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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable WIL-
LIAM M. COWAN, a Senator from the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

PRAYER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
opening prayer will be offered by Rev. 
Miniard Culpepper, pastor of Pleasant 
Hill Baptist Church in Dorchester, MA. 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Our God and our Lord, our help from 

ages past and our help for the years to 
come, we thank You, Lord, for this 
day, for this is a day that You have 
made. Let us be glad and delight in it. 

We thank You, Lord, for watching 
over our Senators all night long and 
waking them up clothed in their right 
mind. We pray, Lord, that You would 
bless them this day. Let them be the 
voice for all that is good and just. Let 
them be the voice of all that is peace-
ful and prosperous, loving and lifting. 

Bless the Senators, Lord, as they de-
liberate, that they would be mindful of 
the homeless and the hungry, the rich 
and the poor, the helpful, the hopeful, 
and the hopeless. 

Lord, we realize and acknowledge 
that You are a God of our weary years, 
that You are a God of our silent tears. 
Lord, You are the one who brought us 
thus far on the way. Lord, Thou are 
this God who has by thy might led us 
into the light. Lord, we pray, God, that 
You would keep us forever in the path, 
we pray. 

These and all other prayers we ask in 
Your Name. Amen and amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable WILLIAM M. COWAN led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

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

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. LEAHY). 

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 9, 2013. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable WILLIAM M. COWAN, a 
Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. COWAN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

Mr. REID. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, Ms. WARREN. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Massachusetts. 

f 

WELCOMING THE GUEST 
CHAPLAIN 

Ms. WARREN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. President, a warm thank-you to 
the Reverend Miniard Culpepper. His 
words of faith and community are 
greatly appreciated here today. 

For a long time now, Reverend Cul-
pepper has been praying over me. Last 
winter, before I was sworn into office, 
Reverend Culpepper held a special Sun-
day prayer service for me in his 
church, Pleasant Hill Baptist, in Dor-
chester. That December evening the 
pews were packed with local preachers 
and churchgoers representing a dozen 
or so churches in the area. 

At the conclusion of the service, the 
ministers circled around me, wrapped 
their arms together and prayed to God 
to give me the strength to work for the 
poor and powerless among us. 

I feel blessed to have received their 
prayers, and I have tried my best to 
keep them in my heart in my work 
here. But I am just one of many who 
appreciates the hard work Reverend 
Culpepper and Pleasant Hill Baptist 
have put into strengthening and pro-
tecting their community. 

You see, Reverend Culpepper and his 
congregation understand that their 
community extends well beyond the 
walls of their church. When Jahmol 
Norfleet, a former gang leader from 
Roxbury, left prison and showed a de-
sire to turn his life around as a peace-
maker between rival gangs, it was Rev-
erend Culpepper who reached out to 
him. Pleasant Hill Baptist welcomed 
him into their family. After Jahmol 
was tragically shot to death outside of 
his grandmother’s home, Reverend Cul-
pepper worked hard to implement 
antiviolence program methods that 
were based on his conversations with 
Jahmol. 

When in January of this year 13-year- 
old Gabriel Clarke suffered grievous 
gunshot wounds just blocks from 
Pleasant Hill Baptist Church, Reverend 
Culpepper and his congregation re-
solved to start their annual neighbor-
hood patrols just a little earlier. After 
all, as Reverend Culpepper remarked, 
this is not somebody’s problem down 
the street or on the other side of town, 
this is my problem. 

Pleasant Hill Baptist Church was 
founded more than 70 years ago by Rev-
erend Culpepper’s grandfather, Rev. 
Samuel H. Bullock. Reverend Bullock 
was deeply involved in his community 
working to educate children and to re-
duce juvenile delinquency. Reverend 
Culpepper and the congregation at 
Pleasant Hill Baptist Church have car-
ried on that legacy of community in-
volvement with spirit and determina-
tion. 
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We thank Reverend Culpepper for his 

blessing. We thank him for gracing us 
with the same spirit that drives him 
and the Pleasant Hill Baptist Church 
family back home. We thank him and 
his church for reminding us that the 
problems that affect our neighbor-
hoods, our cities, our Commonwealth, 
and our country aren’t someone else’s 
problems, they are all of our problems. 

I am honored to have Reverend Cul-
pepper here today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Following leader remarks 
the Senate will be in morning business 
for 1 hour, with the majority control-
ling the first half and the Republicans 
controlling the final half. 

Following morning business the Sen-
ate will resume consideration of S. 601, 
the Water Resources Development Act. 

We will continue to work through 
amendments to the bill today. We may 
also consider two district court judges 
sometime today, the Dick nomination 
from Louisiana and the Roman nomi-
nation from New York. Senators will 
be notified when those votes are sched-
uled. 

f 

OBSTRUCTION AND DELAY 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, by now the 
minority’s tactics, the Republican tac-
tics of obstruction and delay are well 
known, but they are also well worn. 
Those methods were once again on dis-
play yesterday when Republicans de-
layed for the second time in 2 weeks a 
Senate HELP Committee vote on the 
nomination of Tom Perez to lead the 
Department of Labor. 

The able and considerate chairman 
TOM HARKIN had already postponed the 
vote 2 weeks at the request of one of 
the Republicans. They requested more 
time to review documents related to 
Tom Perez’s nomination. It was ter-
ribly disappointing that, after they 
were granted additional time as a mat-
ter of courtesy, an anonymous Repub-
lican would employ an arcane proce-
dural tactic to prevent the committee 
from even meeting, and, of course, vot-
ing on that nomination. 

Republicans had 7 weeks, 49 days to 
consider this nomination. He was nom-
inated on March 21. Since his confirma-
tion hearing in April, he has responded 
in writing to more than 200 questions. 

He is an extremely qualified can-
didate for this job. The President was 
smart in nominating him. He is what 
the American dream is all about. He is 
the son of immigrants. He paid his way 
through college by working as a gar-
bage collector and at a warehouse. He 
went on to become the first lawyer in 
his family. 

Mr. Perez was appointed by Governor 
O’Malley of Maryland to be the sec-
retary of the Department Labor, where 
he helped implement the country’s 
first statewide living wage law. In his 

current role as the head of the Civil 
Rights Division of the U.S. Department 
of Justice, Mr. Perez helped settle 
cases on behalf of families targeted by 
unfair mortgage lending. 

As anyone can see, he is an ex-
tremely qualified nominee. His knowl-
edge and experience will make him an 
outstanding Secretary. 

Unfortunately, impressive qualifica-
tions and exceptional character are no 
longer enough to satisfy Senate Repub-
licans. Instead of a fair and construc-
tive confirmation process, Republicans 
have chosen to play partisan political 
games with dozens—scores—of Presi-
dent Obama’s appointees. 

They have also slow-walked the nom-
ination of dedicated public servant 
Gina McCarthy to lead the EPA, the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
This morning, just a few minutes ago, 
Republican members of the Senate En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee sent a letter to Chairman 
BOXER indicating they will boycott 
committee markup of Ms. McCarthy’s 
nomination. 

This type of blanket partisan ob-
struction used to be unheard of. Now it 
has become the pattern Republicans 
have adopted. They will use any proce-
dural roadblock or stalling tactic to 
deny President Obama qualified nomi-
nees. 

My Republican colleagues can try 
every trick in the book—and they have 
and they probably will—but I assure 
you he will have his day in the Senate. 
I assure everyone Ms. McCarthy will 
have her day in the Senate, and I will 
do all I can to ensure these highly 
qualified are confirmed, as the Presi-
dent has requested. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Today the Presi-
dent plans to travel to Austin, TX. I 
understand his trip includes a visit to a 
technical high school and a chat with 
workers. The idea, I presume, is to 
show folks that the White House has 
once again pivoted to jobs. If you are 
someone who is all about the visual, 
then, of course, putting on a pair of 
goggles or showing up at a factory is a 
great way to at least look as though 
you are doing something about the sit-
uation. 

Whether that means you are actually 
getting the job done is a different 
story. Unfortunately, robust job cre-
ation has been talked about a lot in 
this administration, even as millions 
remain out of work or stuck in part- 
time jobs. 

Take a look at last month’s jobs re-
port. It was touted by the White House 
as proof of an economy on the mend, 
and surely we on this side hope that 

will soon be the case. We are not there 
yet. We only have to drill down below 
the top line to find a lot to be con-
cerned about. For instance, the unem-
ployment rate technically edged down 
to 7.5 percent, but it actually moved up 
to 8 percent in my home State of Ken-
tucky. While the Federal rate is still 
pretty high, even those numbers don’t 
tell the full story. Because so many 
Americans have stopped looking for 
work altogether, we now have the low-
est labor force participation rate since 
Jimmy Carter. 

Our actual Federal unemployment 
rate is nearly 11 percent. That is quite 
a ways off from the 5 percent or so the 
administration boldly predicted we 
would have by now if only Congress 
would pass the stimulus. 

Consider this. If all we did was match 
the average of recoveries since World 
War II, we would have about 4 million 
more private sector jobs than we do 
today. That is how much worse this re-
covery is than other recoveries since 
the war. 

Unfortunately, that is the Obama 
economy. I hope the President is trav-
eling to Austin today because he is fi-
nally serious about turning that 
around, about changing course and im-
plementing policies that might actu-
ally work to get the economy moving 
again. Given that he will be in Texas, 
he might want to think about devel-
oping more jobs in the energy sector. It 
is a huge industry—huge—not just in 
Texas but all across our country. His 
administration has the power, if it 
chooses, to spur more job-creating en-
ergy resource exploration and develop-
ment. 

There is a lot more Texas is doing 
right too. That is why it has been tout-
ed as a national leader in job creation. 
One study showed Texas, with less than 
10 percent of the population, accounted 
for almost one-third of private sector 
jobs created in high-paying sectors in 
recent years. If the President is inter-
ested in duplicating that success at the 
Federal level, he might take note of 
the fact that policymakers in Austin 
have taken a very different approach 
from Washington when it comes to how 
they tax and spend. 

Basically, they do less of it with no 
income tax, for instance, and a low 
ratio of spending per capita. They don’t 
ram through laws such as ObamaCare. 

I hear the President plans to hold an-
other event tomorrow where he will 
claim that ObamaCare is helping 
women. Let me tell a story of how 
ObamaCare is affecting one woman, 
and I am sure there are many more 
just like her. 

The Wall Street Journal recently 
profiled a businesswoman named Eliza-
beth. She is in the clothing business, 
and she had been hoping to hire more 
employees. But thanks to ObamaCare, 
Elizabeth is now being forced to turn 
to independent contractors because if 
she brings on just a few more people 
and exceeds 50 employees, the govern-
ment could punish her business. 
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There are many other small business-

women who will see their dreams 
crushed under the weight of 
ObamaCare’s nearly 20,000 pages of reg-
ulations. There are many women in 
their twenties and thirties who will be 
unable to afford the law’s massive pre-
mium increases. There are many moth-
ers who will not be able to get by if 
their employers cut their hours due to 
ObamaCare or if they lose their jobs 
because of it. 

Here is something else to consider. 
This morning, Speaker BOEHNER and I 
informed the President we will not be 
recommending individuals to serve on 
the Independent Payment Advisory 
Board. The IPAB, as some call it, is a 
commission set up by ObamaCare that 
is charged with reducing Medicare pay-
ments to health care providers and de-
termining what services should be 
available to seniors. Of course, we 
know that will lead to access problems, 
waiting lists, and denied care for sen-
iors—what most people would call ra-
tioning. It threatens to disproportion-
ately affect women too. 

According to the Department of 
Labor, women make approximately 80 
percent of health care decisions for 
their families and are more likely to be 
the caregivers when a family member 
falls ill. That family member could be 
a child, could be a spouse, or, more 
often these days, a parent who relies on 
Medicare. We want to know Medicare 
will be there to take care of them, and 
we want to know those decisions will 
be made between patients, their fami-
lies, and their physicians, not an unac-
countable board of bureaucrats such as 
the IPAB—one that even has the power 
to overrule payment decisions made by 
Congress and signed into law by the 
President. That is how powerful IPAB 
is. 

So the President should rethink the 
purpose of this event. I hope he will use 
it instead as a platform to prepare 
women for the actual consequences 
many of them will soon face under 
ObamaCare. 

More broadly, the President needs to 
get out in front of this train wreck be-
fore Americans—men and women 
alike—are completely blindsided by it. 
Polling suggests that almost half of 
Americans are unsure how ObamaCare 
will affect their families. So he really 
needs to get out there and prepare 
them for what is coming. 

If the President is truly concerned 
about jobs, then it is time for him to 
admit ObamaCare was a mistake and 
work with Congress to repeal it be-
cause we need reforms that lower the 
cost of care. What we don’t need is a 
2,700-page law and a resulting tower of 
redtape that will continue to kill jobs 
and hurt our economy. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each and with the time equal-
ly divided and controlled between the 
two leaders or their designees, with the 
majority controlling the first half. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COATS. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SCHATZ). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, back 
home in Indiana last week, I heard 
from many Hoosiers who are concerned 
about the impact of ObamaCare. I went 
back to listen to the people, and al-
most invariably, no matter what sub-
ject was on the table, the impact of 
ObamaCare was what was brought up 
first and discussed the most. 

I particularly focused on those busi-
nesses which are in a position to ex-
pand and hire but are simply not doing 
so, and the question is, Why? The an-
swer was that they are deeply con-
cerned about the implementation of 
the so-called Affordable Care Act, basi-
cally saying that it is an unaffordable 
care act. 

They also said they were confused 
about what it means and what it 
doesn’t mean. These regulations are 
continuing to come out, but many of 
them are delayed, so there is a huge 
cloud of uncertainty over their future. 
As a consequence, Hoosier employers 
have to make decisions about hiring or 
not hiring, about expanding or not ex-
panding, about buying new equipment 
or not buying new equipment, about 
building new factories or not building 
new factories. 

