will say, Well, it doesn’t au-
thorize for war. This bill prepares for
war. Even if it’s amended, it prepares
for war. And we need to vote this bill
down because it prepares for a war with
Iran, which would be devastating to
this country’s interests.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).
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Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Lodged
in between our commemoration of Me-
morial Day and our fallen loved ones
and heroes and Flag Day, which we
stand proudly to wave the flag, I really
stand here as a friend that is deeply
saddened by something that I think
has never occurred, and that is to allow
Americans, through the McGovern-
Smith amendment, to really speak to
all of our Members.

And I think America would agree:
None of us should be challenged with
our patriotism. But if we raise the
question of what are the next steps in
Afghanistan, it is not a diminishing of
the service of our men and women. It is
not the eliminating of our responsi-
bility to be able to assure the safety
and security of the Afghan people. It is
to allow Members of Congress to rep-
resent their constituents on both sides
of the aisle to raise the question: What
are the next steps and how will we
bring our troops home safely?

This amendment should be allowed to
be discussed, just as we’re discussing
the potential removal and where we are
eliminating the language and the abil-
ity to remove citizens and to hold them
indefinitely.

It is the American way, Madam
Speaker. I beg of us to do this in a bi-
partisan way and to allow the McGov-
ern-Smith amendment to go forward.

Madam Speaker, | rise to support my
amendment to H.R. 4310 “National Defense
Authorization Act,” which would require the
Secretary of Defense prior to the awarding of
defense contract to private contractors, to con-
duct an assessment to determine whether or
not the Department of Defense has carried out
sufficient outreach programs to include minor-
ity and women-owned small business.

Throughout my tenure in Congress, | have
sponsored legislation that promotes diversity. |
stand proudly before you today to call for re-
newed vigor in advocating and constructing ef-
fective policies that will make the United
States the most talented, diverse, effective,
and powerful workforce in an increasingly
globalized economy.

This amendment will require the Department
of Defense to consider the impact that
changes to outsourcing guidelines will have on
small minority and women owned business by
requiring them to engage with these busi-
nesses.

Promoting diversity is more than just an
idea it requires an understanding that there is
a need to have a process that will ensure the
inclusion of minorities and women in all areas
of American life.

Small businesses represent more than the
American dream—they represent the Amer-
ican economy. Small businesses account for
95 percent of all employers, create half of our
gross domestic product, and provide three out
of four new jobs in this country.

Small business growth means economic
growth for the nation. But to keep this seg-
ment of our economy thriving, entrepreneurs
need access to loans. Through loans, small
business owners can expand their businesses,
hire more workers and provide more goods
and services.

The Small Business Administration, SBA, a
federal organization that aids small businesses
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with loan and development programs, is a key
provider of support to small businesses. The
SBA’s main loan program accounts for 30 per-
cent of all long-term small business borrowing
in America.

| have worked hard to help small business
owners to fully realize their potential. That is
why | support entrepreneurial development
programs, including the Small Business Devel-
opment Center and Women’s Business Center
programs.

These initiatives provide counseling in a va-
riety of critical areas, including business plan
development, finance, and marketing.

My amendment would require the Depart-
ment of Defense to assess whether their out-
reach programs are sufficient prior to awarding
contracts. The Department of Defense should
investigate what impact their regulations have
on minority and women owned small busi-
nesses.

Outreach is key to developing healthy and
diverse small businesses.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, it
is my privilege to yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California, the
Democratic leader, Ms. PELOSI.

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the gentleman
for yielding, and I thank him for his
leadership year in and year out to clar-
ify what our mission is and to make
sure that we honor our troops—and
“honor them’ means not having them
stay in harm’s way any longer than is
necessary for our national security.

Madam Speaker, I rise today in oppo-
sition to this rule, and I do so with
some level of sadness; because when
we’re talking about the defense of our
country and the oath we take to pro-
tect and defend the Constitution, I
would have hoped, under this bill, we
could have had, on the floor, the appro-
priate discussion of what is happening
in Afghanistan.

I rise today, just having returned
with a bipartisan, all-women congres-
sional delegation to Afghanistan. It’s
our traditional Mother’s Day visit to
our troops who are there in combat.
We’ve recently been going to Afghani-
stan, and Iraq before that. The purpose
of the trip this time was to have a con-
versation with the President of Af-
ghanistan, President Karzai, as the
first congressional delegation into Af-
ghanistan following the signing of the
Strategic Partnership Agreement be-
tween President Obama and President
Karzai.

But our main purpose of the trip was
to visit our troops and to thank them
for their service and their sacrifice to
keep America’s families safe on Moth-
er’s Day and every day in the year. The
further purpose was to thank, in par-
ticular, our women who are in service
there—other mothers in combat and,
believe it or not, our grandmothers
who are in the war zone.