In Indiana, we have positioned our-
selves to be a very business-friendly 
State. In fact, a major survey came out 
a couple of days ago that said Indiana 
is among the top five States in the Na-
tion in terms of being business-friend-
ly. As a result, we have a lot of inquir-
ies from businesses in other States, and 
essentially what they are saying is 
that they would like to come to our 
State. 

We have a lot of people in our State 
who are operating businesses and 
would like to hire more employees, but 
they are frozen because of this health 
care bill, and all of the regulations, 
penalties, taxes, and uncertainty that 
surround what is going to play out is 
leaving them in limbo. We are treading 
water. We can’t make decisions. The 
word of the year is ‘‘uncertainty’’—un-

certainty about what Washington is 
going to do, uncertainty about the im-
pact of what Washington has already 
decided to do. The No. 1 topic that 
beats all the rest is the impact of the 
Affordable Care Act—the ObamaCare 
act—which is now starting to impact 
various businesses across the State. 

These concerns have been expressed 
both by business owners and by em-
ployees working in a wide range of oc-
cupations. Their concern has been con-
firmed by data released by the Labor 
Department last week. The recent re-
port revealed retailers appear to be 
cutting working hours at a rate un-
heard of over the last 30 years. 

We saw some positive news come out 
of the jobs report last week. Unemploy-
ment is coming down slightly. Of 
course, it doesn’t begin to address the 
issue or consider those who have lit-
erally dropped out of the workplace or 
have literally given up trying to find a 
job because they simply aren’t there. 
But now we face another problem. 
More and more Americans are being 
pushed into part-time work, which 
isn’t enough to provide for a family. 
Last month, nearly 280,000 Americans 
involuntarily entered part-time em-
ployment. Weekly take-home pay con-
tinues to decline and, of course, the 
number of hours employees are work-
ing continues to shrink. 

Why is this change occurring? Inves-
tor’s Business Daily reported that ‘‘all 
evidence points to the coming launch 
of ObamaCare as the reason for this de-
cline in the average retail workweek.’’ 

Beginning next year, as we know, job 
creators will face fines of $2,000 and, in 
some instances, up to $3,000 for every 
full-time worker who receives sub-
sidized coverage in the exchanges cre-
ated by ObamaCare if qualifying cov-
erage isn’t available in the employee’s 
workplace, or if that employer is no 
longer able to afford the cost of govern-
ment-mandated health plans. These are 
small businesses. We are not talking 
about Fortune 500 companies. We are 
not talking about those firms that can 
hire a back room full of lawyers and 
accountants to figure out how this 
health care plan is going to impact 
them and what it is going to cost. We 
are talking about the service industry, 
we are talking about the retail shops— 
those that employ anywhere from 30 to 
40 to 60 to 70 to 90 or whatever. A lot of 
them are trying to stay under the 50 
level—the exclusion for small busi-
nesses—50 and under. So a lot of them 
are stuck at 45, 48, and they are not 
going to hire to go above that and they 
are looking for ways to move employ-
ees to part-time employment so they 
are not burdened with these fines. 

Many Hoosier employers have told 
me they would like to expand and hire 
more full-time workers, but they sim-
ply cannot afford to do so given the 
fines, taxes, and regulations that will 
hit when the ObamaCare act is imple-
mented starting in 2014. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has 
said 71 percent of small businesses say 
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this health care plan makes it harder 
to hire more employees. I heard from a 
small business owner in Indiana who 
runs an employment management serv-
ice. He told me small businesses such 
as his have decided to use a combina-
tion of cuts to keep many of their em-
ployees under 30 hours a week to avoid 
penalties, while pushing full-time 
workers well over 45 hours a week. 
Well, that is fine for the full-time 
workers who are getting some overtime 
pay, but it is denying job opportunities 
for new hires because employers are 
put in this position by the mandates of 
the health care act. It is not just lim-
ited to the private sector. I recently 
heard from a State representative in 
Indiana who is concerned about how 
this law is going to affect school dis-
tricts in his area. He says some schools 
are being forced to move nonteacher 
personnel to part-time status, affecting 
food service providers, teacher’s aides, 
bus drivers, substitute teachers, main-
tenance personnel, as well as non-
teacher coaches. People from all walks 
of life have a dark cloud of uncertainty 
over their future plans to run a busi-
ness, to hire employees, and to do what 
is necessary to expand their business, 
and that is so desperately needed, 
given we are now entering the fifth 
year of underemployment in this coun-
try. So that incentive to employ part- 
time workers means fewer hours, lower 
wages, less economic growth, less pro-
duction, and it means middle-class 
Americans will continue to pay the 
price of Washington’s ineptness. 

One of our colleagues here said it 
best about the implementation of the 
health care law: ‘‘I just see a huge 
train wreck coming down.’’ I think it is 
becoming clear that we all see a huge 
train wreck coming down. If both sides 
of the aisle here understand this is a 
train wreck, then let’s do something 
about it now before it hits. Let’s stop 
the train from crashing before its full 
impact on the economy takes effect. 

Americans want health care reform 
that is an improvement but not a bur-
den. We need to replace ObamaCare 
with commonsense health care reforms 
that will lower costs without penal-
izing American workers and job cre-
ators. If we don’t act—if we don’t stop 
this train wreck from happening—we 
will continue to see a struggling econ-
omy with anemic growth and the 
American people will continue to pay 
the high price. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that myself, Sen-
ator LEVIN, Senator MENENDEZ, and 
Senator GRAHAM be permitted to par-
ticipate in a colloquy for up to 40 min-
utes. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. If it is agreeable to 
Senator LEVIN, I say to my friend from 

South Carolina, we could each make a 
brief opening statement, maybe a 6-, 7- 
minute opening statement, and then 
maybe have a colloquy amongst us. Is 
that agreeable to the Senator from 
Michigan? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. It is agreeable to me. My 
statement will probably be about 7 or 8 
minutes. I don’t know how long Sen-
ator MENENDEZ—because he is the 
fourth Senator who will participate— 
how long his statement will be, but if 
40 minutes is what the Senator from 
Arizona sought, I think that ought to 
be enough. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my colleagues. 
I wish to thank my dear friend from 
South Carolina whose efforts on an-
other issue in Benghazi have brought 
the attention of the American people 
to a tragic situation that happened 
there. We need to place responsibility 
for it, and if it had not been for his te-
nacity and effort on this issue, I do not 
believe it would have been brought to 
the attention of the American people 
yesterday. So I wish to thank him for 
his usual and unusual continuation of 
efforts on behalf of the families who 
were killed. 

f 

SYRIA 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
and my colleagues are here to speak 
about Syria. The strategic and humani-
tarian costs of this conflict continue to 
be devastating, not just for the people 
of Syria but for vital American inter-
ests. As today’s Washington Post edi-
torial makes clear, nearly all of the 
terrible consequences that those op-
posed to intervention predicted would 
happen if we intervened in Syria have 
happened because we have not. 

There is mounting evidence that 
chemical weapons have been used by 
the Asad regime. As many of our col-
leagues have noted—including Senator 
FEINSTEIN, the chairman of the Intel-
ligence Committee—President Obama’s 
redline on Syria has been crossed. But 
instead of acting, the Obama adminis-
tration has called for additional evi-
dence to be collected by U.N. investiga-
tors who have not yet set foot in Syria 
and probably never will. In the absence 
of more robust action, I fear it will not 
be long before Asad takes this delay as 
an invitation to use chemical weapons 
again on an even larger scale. 

Moreover, as I have said before, by 
drawing a redline on chemical weapons, 
the President actually gave the Asad 
regime a green light to use every other 
weapon in his arsenal with impunity. 
More than 70,000 Syrians have been 
killed indiscriminately with snipers, 
artillery, helicopter gunships, fighter 
jets, and even ballistic missiles. In-
deed, according to a recent Human 
Rights Watch report, more than 4,300 
civilians have been killed by Syria’s 
airstrikes alone since July 2012. 

At the same time, Iran and its proxy 
Hezbollah are building a network of 

militias inside Syria and the al-Qaida- 
aligned al-Nusra Front has gained un-
precedented strength on the ground. 
According to estimates published in 
the media, some believe there were no 
more than a few hundred al-Nusra 
fighters in Syria last year, but today it 
is widely believed there could be thou-
sands of extremist fighters inside 
Syria. They are gaining strength by 
the day because they are the best, most 
experienced fighters. They are well- 
funded and are providing humanitarian 
assistance in the parts of Syria where 
people need it most. 

At the same time, this conflict is 
having increasingly devastating con-
sequences to the security and stability 
of our allies and partners in Israel, Jor-
dan, Turkey, Iraq, and Lebanon. The 
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees 
has characterized the situation in 
Syria as an ‘‘existential threat’’ for 
Lebanon, where the government esti-
mates that 1 million Syrians have en-
tered the country—1 million Syrians 
have entered the country of Lebanon— 
which has a population of just over 4 
million. Similarly, over the past 2 
years, more than 500,000 Syrians have 
flooded into Jordan, a country of only 
6 million people. Consider for a mo-
ment that in proportional terms this 
would be equivalent to 26 million refu-
gees, or the entire population of Texas, 
suddenly crossing our own borders. 

In short, Syria is becoming a failed 
state in the heart of the Middle East 
overrun by thousands of al-Qaida-affili-
ated fighters, with possibly tons of 
chemical weapons, and poised to ignite 
a wider sectarian conflict that could 
profoundly destabilize the region. 

Yesterday brought news that the ad-
ministration plans to organize, to-
gether with Russia, an international 
peace conference later this month to 
seek a negotiated settlement to the 
war in Syria. All of us—all of us—are 
in favor of such a political resolution 
to this conflict. No one wants to see 
this conflict turn into a fight to the 
death and total victory for one side or 
the other. We all want to work toward 
a political settlement that forms a new 
governing structure in Syria reflective 
of the democratic aspirations of the 
Syrian people. 

But let’s be realistic. One of the les-
sons of the past 2 years is that such a 
negotiated settlement will not be pos-
sible in Syria until the balance of 
power shifts more decisively against 
Asad and those around him. Until 
Asad, as well as his Iranian, Hezbollah, 
and Russian backers no longer believe 
they are winning, what incentive do 
they have to come to the table and 
make a deal? This is what two well- 
meaning United Nations senior envoys 
have already learned. 

Yes, Syrian opposition forces are 
gaining strength and territory on the 
ground. But Asad still has air power— 
a decisive factor in that climate, in 
that terrain—ballistic missiles, chem-
ical weapons, and a host of other ad-
vanced weaponry, and he is using all of 
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it. Furthermore, today’s news reports 
that Russia has agreed to sell an ad-
vanced air defense system to the Asad 
regime should lead us once again to 
ask ourselves whether the path to 
peace in Syria runs through Moscow. 

I know Americans are war-weary and 
eager to focus on our domestic and eco-
nomic problems and not foreign affairs. 
I also know the situation in Syria is 
complex and there are no ideal options. 
But the basic choice we face is not 
complicated: Do the costs of inaction 
outweigh the costs of action? I believe 
they do. 

No one should think the United 
States has to act alone, put boots on 
the ground, or destroy every Syrian air 
defense system to make a difference for 
the better in Syria. We have more lim-
ited options at our disposal, including 
limited military options, that can 
make a positive impact on this crisis. 

We could, for example, organize an 
overt and large-scale operation to train 
and arm well-vetted Syrian opposition 
forces—a course of action that was rec-
ommended last year by President 
Obama’s entire national security team. 
I am encouraged that Senator MENEN-
DEZ, the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, has introduced legis-
lation this week on this very issue and 
that he is speaking out about the need 
for more robust action in Syria, includ-
ing addressing Asad’s air power. 

As several key leaders in our own 
military have pointed out in testimony 
to the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee over the past several months— 
from Gen. James Mattis to ADM James 
Stavridis—we have the capacity—we 
have the capacity—to significantly 
weaken both the Asad regime’s air 
power and its increasing use of ballistic 
missiles, which pose significant risks 
as delivery vehicles for chemical weap-
ons. 

To address this threat, we could use 
our precision strike capabilities to tar-
get Asad’s aircraft and Scud missile 
launchers on the ground without our 
pilots having to fly into the teeth of 
Syria’s air defenses. Similar weapons 
could be used to selectively destroy ar-
tillery pieces and make Asad’s forces 
think twice about remaining at their 
posts. We could use the Patriot missile 
batteries outside of Syria to help pro-
tect safe zones inside Syria from Asad’s 
aerial bombing and missile attacks. 

Would any of these options imme-
diately end the conflict? Probably not. 
But they could save innocent lives in 
Syria. They could give the moderate 
opposition a better chance to succeed 
in marginalizing radical actors and 
eventually provide security and respon-
sible governance in Syria after Asad 
falls. However, the longer we wait, the 
worse the situation gets and the tough-
er it will be to confront, as we will in-
evitably be forced to do sooner or later. 

I am encouraged that a consensus is 
emerging and many of our colleagues— 
Democrats and Republicans alike— 
share this view. I note the leadership of 
Senator LEVIN, the chairman of our 

Armed Services Committee, whom I 
joined in writing a letter to President 
Obama urging him to take more active 
steps in Syria. I also note the impor-
tant voice Senator BOB CASEY has lent 
to this debate and ask unanimous con-
sent that his op-ed printed last week in 
the Huffington Post, ‘‘Time to Act in 
Syria’’—which calls for consideration 
of more options, including cruise mis-
sile strikes to neutralize the Syrian 
Air Force—be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Huffington Post, May 9, 2013] 
TIME TO ACT IN SYRIA 

(By Bob Casey) 
Last week, I joined a bipartisan group of 

senators to ask the President whether the 
Assad regime has used chemical weapons. 
The administration’s response suggests 
mounting evidence of chemical weapons un-
derscores the imperative that the United 
States stand with the people of Syria during 
this critical period. 

The fall of Assad is not only good for 
Syria, but will deal a significant blow to Iran 
and Hezbollah. Degrading the destructive 
power of Iran and Hezbollah is in the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States—Bashar al-Assad is a key link be-
tween them. 

In March, Senator Rubio and I offered leg-
islation that could offer a path forward. 
Since that time, several senators have co-
sponsored the measure including Senators 
Kirk, Coons, Klobuchar, Levin, Cardin, Boxer 
and Shaheen. This legislation would provide 
support to the armed and political opposi-
tion, increase humanitarian aid to Syrians 
inside the country and to refugees in neigh-
boring states. This bill also lays the ground-
work to address the immense humanitarian 
and political challenges in the post-Assad 
era. 

A political transition to a government that 
reflects the will of the Syrian people is in 
the core interests of the United States in the 
region. I have made the case consistently 
that the U.S. should lead efforts to support 
the moderate Syrian armed and political op-
position. I have also said that the U.S. 
should consider measures that would hamper 
the ability of the Syrian Air Force to con-
duct aerial attacks on civilians, including 
cruise missile strikes on Syrian Air Force 
planes as they sit on the tarmac [Foreign 
Policy 2/27/13]. In addition, the U.S., working 
with Turkey and NATO, should use Patriot 
missile batteries to provide cover for Syrians 
living in the northern part of the country 
who are subjected to SCUD missile attacks. 

Any U.S. action should not result in U.S. 
boots on the ground. 

It is time to act in the interests of our se-
curity in the region. Decisive action by the 
U.S. and our allies could help to tip the bal-
ance so that Syria can begin a transition 
process. Absent constructive engagement by 
the U.S., I am very concerned that the kill-
ing in Syria will continue and extremists 
will play an increasingly influential role in 
determining that country’s future, resulting 
in very negative implications for the region. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Let me conclude with 
one final thought. For America, our in-
terests are our values and our values 
are our interests. The moral dimension 
cannot be lost from our foreign policy. 
If ever a case should remind us of this, 
it is Syria. 

Leon Wieseltier captured this point 
powerfully in the New Republic this 
week: 

Seventy thousand people have died in the 
Syrian war, most of them at the hands of 
their ruler. Since this number has appeared 
in the papers for many months, the actual 
number must be much higher. The slaughter 
is unceasing. But the debate about American 
intervention is increasingly conducted in 
‘‘realist’’ terms: the threat to American in-
terests posed by jihadism in Syria, the in-
trigues of Iran and Hezbollah, the rattling of 
Israel, the ruination of Jordan and Lebanon 
and Iraq. They are all good reasons for the 
president of the United States to act like the 
president of the United States. But wouldn’t 
the prevention of ethnic cleansing and geno-
cidal war be reason enough? Is the death of 
scores and even hundreds of thousands, and 
the displacement of millions, less significant 
for American policy, and less quickening? 
The moral dimension must be restored to our 
deliberations, the moral sting, or else 
Obama, for all his talk about conscience, 
will have presided over a terrible mutilation 
of American discourse: the severance of con-
science from action. 

Nearly two decades ago, I worked 
with Democratic and Republican col-
leagues in Congress to support Presi-
dent Clinton as he led America to do 
the right thing in stopping mass atroc-
ities in Bosnia. The question for an-
other President today, and for all 
Americans, is whether we will again 
answer the desperate pleas for rescue 
that are made uniquely to us, as the 
United States of America. 

I, first, would ask both of my col-
leagues one question, if it would be all 
right. There is news today that the 
Secretary of State wants to convene a 
conference, including the Russians, in 
order to try to bring about a resolution 
at the same time we read reports that 
the Russians are selling Syria the most 
advanced weapons. I guess I would ask 
my colleague from South Carolina and 
then Senator LEVIN because I know he 
has a statement. 

Mr. GRAHAM. That would be a big 
contradiction. 

I will just yield to Senator LEVIN to 
answer the question and make his 
opening statement. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank, 
first of all, the Senator from Arizona 
for the leadership he has taken on the 
question of Syria. In answer to the 
question, to the best of my ability, at 
least, it would not be the first time 
Russia has taken an inconsistent posi-
tion. What I am hoping is that the ad-
ditional military pressure on Asad, 
which we are all calling for this morn-
ing, would help put pressure on Russia 
to understand, if that military pressure 
is forthcoming, that they should par-
ticipate in the political solution. I do 
not know that we can stop them, as 
much as we would all wish to, from 
taking the inconsistent position that 
they have, but I believe—and I think 
the Senator from Arizona would prob-
ably agree, but he can speak for him-
self, obviously—that if President 
Obama does as we are urging him to do, 
which is find a way to put additional 
military pressure on Asad, that would 
be an important sign to Russia that: 
OK, join in a solution. You participated 
enough in the problem already. Join in 
the solution. 
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They are inconsistent. But I think 

our goal of trying to get more military 
pressure on Asad is very consistent 
with the idea that maybe there will be 
a political solution, but if there is, it 
will be promoted by military pressure 
on Asad and his understanding of that 
fact. 

The worsening situation in Syria and 
the snowballing plight of millions in 
the region requires a response. 

Since nonviolent demonstrations de-
manding democratic change began in 
Syria in March of 2011, Bashar Asad 
and his clique of supporters have un-
leashed a massacre that has claimed 
the lives of at least 70,000 Syrians, dis-
placed more than 4 million people 
across a region that already suffers 
from a massive refugee population, 
sparked a civil war with a multitude of 
divergent ethnic groups and religious 
sects, and placed the security of Syr-
ia’s chemical weapons stockpile— 
which is one of the world’s largest—at 
risk of falling into the hands of ter-
rorist groups. 

Despite the impact of this horrific 
campaign, Asad’s commitment to con-
tinuing the fight appears unwavering. 
One must look no further than the in-
creasingly indiscriminate tactics with 
which he conducts his campaign. In re-
cent months, in addition to Asad’s pos-
sible use of chemical weapons, he has 
increased his reliance on airstrikes, 
Scud missiles, rockets, mortar shells, 
and artillery to terrorize and to kill ci-
vilians. 

Asad’s ability to conduct this cam-
paign is enabled by two actors—Iran 
and Russia. Iran’s financial, personnel, 
and materiel support have been critical 
to ensuring Asad’s military remains 
operable and that the impact of defec-
tions is mitigated with reinforcements. 
Russia’s support to Syria’s more ad-
vanced military weaponry, most nota-
bly air defense systems, is critical to 
Asad’s continued ability to project 
power into areas of the country he no 
longer controls. 

To add further complexity to the sit-
uation, al-Nusra Front, an al-Qaida off-
shoot, continues to spread its influence 
in some areas of Syria. Its presence is 
of concern and countering its spread 
needs to be a priority. It is also critical 
that we ensure that countries in the re-
gion that are seeking to force an end to 
the Asad regime are not enabling and 
enhancing the capabilities of violent 
extremists who will ultimately turn 
their weapons on moderate Syrians and 
on religious minorities in Syria, such 
as the Syrian Christians. 

The combination of these cir-
cumstances in Syria demonstrates that 
the status quo is unacceptable and that 
time is not on our side. Many officials 
in Washington share this sentiment 
but in the same breath remind us that 
the situation in Syria is complex, vola-
tile, and asymmetric; Syria’s Govern-
ment institutions are crumbling, which 
could create a dangerous vacuum; any 
action by the United States or the 
West, even if it is with our Arab part-

ners, risks significant escalation; and 
that any security vacuum could be 
filled by Islamist extremists. 

I have supported, and I will continue 
to support, the President’s contribu-
tions to provide humanitarian relief to 
the Syrian people throughout the re-
gion, as well as the additional assist-
ance he has pledged to Jordan to help 
with the devastating impact of this 
conflict on that country. 

But it is essential that the United 
States, working with our allies in the 
region, step up the military pressure 
on the Asad regime—of course, doing so 
in a carefully thought out and region-
ally supported way. 

Certainly, there are significant chal-
lenges to any plan of action in Syria. 
But we not only have to figure out the 
consequences of any action, we also 
have to figure out the consequences of 
not taking additional actions. In my 
view, the facts on the ground make the 
consequences of inaction too great, and 
it is time for the United States and our 
allies to use ways to alter the course of 
events in Syria by increasing the mili-
tary pressure on Asad until he can see 
that his current course is not sustain-
able. 

Taking steps to add military pressure 
on Asad will also provide backing to 
Secretary Kerry’s efforts to bring the 
Russians into the dialog politically, 
which is aimed at leading to Asad’s de-
parture. I commend Secretary Kerry 
for his efforts to bring Russia into that 
dialog. 

At the same time, of course, we con-
demn Russia’s support for the Asad re-
gime. I happen to feel very strongly 
that even though we are condemning, 
and should condemn, Russia’s support 
for the Asad regime, it is still in our 
interest that Russia participate in put-
ting pressure on Asad politically to de-
part, if Secretary Kerry can possibly do 
so. 

I have joined Senator MCCAIN re-
cently in writing to President Obama, 
urging the President to consider sup-
porting a number of efforts, including 
the creation by Turkey of a safe zone 
inside Syria along its border, the de-
ployment of our Patriot batteries clos-
er to that border in order to protect 
populations in that safe zone and to 
neutralize any Syrian planes that 
threaten it and also to provide weapons 
to vetted elements of the opposition in 
Syria. These actions—raising the mili-
tary pressure on Asad—will send the 
critical message to Asad that he is 
going to go one way or the other. 

The Armed Services Committee, 
which I chair, recently held an open 
hearing on the situation in Syria and 
the Defense Department’s efforts to 
plan for a full range of possible options 
to respond to the contingencies in 
Syria. Our committee is set to receive 
a classified briefing on Syria next 
week. I intend to raise these issues 
with our witnesses at that briefing. I 
know Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
GRAHAM and others are also going to 
forcefully raise these issues with those 

witnesses at that briefing and to urge 
them to carry the message back to the 
administration that it is time to up the 
military pressure on Asad. 

I thank Senator MCCAIN and others 
who are participating in this discus-
sion. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

wish to join with my distinguished col-
leagues in our collective call for a 
greater engagement. I start off, as I al-
ways do in many years in Congress be-
tween the House and the Senate, with 
two questions: What is in the national 
interests of the United States? What is 
in the national security interests of 
the United States? The answer to those 
two questions is, in essence, how I de-
termine my views, my advocacy, my 
votes, and the policies I want to pur-
sue. 

There are vital U.S. interests en-
gaged in Syria. First, of course, there 
is a humanitarian crisis, probably the 
most significant humanitarian crisis at 
this moment—70,000 dead and climbing, 
4 million displaced. That is, of course, 
an urgent call. Beyond that we have 
large chemical weapon stockpiles that 
potentially can fall into the wrong 
hands. Some have, by a whole host of 
public reports, already been used 
against the Syrian people. Unless you 
believe that somehow the rebels have 
in their possession chemical weapons, 
then this largely has to be from Asad. 
He has used them. I think once you use 
them, you are willing to use them even 
in greater quantities. That is a real 
concern. 

The Syrian State could collapse. 
That would leave a safe heaven for ter-
rorists, constituting a new threat to 
the region. You already have al-Qaida 
affiliated al-Nusra, you have Hezbollah, 
you have the Iranian Guard. You have 
the opportunity for a safe heaven for 
terrorists constituting a new threat to 
the region with broader implications 
for our own security. 

The refugee crisis and sectarian vio-
lence spread instability throughout the 
region. The King of Jordan was here 2 
weeks ago and sat with our committee. 
He made it very clear, his population 
has already increased by 20 percent. At 
the rate it is going, the population of 
Jordan could double. That is not sus-
tainable for the kingdom. This is one of 
the countries that has been one of our 
most significant and faithful allies, 
and a constructive ally in the region. 
We cannot afford for that ally to ulti-
mately find itself in a position in 
which it could very well collapse. We 
look at all of that. 

Finally, there could be no more stra-
tegic setback to Iran—which this body 
has spoken collectively and in a bipar-
tisan united fashion to stop its march 
toward nuclear weapons—than to have 
the Asad regime collapse. That would 
be a tremendous setback to Iran and 
would cause a disruption in the terror 
pipeline between Iran and Hezbollah in 
Lebanon. 
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These are just some of the vital na-

tional security interests of the United 
States in changing the tide. Under the 
present set of circumstances, Asad be-
lieves he is winning. For so long, as he 
believes he is winning, he will continue 
the course he is on. There has to be a 
change in the tipping point. 

After 2 years I believe there are those 
in the opposition—rebels we can and 
have thoroughly vetted—we can assist 
in trying to change that tipping point. 
If you have a monopoly on air power 
and on artillery, then the reality is you 
will not see a change on the ground. 

So the legislation I have introduced 
and am working with colleagues on be-
gins to move us in a different direction. 
It is to seek to arm thoroughly vetted 
elements of the Syrian opposition so 
we can change the tipping point. It is 
to, of course, continue to provide hu-
manitarian assistance and at the same 
time work for the assistance of a tran-
sition fund to help those rebels that 
are already controlling parts of the ci-
vilian population to help them admin-
istrate there and prepare for the fu-
ture. 

The key point is unless we change 
the dynamics on the ground, we will 
not have a change in the regime. So 
long as the regime can continue to 
bomb its citizens indiscriminately— 
and if the reports, as we have seen from 
various countries, including our own, 
suggest that Asad has used chemical 
weapons against his own citizens—that 
is only an invitation to allow him to 
continue to do it unless we act. 

I am willing to consider other op-
tions. I know my colleague, Senator 
MCCAIN, very distinguished in this 
field, has suggested others. I am will-
ing to consider those as well. But I 
think, finally, we strengthen the hand 
of the administration and Secretary 
Kerry. We all want to see a politically, 
diplomatically achieved solution. But 
in the absence of changing the calculus 
not only of Asad but of his supporters 
who have propped him up, unless they 
believe he will fall, I am not sure we 
have changed the calculus for the polit-
ical opportunity to take place and the 
diplomacy to be effective. 