We met a Mom who has a baby that
is just 16 weeks old. I had the honor of
pinning a ribbon on a newly appointed
woman captain who has six children,
age 4 to 14, in the 10th month of her 1-
year deployment in Afghanistan.
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Our women in the military serve our
country very well. They strengthen our
national security. We are grateful to
them and their families, and we are
grateful to all of our men and women
in uniform.
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They are the 1 percent that we should
care the most about and focus on. You
hear a great deal about the 99 percent
and the 1 percent. Well, this 1 percent
is less than 1 percent of our men and
women in uniform, a little higher than
that, when they come home. What we
say in the military is on the battle-
field, we leave no soldier behind. And
when they come home, leave no vet-
eran behind. We will be meeting with
our veteran service organizations
today as this bill is being debated.

So I wish that the rule would have al-
lowed for the consideration of the
McGovern amendment. I was surprised,
frankly; and I'm rarely surprised
around here. But I was surprised that
that discussion could not take place on
this floor in the form of approving that
amendment because it is in furtherance
of what is happening in the strategic
partnership.

I can tell you this on the basis of our
trip, and we have to be careful when we
return as congressional delegations
from a trip that we don’t read too
much into our own observations, but
what we did hear that was different
from before, going every year, is that
our troops’ leadership is fabulous. Gen-
eral Allen is so great, as are the other
generals and commanders who serve
with him. They are preparing for the
timetable spelled out in the President’s
strategic partnership agreement signed
by the two Presidents.

On the civilian front and what we are
doing with USAID and our Americans
who are serving there, as well as the
coalition forces and friends who are
helping in Afghanistan, are working
along the path of this strategic part-
nership, and then the civilian part to
g0 beyond that.

So, really, I come home more encour-
aged than ever that it is possible for us
to accomplish our mission, which is the
protection of the American people, to
do so in a way as it comes to an end.
And it is never over, our protection of
the American people is an endless com-
mitment, but at least the commitment
of that many troops on the ground in
that country is one that we can say
that soon we will bring our troops
home safely. And that hopefully will be
soon.

So the timetable that Mr. MCGOVERN
has in his amendment is in sync with
what that partnership is. There is
other language in the bill which I
think, frankly, confuses the issue; and
that is why the clarity of debate would
have been helpful.

I am glad that the amendment by Mr.
SMITH, the ranking member, which is a
bipartisan amendment, will be able to
come to the floor. It addresses the de-
tention issue, and we will have a fuller
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discussion of that when that amend-
ment comes to the floor. But to recall,
President Obama, when he signed last
year’s bill, did a signing statement
that said that he would not enforce
that part of the bill. Hopefully, today,
we can remove that part of the bill be-
cause it flies in the face of our commit-
ment to protect the American people
and to have the proper balance between
security and liberty and freedom. And
that is our responsibility.

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
on this rule, to vote ‘‘no” on moving
the previous question unless we can
take up the McGovern amendment.
And, again, I salute the President for
the strategic partnership agreement.
But most of all, I support our men and
women in uniform and their families
for their service, their sacrifice, and
their patriotism for our country.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
may I inquire of the gentleman from
Utah how many more speakers he has
because I'm the final speaker on our
side.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I said others
were coming down here. I do not know
whether that happens, so when the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is ready to
close, I will be ready to close at what-
ever time that is.

Mr. McGOVERN. Madam Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time to
close.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
the previous question. If the previous
question is defeated, I will offer the bi-
partisan McGovern-Jones-Smith-Paul
amendment.

By denying debate on this amend-
ment, the Republican leadership has
ensured that there will be no debate or
challenge to sec. 1216 in the bill, a sec-
tion that calls for retaining 68,000 U.S.
troops in Afghanistan until 2015 and in-
definitely beyond that.

We did everything right with this
amendment. We worked in a bipartisan
way. We drafted it carefully. The rank-
ing member of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee withdrew his own
amendment on this issue and joined as
a cosponsor of this amendment. We de-
served the courtesy of a debate and a
vote. It’s the right thing to do. It’s the
decent thing to do.

But more important than that, the
American people deserve a full and sub-
stantive debate on the war in Afghani-
stan, the longest war in American his-
tory. They deserve to know where their
Member of Congress stands on this
issue of critical national importance.
They deserve a Congress that focuses
on the issues that matter most.

The Republican leadership’s refusal
to allow a full debate on our amend-
ment shows how far they will go to
make sure that a policy of staying in
Afghanistan until the end of time re-
mains untouched and unchallenged.

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to insert the text of the
amendment in the RECORD along with
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extraneous material immediately prior
to the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no” and
defeat the previous question. I urge my
Republican colleagues to join with us
in a bipartisan way to vote ‘“no” on the
previous question so we can have a real
debate on Afghanistan. That’s what
your constituents want; that’s what we
should have here. And barring that,
Madam Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on
the rule, and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Madam Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Madam Speaker, I appreciate the op-
portunity of coming down here and pre-
senting the particular rule on the
amendments. I take a little bit of um-
brage with the idea that the amend-
ment process that we are authorizing
in this rule is not necessarily fair. I
would remind people that it took 3
years under the prior Speaker before
they authorized as many amendments
as we are authorizing just this year
alone in this particular bill. It’s 141
amendments covering a vast variety of
issues.