I think these efforts strengthen the 
hand of the administration, create a 
parallel track that if diplomacy fails, 
we will have an opportunity to pursue 
our vital national interests and secu-
rity interests, end the humanitarian 
tragedy, and create the type of sta-
bility we want to see in the region. I 
appreciate my colleague bringing us 
together on the floor of the Senate. I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with him. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MCCAIN. I thank the distin-

guished chairman. May I say, it has 
been a great pleasure for me to have 
the opportunity to serve on the For-
eign Relations Committee, of which 
Senator MENENDEZ is the chairman. I 
think his stewardship of that com-
mittee has been outstanding. I appre-
ciate the very articulate argument the 

chairman just presented, including the 
strategic dimension of this whole issue 
which sometimes in our—particularly, 
when you focus so much on the human-
itarian side, the strategic interest of 
the fall of Bashar Al-Asad is something 
which I think adds another dimension. 
I thank the Senator and chairman of 
the Foreign Relations Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would 
just like to echo what Senator MCCAIN 
said about Senator MENENDEZ. I would 
like to, for the record, note that the 
tide of war in Syria changed today be-
cause of what is happening on the floor 
of the Senate. That may be hard for 
people to understand, but I really do 
not think so. 

How do you change the tide of battle? 
You make it certain to the world that 
Asad will go, and you provide hope to 
those who are fighting him that they 
will prevail. I would suggest that a bi-
partisan consensus is forming in the 
Senate that now is the time to do 
more, not less, when it comes to Syria, 
including arming the rebels—the right 
rebels, the right opposition, with the 
right weapons, which will eventually 
change the tide of battle. 

So to those who have been following 
this debate about Syria, to those who 
have been in the fight trying to topple 
this regime, I cannot stress to you how 
important today is in your cause. When 
you get Senator LEVIN and Senator 
MENENDEZ, two institutional, impor-
tant figures because of their chairman-
ships, but beyond that, important be-
cause of who they are and what they 
bring to every debate around national 
security, combined with Senator 
MCCAIN and others, you have turned 
the tide in Washington. 

As to Senator MCCAIN, he has been 
talking in the most eloquent terms for 
at least a couple of years about stop-
ping this war in Syria, ending the Asad 
regime and replacing it with something 
better. He has been right, as he usually 
is. But now is not the time to look 
backward, it is to look forward. 

I think an effort by the Senate and 
the House to acknowledge that the tide 
of war needs to change and we should 
be bolder in our support for the opposi-
tion is going to increase the likelihood 
of a peaceful solution through diplo-
macy. 

The Russians have to know, after 
today, if they know anything about 
American politics, the game has 
changed when it comes to Asad, and 
this is a monumental sea change in 
terms of the war in Syria by having 
four Senators who care about such 
matters of foreign policy to speak out 
and say we will support arming the 
rebels and being more involved mili-
tarily. 

To the opposition, this is a great day 
for you. To Asad, this seals your fate. 

Now, what do we do and how do we do 
it? It will not all end tomorrow because 
of this colloquy today, but we are well 
on the way to ending this war. Here is 

the choice: The current regime, which 
is evil to the core, and the imperfect 
opposition, which has been infected by 
radical Islam—you can fix the second 
one; you cannot fix the first. It is that 
simple to me. 

The sooner the war ends the better, 
not only for saving people in Syria 
from further slaughter, but preventing 
what I think would be an erosion of our 
national security interests in four 
areas. If this war goes 6 more months, 
a failed state will emerge in Syria. It 
will be so fractured you cannot put it 
back together. 

The 6,000 al-Qaida associated fighters 
will grow in number, and there will be 
a safe haven in Syria like there was in 
Afghanistan. That is not good for us. 
Unlike Afghanistan, there is enough 
chemical weapons in Syria to kill 
thousands if not millions of Americans 
and people who are our allies. I worry 
greatly not only that chemical weap-
ons have been used in Syria on the op-
position by the regime, but those same 
chemical weapons will be used in the 
future by radical Islamists against us. 

The next bomb that goes off in Amer-
ica may have more than nails and glass 
in it. The only reason millions of 
Americans or thousands of Americans, 
hundreds of thousands have not been 
killed by radical Islamists is they can-
not get the weapons to kill that many 
of us. They would if they could. 

I have never seen a better oppor-
tunity for radical Islamists to get 
ahold of weapons of mass destruction 
than I see in Syria today. Every day 
that goes by their opportunity to ac-
quire some of these weapons grows dra-
matically. If you ask me what I worry 
the most about with Syria and why we 
should get involved, it is for that very 
reason. If these weapons get com-
promised, they are going to fall into 
the hands of the people who will use 
them against us, and to believe other-
wise would be incredibly naive. 

Jordan. Probably the most stabi-
lizing figure in the Mideast in these 
dangerous times is the King of Jordan. 
His country is being overrun by refu-
gees. If this war goes on 6 more 
months, that is probably the end of his 
kingdom because it will create eco-
nomic chaos and political instability. 
He will be a victim of the civil war in 
Syria, and it will have monumental 
consequences for our national security. 

As we talk about Syria and chemical 
weapons falling into radical Islamists’ 
hands, we are dealing with a radical re-
gime in Iran that is marching toward 
building a nuclear weapon. If you think 
the ayatollahs in Iran are trying to 
build a nuclear powerplant at the bot-
tom of a mountain, you are wrong. 
They are trying to build a nuclear 
weapon to ensure their survivability. 
God only knows what they would do 
with nuclear technology. But if you be-
lieve what they say, they would wipe 
Israel off the map, and we would be 
next. I tend to believe what they say. 

If you allow Syria to continue to de-
teriorate and have a hands-off policy 
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toward Asad, then I think you are 
sending the worst possible signal to 
Iran. As Senator LEVIN said, really the 
only ally Iran has today is Asad in 
Syria. How can we convince the Ira-
nians we are serious about their nu-
clear problem when we do not seem to 
be very serious about Asad using chem-
ical weapons against his own people? 
What a terrible signal to send at one of 
the most important times. 

I would end with this thought: This 
bipartisan consensus that is emerging 
today is going to pay great dividends. 
It is going to be helpful to the Presi-
dent. We can end this war sooner rath-
er than later. But no matter what hap-
pens, there is going to be a second war 
in Syria, unfortunately. 

That second war is going to be be-
tween radical Islamists who want to 
turn Syria into some kind of al-Qaida- 
inspired state, and the overwhelming 
majority of Syrians who want to live a 
better life and be our friends, not our 
enemies. 

This war will occur after the fall of 
Asad. But it will end the right way. 
The sooner we get the first war over, 
the shorter the second war will be. I 
think we can bring this war to a close 
without boots on the ground. The soon-
er we act the better. 

One last thought. To the opposition, 
you would be helping your cause if you 
would let the world know that you do 
not want Asad’s chemical weapons; 
that the new Syria will not be a state 
that wants weapons of mass destruc-
tion; that you would agree these weap-
ons should be controlled by the inter-
national community and destroyed; 
that you would agree to an inter-
national force coming on the ground 
with your blessing the day after Asad 
falls to secure these weapons and de-
stroy them for all time. I think you 
would be helping your cause. 

So I say to Senator MCCAIN, I really 
appreciate his leadership for a couple 
of years. But persistence does matter 
in politics and all things that are im-
portant. I think the Senator’s persist-
ence is paying off. 

I say to Senator MENENDEZ and Sen-
ator LEVIN, what they have done today 
joining up in a bipartisan fashion is 
going to pay great dividends for our 
own national security interests. The 
way forward is pretty clear. 

I say to President Obama, we want to 
be your ally. We want to be your sup-
porter. We want you to get more in-
volved, not less. We realize it is hard. 
We realize there are risks no matter 
what we do. But as Senator MCCAIN 
said before, the risk of doing nothing 
by continuing on the current track is 
far greater than getting involved in 
ending the war sooner. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Can I just ask one ques-
tion of my colleague? I understand re-
cently he made a trip to the Middle 
East. There is nothing like seeing the 
terrible consequences of war. I under-
stand the Senator visited a refugee 
camp. 

Maybe for the benefit of our col-
leagues the Senator could take a 

minute to describe the horrible condi-
tions people who have now been made 
refugees have been subjected to and 
their failure to understand why we 
won’t be able to be of more assistance 
to them. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
for his question. It was one of the most 
compelling trips I have ever made to 
the Middle East. We went to Turkey, 
Jordan, and we went to a refugee camp 
in Jordan. Some 40,000 Syrian children 
are now in Jordanian schools. The bur-
den on Jordan is immense, but when 
you talk to the people in the camps, 
what they have gone through and what 
their loved ones have gone through is 
heartbreaking. 

From a national point of view, once 
you visit the camps, you understand 
what is at stake. They tell you about 
radical Islamists moving in. They want 
no part of them but at the end of the 
day they are having more influence be-
cause we are not in the fight. You can 
do this without boots on the ground. 

The most chilling thing they tell us, 
which Senator MCCAIN, has been echo-
ing for a long time, is their children 
are watching the United States. Like it 
or not, we have the reputation in the 
world that we can do almost anything. 

Well, we can’t do almost anything, 
but we are seen as a force for good. The 
people in Syria are beside themselves 
wondering where is America. America, 
to them, is an idea. They want to be 
like us because it means freedom, and 
it means economic opportunity. It 
means having a say about your chil-
dren’s future. They are dumbfounded 
that we are not more involved, given 
the stakes that exist in Syria. They 
tell us without any hesitation that the 
young people of Syria will remember 
this moment. They will hold this 
against us. I think I know what the 
Senator is telling us. 

Here is the good news: There is still 
time to act. It doesn’t have to end that 
way. The conditions in Syria are hor-
rible. The refugee camps were beyond 
imagination. The U.N. is doing a great 
job, but they are running out of money. 
Jordan is about to fall if we don’t stop 
this war. 

From a human point of view, we have 
got to get this war over and America 
needs to be seen as part of the solution, 
not part of the problem. From a na-
tional security point of view, Syria is 
going to become a nightmare for the 
whole world, including the United 
States. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a Washington Post edi-
torial entitled ‘‘Repercussions Of Inac-
tion,’’ a Wall Street Journal article, 
‘‘U.S. Is Warned Russia Plans Syria 
Arms Sale,’’ and, finally, a piece by 
Leon Wieseltier that is in the Wash-
ington Diarist. 

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

[From the Washington Post, May 9, 2013] 
THE REPERCUSSIONS OF INACTION 

(Editorial) 
There are grave risks in continuing the 

current U.S. policy toward Syria. 
Opponents of U.S. intervention in Syria 

are adept at citing the risks of a more ag-
gressive U.S. effort to bring down the regime 
of Bashar al-Assad. Weapons given to rebel 
fighters might end up in the hands of ex-
tremists, the skeptics say. U.S. air attacks 
or the creation of a no-fly zone would be 
challenged by formidable air defenses. U.S. 
intervention might increase the risk that 
the regime would resort to chemical weap-
ons. 

Above all, say the anti-interventionists, di-
rect or even indirect U.S. engagement in the 
fighting would make Syria an American 
problem, saddling a war-weary country with 
another difficult, expensive and possibly un-
workable nation-building mission. 

These are serious objections, though we be-
lieve that some of the risks, such as the 
spread of weapons to jihadists, can be miti-
gated, while others, such as the strength of 
Syrian air defenses, have been exaggerated. 
Our greater concern is about the side of the 
discussion critics of intervention usually 
leave out—which is the risks that are in-
curred by failing to intervene. 

What will unfold in Syria if the Obama ad-
ministration persists with its policy of pro-
viding humanitarian and other non-lethal 
aid while standing back from the fighting? 
The most likely scenario is that Syria frac-
tures along sectarian lines. An al-Qaeda af-
filiate, Jabhat al-Nusra, is already consoli-
dating control over a swath of northeastern 
Syria; remnants of the regime, backed by 
Shiite fighters from Lebanon’s Hezbollah 
movement, could take over a strip of the 
western coastline. 

Such a splintering would almost certainly 
spread the sectarian warfare to Iraq and Leb-
anon, as it has to some extent already. That 
could cause the collapse of the Iraqi political 
system that was the legacy of the U.S. mis-
sion there. Chemical weapons stocks now 
controlled by the Assad regime would be up 
for grabs, probably forcing further interven-
tions by Israel in order to prevent their ac-
quisition by Hezbollah or al-Qaeda. Jordan, 
the most fragile U.S. ally in the Middle East, 
could collapse under the weight of Syrian 
refugees. Turkey and Saudi Arabia, which 
have been imploring the Obama administra-
tion to take steps to end the war, could con-
clude that the United States is no longer a 
reliable ally. 

Of course, some of these consequences may 
come about whatever the United States does. 
But the best way of preventing them is to 
quickly tip the military balance against the 
Assad regime—something that would prob-
ably require an air campaign as well as arms 
for the moderate opposition. If the regime’s 
fighting strength is decisively broken it 
might still be possible to force out the 
Assads and negotiate a political transition, 
as Secretary of State John F. Kerry aspires 
to do. For now, with the regime convinced it 
is winning, there is no such chance—and 
with each passing month Syria’s breakup 
comes closer to reality. 

In short, there are substantial risks for the 
United States if it intervenes in Syria but 
also grave dangers in its present policy. On 
Tuesday President Obama said his job was to 
‘‘constantly measure’’ what actions were in 
the best U.S. interest. It’s not an easy cal-
culus, to be sure. But for two years, as Mr. 
Obama has heeded the warnings about U.S. 
engagement, the situation in Syria has 
grown more dangerous to U.S. interests. 
There are no good options, as everyone likes 
to say. But it’s becoming increasingly clear 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 04:19 May 10, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G09MY6.014 S09MYPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3293 May 9, 2013 
that the greatest risk to the United States 
lies in failing to take decisive action to end 
the Assad regime. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 9, 2013] 
U.S. IS WARNED RUSSIA PLANS SYRIA ARMS 

SALE 
(By Jay Solomon, Adam Entous and Julian 

E. Barnes) 
WASHINGTON.—Israel has warned the U.S. 

that a Russian deal is imminent to sell ad-
vanced ground-to-air missile systems to 
Syria, weapons that would significantly 
boost the regime’s ability to stave off inter-
vention in its civil war. 

U.S. officials said on Wednesday that they 
are analyzing the information Israel pro-
vided about the suspected sale of S–300 mis-
sile batteries to Syria, but wouldn’t com-
ment on whether they believed such a trans-
fer was near. 

Russian officials didn’t immediately re-
turn requests to comment. The Russian Em-
bassy in Washington has said its policy is 
not to comment on arms sales or transfers 
between Russia and other countries. 

The government of President Bashar al- 
Assad has been seeking to purchase S–300 
missile batteries—which can intercept both 
manned aircraft and guided missiles—from 
Moscow going back to the George W. Bush 
administration, U.S. officials said. Western 
nations have lobbied President Vladimir 
Putin’s government not to go ahead with the 
sale. If Syria were to acquire and deploy the 
systems, it would make any international 
intervention in Syria far more complicated, 
according to U.S. and Middle East-based offi-
cials. 

According to the information the Israelis 
provided in recent days, Syria has been mak-
ing payments on a 2010 agreement with Mos-
cow to buy four batteries for $900 million. 
They cite financial transactions from the 
Syrian government, including one made this 
year through Russia’s foreign-development 
bank, known as the VEB. 

The package includes six launchers and 144 
operational missiles, each with a range of 125 
miles, according to the information the 
Israelis provided. The first shipment could 
come over the next three months, according 
to the Israelis’ information, and be con-
cluded by the end of the year. Russia is also 
expected to send two instruction teams to 
train Syria’s military in operating the mis-
sile system, the Israelis say. 

Russia has been Mr. Assad’s most impor-
tant international backer, outside of Iran, 
since the conflict in Syria started in March 
2011, and supplies Syria with arms, funding 
and fuel. Russia maintains a naval port in 
Syria, its only outlet to the Mediterranean. 
Moscow also has publicly voiced worries that 
a collapsed Syria could fuel Islamist activi-
ties in its restive Caucasus regions. 

Secretary of State John Kerry met with 
Mr. Putin on Tuesday in Moscow. The lead-
ers said they would stage an international 
conference this month aimed at ending the 
civil war. U.S. officials couldn’t say whether 
Messrs. Kerry and Putin or their teams dis-
cussed the arms sale. 

British Prime Minister David Cameron is 
scheduled to visit Mr. Putin in Russia on 
Friday. The White House on Wednesday said 
Mr. Cameron would visit Washington on 
Monday to discuss issues including Syria’s 
civil war and counterterrorism, plus trade 
and economic issues, with President Barack 
Obama. 

The Obama administration has argued that 
Mr. Assad has to leave office as part of a po-
litical transition in Damascus. The Kremlin 
has maintained that he retains a large base 
of support and should be included in negotia-
tions over a future Syrian government. 

Should Mr. Putin’s government go ahead 
with the sale, it would mark a significant es-
calation in the battle between Moscow and 
Washington over Syria. U.S. officials said 
they believe Russian technicians are already 
helping maintain the existing Syrian air-de-
fense units. 

The first air-defense deals between Russia 
and Syria date back decades. Russia in re-
cent years has stepped up shipments to mod-
ernize Syria’s targeting systems and make 
the air defenses mobile, and therefore much 
more difficult for Israel—and the U.S.—to 
overcome. 

According to a U.S. intelligence assess-
ment, Russia began shipping SA–22 Pantsir- 
S1 units to Syria in 2008. The system, a com-
bination of surface-to-air missiles and 30mm 
antiaircraft guns, has a digital targeting sys-
tem and is mounted on a combat vehicle, 
making it easy to move. Syria has 36 of the 
vehicles, according to the assessment. 

In 2009, the Russians started upgrading 
Syria’s outdated analog SA–3 surface-to-air 
missile systems, turning them into the SA– 
26 Pechora–2M system, which is mobile and 
digital, equipped with missiles with an oper-
ational range of 17 miles, according to the 
assessment. 

The U.S. is particularly worried about an-
other modernized system Moscow provides— 
the SA–5. With an operational range of 175 
miles, SA–5 missiles could take out U.S. 
planes flying from Cyprus, a key North At-
lantic Treaty Organization base that was 
used during Libya operations and would like-
ly be vital in any Syrian operation. 

The U.S. has stealth aircraft and ship- 
based, precision-guided missiles that could 
take out key air-defense sites. Gen. Martin 
Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, has privately told the White House 
that shutting down the system could require 
weeks of bombing, putting U.S. fighter pilots 
in peril and diverting military resources 
from other priorities. 

According to an analysis by the U.S. mili-
tary’s Joint Staff, Syrian air defenses are 
nearly five times more sophisticated than 
what existed in Libya before the NATO 
launched its air campaign there in 2011. Syr-
ian air defenses are about 10 times more so-
phisticated than the system the U.S. and its 
allies faced in Serbia. 

[From the Washington Diarist, May 7, 2013] 
STUNG! 

(By Leon Wieseltier) 
A reporter who visited the White House 

last week brought back the news that the 
criticism of President Obama’s immobility 
about the Syrian disaster has ‘‘begun to 
sting.’’ Good. Something got through. The 
president’s sophistries about his ‘‘red line’’ 
helped, of course: he spoke his way into a 
predicament that he cannot speak his way 
out of, thereby damaging the article of faith 
about the magical powers of his speech. The 
press is full of reports that our policy may be 
changing, that we may finally supply weap-
ons to rebels we can ideologically support, 
that we have identified such rebels under the 
leadership of General Salim Idris, and so on. 
‘‘We are on an upward trajectory,’’ a White 
House official told another reporter about 
these second thoughts, which only a short 
while ago it would have considered a down-
ward trajectory. Obama, somewhat embar-
rassed by the implication that for two years 
he may have been in error about one of the 
most consequential crises of his presidency, 
is having the White House rehearse its old 
admonition about caution (its chin-stroking 
Kissingerian term for a doctrinaire timid-
ity), but still something may be stirring. The 
Syrian use of sarin and the Israeli airstrikes 
(which were miraculously unimpeded by the 

mythical power of Assad’s air defenses) seem 
to have concentrated the West Wing mind. Is 
Obama being stung into action? I do not 
really believe it—his interventionism runs 
deep, philosophically and temperamentally; 
but in any event it is not too early to record 
a few lessons that can be extracted from this 
fiasco. 

The bitterness of belatedness. There is 
nothing we know about Assad now that we 
did not know a year ago and longer. Not even 
his use of chemical weapons changes our un-
derstanding of him. His strategy in this cri-
sis has always been to transform a demo-
cratic rebellion into a sectarian war, and his 
method for doing so has been to commit 
crimes against humanity. In the two years of 
American quiescence the Syrian situation 
has become only more dire, so that those 
who now plead that there are no perfect op-
tions are right. But there are imperfect op-
tions, which is often all that the Hobbesian 
life of nations anyway allows: we can still 
create pro-Western elements in the struggle 
for Syria after Assad, and deny Al Qaeda a 
government in Damascus, and stem the tide 
of the refugees that is shaking the entire re-
gion. But the road to a democratic Syria is 
now much longer and more twisted than it 
had to be. I say this not only in recrimina-
tion, but also because Obama’s failure to act 
swiftly in the Syrian crisis reiterates one of 
the regular mistakes of American presidents 
after the cold war, which is to refuse to treat 
an emergency like an emergency. In many 
problems of statecraft, patience is a virtue 
and judiciousness the beginning of wisdom; 
but not in all. There are gross outrages 
against justice, such as the butchery of civil-
ians, that must be acted against without 
delay or they have not been properly under-
stood. Confronted by this degree of urgency, 
the difference between success and failure is 
time. Why do we have to keep rediscovering 
this? Must the learning curve of presidents 
always cost many thousands of lives? Has 
anyone at the White House read Samantha 
Power’s book? 

The cult of the exit strategy. A ‘‘senior 
American official who is involved in Syria 
policy’’ plaintively said this to Dexter 
Filkins of The New Yorker: ‘‘People on the 
Hill ask me, ‘Why can’t we do a no-fly zone? 
Why can’t we do military strikes?’ Of course 
we can do these things. The issue is, where 
will it stop?’’ The answer is, we don’t know. 
But is the gift of prophecy really a require-
ment for historical action? Must we know 
the ending at the beginning? If so, then no-
body would start a business, or a book, or a 
medical treatment, or a love affair, let alone 
an invasion of Normandy Beach. We can have 
certainty about our objectives but not about 
our circumstances. The most serious action 
is often improvisatory, though its purposes 
should always be clear. The prestige of ‘‘the 
exit strategy’’ in our culture is another 
American attempt to deny the contingency 
of experience and assert mastery over what 
cannot be mastered—in this instance, it is 
American control-freakishness applied to the 
use of American force. But we often engage 
with what we cannot master. No outcomes 
are assured, except perhaps when we do noth-
ing. We do not need to control the realm in 
which we need to take action; we need only 
to have strong and defensible reasons and 
strong and defensible means, and to keep our 
wits, our analytical abilities, about us. After 
all, there are many ways, good and bad, to 
end a military commitment, as Obama him-
self has shown. All this talk of exiting is de-
signed only to inhibit us from entering. Like 
its cousin ‘‘the slippery slope,’’ ‘‘the exit 
strategy’’ is demagoguery masquerading as 
prudence. 

The eclipse of humanitarianism. Seventy 
thousand people have died in the Syrian war, 
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most of them at the hands of their ruler. 
Since this number has appeared in the papers 
for many months, the actual number must 
be much higher. The slaughter is unceasing. 
But the debate about American intervention 
is increasingly conducted in ‘‘realist’’ terms: 
the threat to American interests posed by 
jihadism in Syria, the intrigues of Iran and 
Hezbollah, the rattling of Israel, the 
ruination of Jordan and Lebanon and Iraq. 
Those are all good reasons for the president 
of the United States to act like the president 
of the United States. But wouldn’t the pre-
vention of ethnic cleansing and genocidal 
war be reason enough? Is the death of scores 
and even hundreds of thousands, and the dis-
placement of millions, less significant for 
American policy, and less quickening? The 
moral dimension must be restored to our de-
liberations, the moral sting, or else Obama, 
for all his talk about conscience, will have 
presided over a terrible mutilation of Amer-
ican discourse: the severance of conscience 
from action. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my colleagues. 
I yield. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

WATER RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2013 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 601, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 601) to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and related 
resources, to authorize the Secretary of the 
Army to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, for the 
interest of all Senators, I wanted to 
thank everyone for cooperating with 
us. We have handled a number of 
amendments, one quite controversial 
and nongermane, but we dealt with it. 
It is not on this bill, I am happy to say. 
We are trying to keep this bill a water 
infrastructure bill. There may be a few 
exceptions, but, for the most part, that 
is what we want because it will in-
crease the chances of passage all the 
way through to get it to the Presi-
dent’s desk. 

The bill we are dealing with, the 
Water Resources Development Act, was 
last authorized in 2007. It is high time 
we did a follow-on bill. What we are 
talking about here is flood protection, 
projects we need all over the country 
to protect our people from the ravages 
of floods. 

We need to make sure our ports are 
operational. I know my friend in the 
chair certainly deals with all these 
matters in his great and beautiful 
State of Hawaii. We need to make sure 
our ports are deep enough, they have 
enough funding to stay modernized, 
and can move that cargo in and out 

with ease. We have environmental res-
toration. We have to take care of all of 
our water infrastructure. 

I know Senator MERKLEY is here to 
say something about the bill, which I 
am very pleased about, so I am going 
to be very brief. I will talk for about 2 
more minutes and say we have a great 
committee, the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, when it comes to 
infrastructure. We see eye to eye. We 
work together. Yes, we have our dif-
ferences, but we can breach those dif-
ferences. 

This bill is a product of working to-
gether. It is a product of collabora-
tion—not only in the committee where 
we work together, but even here when 
it got to the Senate. We have worked, 
Senator VITTER and I, with individual 
Members to meet all of their needs. 
There are no earmarks in this bill. 
Whatever we do is setting policy. 

It is an exciting bill. It includes re-
forms I think are important. Most of 
all, I think the people at home are 
going to like it because it puts them in 
the driver’s seat and protects them 
from delays and other problems as they 
move forward with projects their peo-
ple need. 

We have some terrific supporters of 
this legislation—I will close these 
early remarks—with organizations 
such as AFL–CIO, the Chamber of Com-
merce, the American Society of Civil 
Engineers, we have the Association of 
Equipment Manufacturers. We have 
many. I will show you the next chart 
and name a couple: The Transportation 
Construction Coalition, the United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters, storm man-
agement agency, surveyors, engineers. 
I think what you see here is main-
stream America is behind this bill. 

The bad news is our infrastructure 
has been rated at a D-plus. You can’t 
be the greatest Nation in the world and 
have an infrastructure that is rated D- 
plus. 

While we have major problems on 
other fronts in our committee—and I 
have to admit today was not a good 
day for me, the committee, or the 
American people, when the Repub-
licans boycotted the markup of Gina 
McCarthy to be the head of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency after she 
answered more than 1,000 questions. 
She is the most qualified ever to be 
nominated, having served, how about 
this, four Republican Governors. 

What more do they want? The fact is 
70 percent of the American people want 
clean air, want clean water, want safe-
ty reform. Gina McCarthy deserves a 
vote, not a boycott. They say they 
don’t like her answers. Well, I am not 
surprised. She is not Mitt Romney’s 
nominee for the EPA, she is not Rick 
Perry’s nominee for the EPA, she is 
Barack Obama’s nominee for the EPA. 
It is her position, as it is the Presi-
dent’s, that we should enforce the 
Clean Water Act, the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, and so on. 