Sometimes I get the impression from
some of the comments that were made
that we’re not going to be talking
about Afghanistan; that’s sorely
wrong. There is an amendment made in
order about that issue. It’s given twice
the amount of time on that issue as
any other issue that’s before us here. It
is there. The debate will take place.
The debate will happen. It may not be
the actual verbiage or the pride of au-
thorship that some wished, but it will
be there.

Indeed, in this hour of discussion,
we’ve talked about that as well, as was
done in the Rules Committee, as was
done in the base committee. There is a
section, page 544, which does talk
about the President’s proposal in Af-
ghanistan.

One of the things we have to remem-
ber is why we’re doing this bill at all.
This is one of those significant issues.
We talk about a lot of stuff on the floor
of the House, and we introduce a lot of
bills on the floor of the House which
have very little to do with our core
constitutional responsibilities. This is
not one of those.

During the Articles of Confederation
time, the United States was in a situa-
tion where we had fewer than 800 men
in our military capacity. We had no
Navy to protect our shipping. Since we
had not paid off the Tory debt, we were
in breach of the peace treaty that
ended the Revolutionary War. There-
fore, British troops were on American
soil. There were British forts on Amer-
ican soil. There was a military force on
our northern border which was threat-
ening us, and the British were plying
with impunity weapons to Native
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Americans who were opposed to the
Government of the United States.
What the United States could do about
it was absolutely nothing. We couldn’t
do squat.

Therefore, when the Constitution was
actually debated, I don’t think it is
any insignificant issue that over half of
the issues and powers granted to Con-
gress in section 8 dealt with the de-
fense of this country. Indeed, the Con-
stitution was in major part about how
we defend this country.

This issue before us today, this bill,
is on how we shape the military of the
future and the military of the present,
how we defend this country.

I would remind people that before
World War II started, we had made a
decision in this country we didn’t need
fighter jets any more and so we cut
production of them. And when the war
started, we were unprepared. Our fight-
er bombers suffered enormous casual-
ties in those first runs in Europe. In
fact, we suspended our bombing runs
until we could produce the fighters to
accompany those bombers that were
necessary to protect our young men
and women who were fighting in World
War II.

We don’t have the luxury of being un-
prepared in the future, and that is the
core of this bill. This bill is about talk-
ing about the infrastructure that we
have for our military so we are pre-
pared for whatever the future may
bring.

0 1400

The base of this bill restores approxi-
mately $4 billion in authorization of
necessary Department funding that
was recommended by the President for
deletion.

Sometime ago, Secretary Panetta
went on the record publicly saying the
possibility of sequestration would hol-
low out and have catastrophic impacts
on the Department of Defense; it must
be avoided. We agree. This bill at-
tempts to do that.

Unfortunately, the Secretary pointed
the finger at Congress saying that we
were to blame for this situation. In all
due respect, the Secretary was half
right. We share in the situation. And
we share the need for a cooperative ad-
ministration—and very particularly, a
cooperative President and Commander
in Chief—to fix the immediate threat
to our national security that could
come back by sequestration. We don’t
need threats of vetoes and any attempt
to roll back the sequestration cuts to
the Department of Defense.

This is an alarming situation. Many
of us in Congress would encourage Sec-
retary Panetta to communicate the ur-
gency of this need to his boss, the
President, and try to persuade him not
to oppose what we are attempting to do
in this particular piece of legislation.

We have some military construction
replacement projects that were needed
yesterday and are being deferred year
after year—pushed so far into the fu-
ture as to render them meaningless. We
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can no longer make those Kinds of mis-
takes as we did prior to World War II.

Our ICBM fleet will be aging out in
the next 12 to 15 years; and as of yet we
do not have an adequate replacement
policy, nor have we provided the re-
search and development funding needed
to a follow-up replacement system. In-
stead, we are urging what will amount
to unilateral nuclear reductions on our
part, while China, Russia, India, and
others are developing and fielding new
and modernized ICBM nuclear systems
for their countries as well. Those are
the situations which we need to face.
That is what is significant. That’s what
this bill addresses.

This bill addresses the funding and
infrastructure needs of our military,
and we should never lose sight of that
core reason for this bill. And amend-
ments—all 141 of them—either have to
add to that concept of making the in-
frastructure viable, or we’re talking
about tangents. This is not the avenue
for those particular places to be.

In short—I wasn’t short, but in long,
then, Madam Speaker, that’s the pur-
pose of the National Defense Author-
ization Act. That’s what the base bill
does. That’s what the bulk of the 140
amendments we have authorized do. We
need to proceed without getting lost in
the purpose and the intent of this par-
ticular process and why it is so impor-
tant. It is our core constitutional re-
sponsibility, and we need to take it se-
riously.

All the other issues that were talked
about will be addressed. The issue of
our policy in Afghanistan—which has
multiple oppor