When your Republican Presidents put 
up nominees for the EPA I didn’t agree 

with, I didn’t filibuster them. I said, 
okay, I will vote no; let them go. It is 
a sad day for me on the environment 
side of our committee. 

On the public works side of my com-
mittee, it is a good day, because we are 
making progress. We have now about a 
half dozen amendments that have been 
cleared on both sides. We are trying to 
make them pending. We cleared them. 
We are asking all Senators, please get 
your amendments in because this can’t 
go on forever. We need to pass this bill, 
as 550,000 jobs are supported by this 
legislation. Hundreds and hundreds of 
businesses are looking forward to our 
doing this. That is why we have this 
amazing array of support. 

With that, I would say to Senator 
MERKLEY, the floor is his. 

I yield the floor at this time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about one particular as-
pect of this bill, which is WIFIA. Be-
fore I explain what WIFIA is, I want to 
thank the Chair for managing this bill 
in a very bipartisan discussion of the 
committee. It has come to the floor 
with full committee examination, thor-
ough debate, and amendment process. 
Here we are having a very thorough, 
visible, accountable process for consid-
ering this bill on the floor of the Sen-
ate. That is a very good example of the 
Senate working well. Thank you, 
Madam Chair. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MERKLEY. The heart of the 

WIFIA program is about jobs. It is 
about infrastructure. Five years after 
the greatest economic crisis in 80 
years, we still face a serious jobs crisis. 
Too many are out of work and too 
many are unemployed. A good, living- 
wage job is the most important pillar 
of the American dream. There is no 
public program that can compare to 
the importance of a living-wage job for 
the stability and success of a family. 
We have to do more to create those 
jobs, a lot more. Wouldn’t it be great if 
we could both create jobs and fill a des-
perate national need at the same time? 

Well, that is exactly what WIFIA— 
which is short for Water Infrastructure 
Finance and Innovation Act—does. 
Low-cost loans for water infrastructure 
projects create good jobs now while 
protecting our communities from dev-
astating costs or public health crises in 
the future. WIFIA does all of this while 
making taxpayers money over time. 

The need for water infrastructure is 
great. Across Oregon and across Amer-
ica, our infrastructure is aging. That 
aging infrastructure needs to be re-
placed. Our communities are growing. 
The demand for water infrastructure 
increases, whether it is water treat-
ment on the front end or water treat-
ment on the back end—sending water 
out to our homes and businesses and 
then treating it after it comes back. 
Much of our infrastructure is approach-
ing the end of its lifespan and needs to 
be replaced. 
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We should recognize that America is 

behind much of the world in terms of 
investing in infrastructure. That is not 
only not good for our future economy, 
it is certainly not good for creating 
jobs. China is investing 10 percent of 
its gross domestic product in infra-
structure. Europe is investing 5 per-
cent. Here in America, which had a 
phenomenal infrastructure buildup 
after World War II, we are investing 
only 2 percent. That is barely enough 
to repair the aging infrastructure that 
previous generations so thoughtfully 
funded, let alone prepare the infra-
structure to meet the expanding needs 
of the Nation. 

Infrastructure can be thought of as 
the bread and butter of success of our 
Nation. Building and maintaining in-
frastructure is one of the most effec-
tive ways also to create jobs in the 
short term. Having infrastructure in 
place is absolutely critical to strong, 
private sector economic growth over 
the long term. 

It is time to take water infrastruc-
ture seriously as a public policy chal-
lenge. For too long, we have been put-
ting water infrastructure on the back 
burner. We are not investing enough in 
water infrastructure to keep clean, af-
fordable water accessible to all Ameri-
cans. In fact, we are not even coming 
close. There is a gap, a significant gap, 
a growing gap in the area of water in-
frastructure needs versus actual fund-
ing. If we do nothing and stay on the 
same course, that gap will be $90 bil-
lion per year by 2040. That is a disaster 
for our communities. That gap would 
leave municipalities with a terrible de-
cision—allow the infrastructure to con-
tinue to degrade, which is obviously 
not a good idea, or have to raise utility 
rates astronomically to pay for long- 
neglected improvements. 

Already, we are seeing this kind of 
lose-lose proposition play out in my 
State in Oregon. Some communities 
have to set aside their plans because 
they can’t afford them: to expand their 
infrastructure, to improve their infra-
structure, to replace their infrastruc-
ture that is aging. Other communities 
are proceeding to upgrade their infra-
structure but at costs that are dou-
bling or even quadrupling the cost of 
water to the citizens. 

We need a new way to finance critical 
water projects. That is why the Water 
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation 
Act, or WIFIA, that is contained in 
this bill, fills a key missing link in our 
system. Currently Federal funding for 
water infrastructure and sewage 
through the Environmental Protection 
Agency Clean Water and Safe Drinking 
Water State Revolving Funds Program 
is helpful, but many projects do not 
qualify, and we need to expand the 
amount of funding available. 

Into that gap comes WIFIA, modeled 
after the very successful Transpor-
tation Infrastructure Finance and In-
novation Act, or TIFIA, so we have a 
proven finance model for infrastructure 
in transportation. Let’s take that prov-

en model and apply it to the challenge 
of our communities on water. 

I hold a meeting with our local offi-
cials—our city officials and our county 
officials—before each of my townhalls, 
and I hold a townhall in every county 
every year. There is hardly a meeting 
with multiple officials that goes by 
that there aren’t two or three or four 
critical water project needs discussed. 
And that was the motivation for hav-
ing this WIFIA Program before us 
today. 

I applaud my colleague from Okla-
homa Senator INHOFE, who has come 
forward and said: Let’s not only make 
this work, but let’s lower the minimum 
threshold for projects so we make sure 
we can get smaller communities, more 
rural communities involved. That was 
previously addressed in the bill by say-
ing that smaller communities could ag-
gregate their projects and submit their 
application, but this was a very helpful 
addition to the conversation, and I ap-
preciate that type of bipartisan prob-
lem-solving which is evidenced in this 
bill as it is and as in the amendment 
proposed by my colleague from Okla-
homa and passed yesterday. 

The reason that funding in this pilot 
project—and we are talking about $50 
million a year for 5 years—is effective 
is because it has a huge leverage it can 
fund because it is guaranteeing loans 
that rarely go bad. The historical de-
fault on water and sewer bonds is less 
than 1 percent. In fact, it is less than 
one-tenth of 1 percent. So that $50 mil-
lion to cover defaults can be extraor-
dinarily leveraging. The communities 
get the funds they need to complete 
their projects at the lowest interest 
rates possible, and the American public 
can sleep soundly at night knowing 
that the treasury funds being invested 
are being invested in a manner that is 
both prudent and productive. 

This source of financing will allow 
communities to take on three types of 
projects necessary for safe and reliable 
water systems: repairing the aging in-
frastructure, upgrading the old sys-
tems to modern standards, and expand-
ing the projects to meet growth needs. 

Another advantage of this structure 
of financing is that under WIFIA, 
projects would be selected by a com-
petitive process rather than by State- 
by-State allocations, so we get funds to 
the greatest need across this Nation. 
We have communities all across Or-
egon, in every corner of our State, that 
are facing these infrastructure chal-
lenges. I know from talking with my 
colleagues that the same is true in 
States across our Nation. And commu-
nities that are in good shape now in 5 
or 10 years may see the challenge of 
meeting new standards or meeting the 
growth in their communities. 

I would like to talk about another 
key aspect of our recovery; that is, 
manufacturing. If we don’t make 
things in America, we will not have a 
middle class in America. Our manufac-
turing sector lost 5 million jobs over 
the last 14 to 15 years. It is starting to 

make a comeback, but we should do 
more to help create good manufac-
turing jobs. 

One very simple thing we can do is 
support ‘‘Buy American’’ provisions in 
legislation such as this. We recognize 
the principle. We are using taxpayer 
dollars to complete a public infrastruc-
ture project in America, so it only 
makes sense for American businesses 
and workers to do as much of the work 
as possible. For that reason I will be 
filing an amendment to this bill to ex-
pand the ‘‘Buy American’’ provisions 
for our water infrastructure. These two 
are very much connected. Yes, we need 
to be building infrastructure, but we 
need to make sure those tax dollars 
build our American economy when the 
work is being done. 

In closing, let’s pass this bill, which 
has a tremendous amount of good in it, 
and one of those very good points is 
this water infrastructure act—WIFIA— 
which does support good jobs and good 
infrastructure across America. 

I also wish to mention the great 
work my science associate Mirvat 
Abdelhaq has done on this bill. We are 
fortunate as Senators to have folks 
come to work for us for a year or so, 
bringing their tremendous expertise in 
trying to develop a very important 
piece of legislation. She has been very 
involved, and I thank her, and I thank 
the program for making this kind of 
expertise available to our offices. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to call up as pend-
ing amendment No. 802. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Ms. LANDRIEU. If there is objection, 
I can talk about the amendment now. I 
will talk about the amendment now 
and then attempt to call up the amend-
ment later in the day. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, the amendment I am 
trying to get pending for the WRDA 
bill would delay the increase in flood 
insurance rates for people in this coun-
try who are going to be suffering in un-
believable ways. And I am not just 
speaking of homeowners or business 
owners but communities across Amer-
ica. This isn’t a Louisiana issue. It is 
not a Louisiana-Texas issue. It is a na-
tional issue, as this chart will show. 

These are all the States in the coun-
try that have flood insurance policies. 
Starting with Florida, which has the 
most, there are over 2 million flood in-
surance policies in the State of Flor-
ida. Texas is second with 645,000. Lou-
isiana has 486,000 policies. California, 
the fourth State, has 256,000. New Jer-
sey has 240,000. South Carolina has 
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205,000. New York has 178,000. North 
Carolina has 138,000. Virginia has over 
100,000. Georgia has close to 100,000. 
Mississippi has 75,000. 

Time and time again, I have been on 
this floor, warning about affordability 
problems in the National Flood Insur-
ance Program and offering proposals to 
address this. Despite my advice and ob-
jections, last summer Congress made a 
mistake and passed the Biggert-Waters 
bill which contained huge rate flood in-
surance rate increases for many home-
owners and businesses. 

Our families and entrepreneurs 
across the Nation are beginning to see 
the disastrous consequences of that 
vote now. Some already see their pre-
miums rising by 25 percent a year and 
many more will see these changes over 
the next 2 years. These rates must be 
stopped until an affordability study 
can be conducted and Congress can 
react to those results. 

FEMA has never done an afford-
ability study—it cannot even quantify 
how strong an impact these exorbitant 
rates will have on our citizens. In the 
bill last summer, Congress required 
FEMA to conduct an affordability 
study. Don’t you think we should wait 
for that and know if these rate in-
creases are affordable before we start 
such rapid increases? Congress can’t 
possibly have asked FEMA to conduct 
this study and not want to use those 
results to make an informed decision 
on how best to structure rate changes. 

I can tell you that the 480,000 policy 
holders in Louisiana are already telling 
me the rates are not affordable. Fami-
lies and businesses in Louisiana are al-
ready paying exorbitant rates for flood 
insurance and some could see those 
rates go up dramatically under these 
proposals. Eliminating grandfathered 
rates, as the—Biggert-Waters bill did, 
means their property values will plum-
met. 

If people cannot afford flood insur-
ance policies, they will drop out of the 
program. When future disasters hit, 
they will be entirely dependent on fed-
eral aid to help them rebuild. 

I agree that the National Flood In-
surance Program needs to be self-sus-
taining, but not on the backs of Lou-
isiana families and businesses and not 
on the backs of all 5.5 million policies 
holders in the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. This is not the right 
way. 

Flood insurance is not just about 
business and commerce; it is about cul-
ture; it is about a way of life; it is 
about preserving coastal communities; 
it is about being resilient in storms. 
We must make the flood insurance pro-
gram resilient without endangering the 
financial future of our coastal resi-
dents. 

This is a very serious issue, and I 
thank the chair, Senator BOXER, who 
has worked so hard on the underlying 
WRDA bill, which is so important. I 
also thank those Members who came to 
the floor last night. I understand Sen-
ator MENENDEZ gave a very fiery and 

passionate speech about the problem he 
faces in New Jersey. I thank Senators 
SCHUMER, GILLIBRAND, and LAUTENBERG 
for cosponsoring this important 
amendment. 

We want to work with the chairman 
and the ranking member to pass a 
WRDA bill. There is no State that ben-
efits more from the WRDA bill than 
Louisiana, and I am extremely grateful 
for her leadership not just on this bill 
but on the RESTORE Act, which she 
helped shepherd through, which has 
helped the gulf coast in immeasurable 
ways, and her support of the FAIR Act 
on revenue-sharing, which will help the 
gulf coast get the revenues we need— 
just as interior States have—to build 
our own levees and not have to be such 
a drain on the Federal Treasury. 

We can and are willing to do our own 
work. But the flood insurance bill, 
known as Biggert-Waters, never passed 
the Senate, and I wish to call that fact 
to Senators’ attention. The bill was 
never brought to the Senate floor. The 
flood insurance bill that is called 
Biggert-Waters came out of the Bank-
ing Committee with a bipartisan vote— 
a similar bill. That was a House bill, 
and so a similar bill came out of the 
Senate, but it never came to the Sen-
ate floor for a vote. None of us ever got 
to debate it on the floor. 

If you are not on the Banking Com-
mittee, wake up because this bill is 
going to affect your State, and if you 
are not on the Banking Committee, 
please listen to what I am about to say. 

The bill never came to the Senate 
floor although some of us protested 
that at the time. There are statements 
in the RECORD that show the protests 
any number of us made at the time. 
The bill then sort of went dark. The 
next time it appeared, it was tucked 
into the Transportation bill, which had 
the RESTORE Act in it and the 
Biggert-Waters flood insurance, which 
might have passed the House of Rep-
resentatives—I am not sure. Maybe it 
just came out of the House committee. 
I am trying to get clarification on 
whether this bill ever was passed by ei-
ther body, and I will get that clarifica-
tion in a few minutes. But it most cer-
tainly never came to the Senate floor, 
so no one here, except members of the 
Banking Committee—which Senator 
VITTER is a member of, and so he 
knows this issue very well—voted on 
this. 

So while it is not a surprise to me, it 
may be a surprise to others to find out 
that flood insurance rates based on the 
reform bill that was tucked into the 
Transportation bill and into the RE-
STORE Act bill are now going to raise 
rates by 25, 50, or 100 percent on home 
owners. And when the grandfather 
clause expires—which was put in the 
bill to grandfather many property own-
ers—my constituents tell me their 
properties will become worthless. 

One can understand that a property 
worth even $1 million or $1⁄2 million or 
$250,000 has a flood insurance premium 
attached to it of a reasonable amount 

of money—$500, $600, $700. And that is 
still a lot of money, but people who 
live along the coast understand that we 
have to pay a little higher flood insur-
ance rates and we have to build smart-
er and better, which we are doing as 
fast as we possibly can with the monies 
we have. There is not a coastal commu-
nity in America that is not fully awake 
after Katrina, Rita, Gustav, Ike, and 
Sandy. Trust me, from the east coast, 
to North Carolina, to the entire gulf 
coast region, we are awake. We are un-
derstanding what is happening, and we 
are trying as hard as we can to make 
our communities as resilient as pos-
sible. 

We are not completely to blame for 
the increased frequency of the storms 
or the rising sea levels. We all have a 
share of that, and it is happening, and 
we are on the frontline. Our commu-
nities have been devastated. Our people 
are literally drowning. We lost 1,800 
people in Katrina—2,400 between Lou-
isiana and Mississippi—from drowning 
and literally dying through these 
storms. We lost several hundred people 
in Sandy. So we understand what is 
happening, and we are doing every-
thing we can. 

This flood insurance bill that never 
passed this Senate—and I am not sure 
it passed the House, but it did come 
out of both committees, different 
versions of it—is now known as 
Biggert-Waters. I understand Mrs. 
Biggert is no longer a Member of Con-
gress, but Congresswoman WATERS is 
here. So the bill was pushed as a way of 
getting the Flood Insurance Program 
on a financially sound footing. I under-
stand that. 

We most certainly don’t expect all 
the people of America to subsidize 
coastal communities, some of which 
may be second homes, et cetera. But in 
my communities, we are not talking 
about second homes; we are not talking 
about vacation properties, in large 
measure. We are talking about primary 
homes of fishermen, of dock workers, 
of people who work on the river, of 
boat captains, of industries such as the 
oil and gas industry, the roughnecks, 
the engineers who have to work, by the 
nature of their work, near the coast, 
which is where the trade and commerce 
of this Nation comes from. 

If we could operate our trade and 
commerce only on railroads and high-
ways, maybe we could all go live in 
Oklahoma or in Nevada. But, Mr. 
President, you are from Hawaii. You 
understand we have coastal commu-
nities all the way from Oregon to Cali-
fornia to Texas to Louisiana to Mis-
sissippi; and, yes, there are some lovely 
vacation spots along the coasts. But 
there are also communities like those I 
represent, such as in Terrebonne Par-
ish and Lafourche Parish and Jefferson 
Parish, where people wake up before 
the Sun and do not come home until it 
is dark. They are working at coastal 
businesses that are very important to 
the entire economic strength of this 
Nation. 
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This bill, Biggert-Waters, puts the 

entire burden of supporting coastal 
communities on the people who live on 
the coast, while some people who have 
a lot of money and can afford a moun-
taintop view go on the top of the 
mountains in other States. I am not 
picking on Colorado and Utah, but 
those come to mind—multimillion-dol-
lar homes with beautiful views that 
look out across lots of land. Maybe 
they are not mindful of the work that 
is done on our coasts. 

This is an issue that is important for 
the whole Nation. To have this bill 
pass—and I knew it when it happened. 
MARK PRYOR, I understand, put some-
thing in the RECORD at the time, but 
now we are on the water resources bill, 
a very important bill for coastal com-
munities. It is an opportunity for us to 
fix this bill or to get a reprieve for a 
short period of time until we can find a 
better approach for thousands of prop-
erties along the coast—whether it is in 
Texas or California or Florida or New 
York or New Jersey that was battered 
badly by Sandy—rather than to put ad-
ditional stress on these communities. 

While I do not have the specific an-
swer as to how to fix it in the long 
term, my amendment would simply 
hold off these rate increases for a year. 
It does not repeal the bill. It will just 
hold off these rate increases for a year, 
giving these Members in Congress time 
and an opportunity to fix what is ter-
ribly broken and to try to find a better, 
more affordable way to do so. 

There are 480,000 policy holders in 
Louisiana who are already complaining 
about the flood insurance rates as they 
are today. When I go home now—and I 
go home often, very frequently—this is 
all people are talking about. There are 
other important issues that are going 
on, but I do not blame them, and I cer-
tainly understand it as a homeowner in 
Louisiana. Our delegation understands 
this. People are saying they are getting 
notices from their company that their 
insurance is going to go up hundreds if 
not thousands of dollars. What happens 
with respect to the grandfather clause, 
which is about to happen in October of 
2014? 

This flood insurance issue is a very 
important issue for the people in Lou-
isiana, as I said, in Texas, in Mis-
sissippi, and in Florida, and that is 
what my amendment will address. My 
amendment is not pending, but I filed 
an amendment. We are waiting for a 
CBO score. We most certainly want to 
offset this if we can find the revenue it 
will take to offset this temporary re-
prieve. 

I ask both the Republican and Demo-
cratic leaders to work with me and 
work with the other Senators who are 
interested in finding a solution to send 
a signal to these coastal areas that 
Congress understands the pressures of 
flood insurance in our low-lying 
areas—that would be in Maryland or 
Virginia or New York or New Jersey— 
that we hear them. We understand 
what is about to happen, and we would 

like a chance to try to adjust it, to fix 
it, et cetera, et cetera. 

I am going to be working with the 
leadership. I know there are other 
Members who have amendments impor-
tant to the WRDA bill. It is not my in-
tention to stop this WRDA bill. It is a 
bill I certainly support. Louisiana can 
be greatly benefited. I thank Senator 
VITTER for his strong work as the rank-
ing member of the EPW Committee on 
WRDA. We have some very important 
authorizations. 

Let me also say something about this 
WRDA bill in relation to actual dol-
lars. I sit on the Appropriations Com-
mittee for energy and water. I appre-
ciate serving on that committee. Our 
job is to actually find money and direct 
funding to build some of these water 
resource projects. 

Just yesterday, Senator FEINSTEIN 
held a hearing—she chairs our com-
mittee; Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER is 
our ranking member—on the budget for 
the Corps of Engineers. I see my good 
friend BEN CARDIN here and others who 
are very interested in projects on the 
WRDA bill, but they will be shocked to 
know when we asked—I asked—Jo- 
Ellen Darcy, the leader of the Corps of 
Engineers, the civilian leader of the 
corps, what was the number of back-
logged projects, new construction 
projects that were backlogged and how 
much money was in the bill to build 
them this year, the first number was 
$1.6 billion. That is how much is in the 
appropriations bill roughly to build 
new water projects in the country, $1.6 
billion. It sounds like a lot of money 
until you hear the second answer. 

Then I asked her how many projects 
are in the queue for funding, ready to 
go, meritorious projects, urgently 
needed new construction. She said $60 
billion worth. We have $1.6 billion in 
the budget to spend, and we have $60 
billion worth of projects. We follow 
these numbers pretty closely because 
many of those projects are in Lou-
isiana. So while it is important to get 
the WRDA bill passed, which is author-
izing not only new projects, but it is 
also putting in some very important 
corps reforms to expedite the way some 
of these projects are built, the real 
problem and the real dilemma is clos-
ing the gap between what we have au-
thorized and what we can actually af-
ford to build. 

Again, there is only $1.6 billion in the 
corps budget for new construction, and 
pending, even without this WRDA bill, 
is $60 billion worth in backlogged, au-
thorized, important programs in all of 
our districts. With this WRDA bill 
there are an additional $23 billion in 
authorizations. So, yes, I support new 
authorizations. Yes, I support the 
WRDA bill. Yes, I most certainly sup-
port the reforms to the Corps of Engi-
neers that are embedded in the lan-
guage of this WRDA bill, but I cannot 
allow this to move forward, at least 
without raising a red flag and asking 
for some reprieve on the flood insur-
ance issue. 

I want to be flexible. I want to be 
open. I want to be a team player. This 
is not the time for my way or the high-
way. I have tried as much as I can to 
avoid that kind of politics because it is 
very difficult for all of us to move for-
ward together. I have so much respect 
for Senator BOXER and a good bit of re-
spect for Senator VITTER who is the 
ranking member. But this is the only 
way I know right now to raise this 
issue and to say we cannot, in Lou-
isiana, with 480,000 flood insurance 
policies, manage to build our commu-
nities, to recover. We are doing beau-
tifully. We would like to go faster, but 
you have not heard a lot of complaints 
coming from us. Our people are work-
ing hard, rolling up our sleeves. Our 
communities are coming back. We are 
using the insurance money. We are 
using the community development 
block grant money to build as smart 
and quickly as we can. 

We have created the Water Institute. 
Every single one of our parishes has 
gone through what we call charrettes 
and community meetings to see how 
we can elevate our homes and build 
them more resiliently. 

This is a huge and very tough burden 
to lay on the shoulders of the people in 
our coastal communities, not just in 
Louisiana but in Terrebonne and 
Lafourche, in Cameron, Calcasieu, 
Saint Mary Parish, and the river par-
ishes, Saint John, Saint James, Saint 
Charles and Jefferson Parish. It is 
hurting north Louisiana as well. 

We have flood insurance policies all 
the way up in our State. We would 
have flood insurance. Why would we 
have flooding? Because we have the 
Mississippi River. We are happy to 
have the Mississippi River, but the 
Mississippi River does not belong only 
to us. May I remind everyone that the 
Mississippi River, the Missouri River, 
the Ohio River are the spine, the back-
bone of our commerce for the whole 
Nation? Why should the people of Lou-
isiana, who drain the entire con-
tinent—the mouth of the river runs 
right through New Orleans—why is it 
the people who live in south Louisiana 
have to pick up 100 percent of that 
risk? That is the way this bill is struc-
tured, to put on us the burden, 100 per-
cent, instead of spreading it to every-
one, to the whole country, in a reason-
able and responsible way. 

The way this bill is structured is to 
say we have to be self-sustaining in our 
flood insurance policies. We are sorry, 
but the people who live at the mouth of 
the Mississippi River, which provides 
commerce and wealth and creates huge 
amounts of wealth and jobs for all of 
us, have to take the water and pay for 
it ourselves. That is not going to work 
for us. It is not working for us. That is 
why I am standing on this floor. I want 
to work this out. 

I am open to a number of sugges-
tions. I hope the Senators who have 
lots of flood insurance issues, such as 
the Senators in Missouri and Illinois 
and the Senators in other States, will 
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give us some suggestions about how to 
move forward. 

If this bill had passed the Senate and 
it was the will of the Senate and I had 
been on the losing side of that, I would 
not be standing here today. This bill 
never came before the Senate. It never 
came before the Senate. It was tucked 
into a bill that we had no chance to 
amend—none. You cannot amend a bill 
coming out of conference. There was no 
chance to amend this, no chance to fix 
it, which is why I hope my colleagues 
will understand and be patient with 
me. This is not about losing an issue 
last year and coming back and crying 
about it. This is about we never got a 
chance to even talk about this on the 
Senate floor. 

This is a water bill. It has everything 
to do with the subject matter. It is not 
‘‘not germane’’ to the subject matter of 
this bill. I would like to have a vote on 
my amendment or a vote in some way 
to declare that we are acknowledging 
this problem; that we might not have a 
solution today, but we most certainly 
are willing to work on it because this 
is devastating for coastal communities 
all over the country. 

It is not fair for our working coast— 
whether it is fisheries or oil and gas or 
wind or manufacturing—for our coastal 
communities, our commerce and trade, 
to pick up the entire burden of this 
Flood Insurance Program. Let’s try to 
be reasonable. I am going to be as pa-
tient as I can. I understand how impor-
tant this bill is to everyone. I am most 
mindful of how important it is to my 
State. We have been trying to get a 
WRDA bill out here on the floor for 
several years, and we finally have one. 

I am going to leave my amendment 
as it is. It is not pending. It has been 
filed. I am going to ask for this vote to 
be worked out, and until then I will ob-
ject to any other amendments coming 
up for a vote until we get some way 
forward. 

Again, I want to be flexible, I want to 
be open, and I would like eventually to 
see the WRDA bill passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
BALDWIN). The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object for just a moment, and I, of 
course, will not object, I just want to 
make it clear that at noon the two 
leaders are coming to do a back-and- 
forth. So up until the time they ar-
rive—I just wanted to let my friend 
know. Then after the leaders, Senator 
VITTER should be recognized to speak 
about the issue Senator LANDRIEU just 
raised, to be followed by me, if that is 
OK, if I can do that in the UC? It would 
be Senator CARDIN, the two leaders, 
Senator VITTER, and myself. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

(The remarks of Mr. CARDIN per-
taining to the introduction of S.J. Res. 
15 are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
continue to speak as in morning busi-
ness. 

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

(The remarks of Mr. CARDIN are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

THE BUDGET 
Mr. REID. Madam President, it has 

been 47 days since the Senate passed its 
sensible progrowth budget. As my 
friend the minority leader has said 
many times, after the Senate passed a 
budget, the next logical step would be 
to go to conference and try to find 
common ground. This is what Senator 
MCCONNELL said earlier this year: 

We ought not to ignore the law any longer. 
And I think it’s a good step in the direction 
of getting back to regular order, which we 
ought to follow. 

After years of calling for regular 
order, Republicans ought to be eager to 
go to conference. Senator MCCONNELL 
and the Republican caucus pulled a 
180—a flip-flop. They were for regular 
order before they were against regular 
order. 

For weeks Republicans have refused 
to go to conference, and they have re-
fused to explain why. The only excuse 
Republicans offered came not from the 
minority leader but from the junior 
Senator from Texas. Senator CRUZ ob-
jected to the budget conference on the 
grounds that Democrats must concede 
basically everything before Repub-
licans will negotiate anything. 

As one news reporter put it, the Re-
publicans’ offer is: ‘‘First surrender, 
then we will fight.’’ Republicans know 
as well as Democrats that is not any 
way to negotiate. Unilateral disar-
mament in the legislative process is 
not the same thing as compromise. 

Democrats—along with the media 
and the American people—are left to 
wonder and guess the real reason the 
Republicans are so determined to avoid 
a budget conference. Are Republicans 
afraid to defend or debate their ex-
treme budget in full public view? Prob-
ably. It cannot be easy to defend a 
budget that will end Medicare as we 
know it. It cannot be easy to stand 
strong for a plan that asks the middle 
class to foot the bill for more tax 
breaks for the rich—a politically 
unsustainable position already rejected 
by the voters. It cannot be easy to 
stick up for the arbitrary meat-ax cuts 
of the sequester, which guts the safety 
net protecting the elderly, the poor, 
the middle class, veterans, and some-
times the helpless. 

Is it possible that Republicans are 
simply hoping to delay compromise 
long enough to create another manu-
factured crisis as the Nation once 

again approaches a default on its bills? 
Americans are tired of the type of 
knockdown, drag-out debt ceiling bat-
tles that caused our credit downgrade 
and cost our economy billions of dol-
lars last year. Middle-class families 
have been through enough economic 
turmoil. It is unbelievable that Repub-
licans would once again hold the full 
faith and credit of our government hos-
tage. 

I hope my Republican colleagues will 
come to their senses. The way to put 
our Nation on sound fiscal footing is to 
set aside this obstruction and set sen-
sible policy through regular order in 
the legislative process, not to extort 
concessions through dangerous hostage 
taking. 

Passing the budget in each Chamber 
was a first good step toward restoring 
regular order. The next move is to go 
to conference and set our minds on 
reaching a reasonable compromise that 
reverses the painful cuts of sequestra-
tion. 

Right now the Republicans are the 
only thing standing between the Con-
gress and compromise. I am optimistic 
that they will not continue to put 
American families through more finan-
cial pain for their own short-term po-
litical gain. 

I yield to my friend from Washington 
for a unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H. CON. RES. 25 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 33, H. Con. Res. 25; that the 
amendment, which is at the desk, the 
text of S. Con. Res. 8, the budget reso-
lution passed by the Senate, be in-
serted in lieu thereof; that H. Con. Res. 
25, as amended, be agreed to, the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table; that the Sen-
ate insist on its amendment, request a 
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses, and 
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees of the Senate, all with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Reserving the 
right to object, I ask consent that the 
Senator modify her request so it not be 
in order for the Senate to consider a 
conference report that includes tax in-
creases or reconciliation instructions 
to increase taxes or raise the debt 
limit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the modified request? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, what the 
Senator is asking is that we go back to 
what we had votes on throughout the 
entire budget debate way into the 
morning hours on the issues of rec-
onciliation, on the issues of revenue 
that were all debated and voted on— 
some passed, some were defeated. We 
are not going to take those up again. 
We are going to go to conference with 
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the budget that was passed by the ma-
jority in the Senate and by the major-
ity in the House, and those views will 
be represented in conference. We can-
not get to that debate and that discus-
sion without moving to conference, so I 
object to his unanimous consent and 
ask for consent on my request again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard to the modified request. 

Is there objection to the original re-
quest? 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 

this is so challenging. It has now been 
47 days since we passed our budget. 
Senate Democrats have now requested 
unanimous consent to move to con-
ference—the next step—five times. We 
want to take the next step in this proc-
ess. We want to move forward under 
regular order and continue this debate 
in an open and public way, but every 
time we try to take it to the next step, 
Senate Republicans stand and they 
say: No. I think this comes as a sur-
prise to the American people. I think 
they are disappointed. I know I am. I 
think a lot of people, myself included, 
expected that after calling for regular 
order so consistently for so long, Re-
publicans would be eager now to take 
the next step in the process. Some Re-
publicans say they want to negotiate a 
framework behind closed doors before 
they agree on going to conference, but 
that is what a budget is. It is a frame-
work that lays out our values and our 
priorities and helps us plan for our 
country’s future. Why can’t we discuss 
that framework in a formal, public 
conference, which is what we call reg-
ular order? 

I am sure Republicans are not excited 
about the prospect of defending their 
extreme budget all over again in a pub-
lic conference committee. We all know 
Americans are not interested in more 
tax breaks for the wealthiest, they are 
not interested in Medicare vouchers, 
but Republicans wrote that budget, 
they voted for it, they passed it, and 
they ought to be happy to defend it. I 
know Senate Democrats are happy to 
stand and talk about ours. 

The American people now deserve to 
see those two visions. They need to see 
our visions side by side, contrasted 
with each other, and they need to see 
who is willing to compromise and who 
is not. 

We have heard the House Republican 
leadership doesn’t want the Senate to 
appoint conferees because they don’t 
want to go to conference because they 
might have to take a lot of difficult 
votes in the House. I am sure my col-
leagues remember the vote-arama we 
had before we passed our budget. We 
considered over 100 amendments. We 
were here until 5 in the morning, the 
entire time voting on amendments, 
until every Senator who wanted to be 
heard to offer an amendment did and 
we had a very thorough and open de-

bate and we voted a lot. So I don’t 
think the American people are going to 
be very sympathetic to the argument 
that the Republicans don’t want to go 
to conference because they are afraid 
the House has to take a few votes. 

This is deeply disappointing to me. 
The Republicans are now running away 
from regular order. In fact, they are 
running right toward another crisis, 
and they are willing to take our Amer-
ican families and our economy along 
for the ride. 

It should be noted the House Repub-
licans have announced a new con-
ference, but it is not a conference on a 
budget deal; it is a conference of their 
Republican Members to decide what 
they are going to demand in exchange 
for taking our economy over the debt 
ceiling. It is absurd, and it is not going 
to happen. We know because we went 
through this same thing the last time 
we approached the debt limit. Just a 
few months ago, Republicans realized 
how dangerous it would be to play 
games with the debt limit and how po-
litically damaging it would be to play 
politics with potential economic ca-
lamity for our country, and they fi-
nally dropped their demands. The so- 
called Boehner rule died, and no 
amount of wishing by the tea party is 
going to bring that back. 

The Republican strategy now of hold-
ing our economy hostage and trying to 
push us to another crisis is absolutely 
the wrong approach, and holding our 
budget conference hostage so they can 
get to that point is not going to be con-
sidered well by the American people. 

Getting a deal is not going to be 
easy. Any one of us knows that. It is 
going to take compromise. But this 
constant lurching from crisis to crisis 
that the House is demanding and is 
strategizing around is not what the 
American public wants or deserves. 

I am here to say Democrats are ready 
to take the next step. We need a nego-
tiating party on the other side. They 
can bring all of their bills to con-
ference and we can talk about it. We 
can come to a compromise. Com-
promise is not a dirty word. Oftentimes 
we don’t hear it a lot around here. But 
I believe many of our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, frankly, want to 
return to regular order. They want to 
move away from these constant crises. 
I know that is what the American pub-
lic wants. They want to see we can gov-
ern. 

I urge those who are coming here 
time and time again, blocking us from 
getting to a point to debate our two 
different budgets and from getting to a 
compromise, to allow us to get the 
work of the American people done and 
allow us to go to conference. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Madam President, before 

my friend leaves the floor, I want the 
record spread with this. The admira-
tion the Democratic caucus has for the 
Senator from Washington is signifi-
cant. She is an elected leader. She was 
the person chosen to be the chair of the 

supercommittee to come up with a plan 
to solve the Nation’s crisis we have 
economically, and she did yeoman’s 
work. It was all done until a letter was 
received from virtually every Repub-
lican Senator saying, fine, great deal 
that Chairman MURRAY has done, but 
we are not going to agree to any rev-
enue. To work through the contentious 
problems we have had on the floor and 
come up with a budget is remarkable, 
and it is a budget we are very proud of. 

I would say to my friend, I think we 
are making some progress because just 
within the past hour the Speaker has 
said this: ‘‘We can’t cut our way to 
prosperity.’’ That is a significant step 
forward. The Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, for the first time in 
some time, has spoken reality, the 
truth, the facts. I quote directly: ‘‘We 
can’t cut our way to prosperity.’’ That 
is right. 

That is why we have to get to regular 
order. We have to do what this body 
has been doing for 200 years or more: go 
to conference when there is a dif-
ference between what the House wants 
and what the Senate wants. That is all 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
Senator MURRAY is asking—that we get 
together with our Republican col-
leagues and work out our differences. 

I think our budget—and we were led 
by Chairman MURRAY—is a very good 
budget. Is it perfect? Of course not. We 
would be willing to sit down and talk 
to our Republican colleagues in con-
ference the way we have done for cen-
turies and try to work out our dif-
ferences. For them just to stonewall us 
and say, as the junior Senator from 
Texas said, fine, we will go to con-
ference, but you have to agree to what 
we want before we go, what in the 
world is that all about? 

I admire Senator MURRAY, as does 
the entire Democratic caucus, and I am 
confident the people of Washington are 
very proud of this stalwart Senator 
who has done so much for this country. 
I want to make sure the Republicans 
understand she will be the chair. She is 
going to represent us. I am not going 
to be negotiating this. Senator MCCON-
NELL is not going to be negotiating 
this. It is going to be done by the sen-
ior Senator from the State of Wash-
ington, and she is willing to deal with 
whomever the Republicans decide she 
should deal with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wonder if the Senator 
from Washington would enter into a 
colloquy with me at this time, through 
the Chair. 

I wish to join with Senator REID in 
thanking Senator MURRAY for her 
amazing leadership. I was on the Budg-
et Committee for several years, and I 
know that as a result of the Senator 
from Washington becoming chairman 
and, of course, being the most senior 
member next to Kent Conrad for so 
long, she knows this budget inside and 
out. It is filled with complexities—the 
mandatories, the discretionaries, the 
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defense and nondefense—all the things 
she knows in her head. She knows how 
to get us to balance not only in terms 
of the numbers she will move toward 
balance in her budget but also in terms 
of our priorities. 

I wish to make sure my people at 
home understand this. What the Sen-
ator from Washington is telling us is 
that for several years now—2 or 3—the 
Republicans have been chastising the 
Democrats for not passing a budget in 
the Senate; am I right on that? 

Mrs. MURRAY. That is correct. 
Mrs. BOXER. The reason we didn’t do 

it is we had another law that actually 
set our caps; am I right on that? So we 
didn’t go through the budget. 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mrs. BOXER. All right. So the Sen-
ator from Washington decided, with 
Senator REID and the leadership team, 
to bring a budget to the floor. Then—I 
will never forget it—we stayed here 
until 5 o’clock in the morning handling 
over 100 amendments; is that right? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mrs. BOXER. We passed a budget; the 
Senate passed its version of a budget. 
The regular order, as I understand it, 
having asked the Historian to go back 
and look, is that we then take the 
House budget and the Senate budget 
and we go to conference and the con-
ferees resolve the differences. All my 
friend is asking—and she has asked it 
or someone has asked it in her stead 
five times—we are asking our Repub-
lican colleagues to allow our leader to 
name the conferees—of course Senator 
MCCONNELL will name his—and walk 
into that conference committee to fin-
ish the budget. The budget is unfin-
ished; am I right? We have two 
versions. We need one version. What 
the Senator from Washington is telling 
us, in no uncertain terms, is that the 
Republicans are stopping this country 
from having a budget; am I stating it 
correctly? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is stat-
ing it correctly. 

Mrs. BOXER. Let me say to my 
friend, I hope she plans to be here as 
often as she can, and those of us who 
can help her will be here to continue to 
ask for conferees so we can get to the 
next stage. 

When Senator MCCONNELL said he 
would amend the request of the Sen-
ator from Washington, was he not pre-
judging what would happen in the con-
ference? He said no reconciliation, and 
he said something else. I don’t remem-
ber the other condition. 

Mrs. MURRAY. And no revenue. 
Mrs. BOXER. And no revenue. That is 

akin to the Senator from Washington 
saying, I will go to conference except I 
don’t want to see any more cuts in 
afterschool programs or senior citizen 
programs or veterans programs. In 
other words, we don’t take our prior-
ities as individual Senators into the 
conference. It is a team approach 
where we will have to compromise. 

So isn’t Senator MCCONNELL, by lay-
ing out his conditions, completely 
sidestepping regular order? 

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator would be 
correct, and I would add one other 
thought. What he is now asking us to 
do is to go back and vote on votes we 
already took when we went through 
the budget process and amendments 
did not pass. So he is saying, my 
amendments didn’t pass, but I am not 
going to let a conference happen unless 
I get my way. 

We have a majority. We have a mi-
nority. We went through hundreds of 
amendments. Some of them passed and 
some of them did not. It is the process 
we go through. 

Then we take what we passed—the 
House, by the way, passed a very dif-
ferent budget—we go to conference and 
resolve the differences. That is what a 
conference is. But if every Senator 
came out here and said on every bill we 
ever did we are not going to go to con-
ference unless I get the amendment I 
lost on the floor, we would never do 
anything in this country. That is not 
how a democracy works. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend. I got 
into this a little bit with Senator CRUZ 
the other day. He doesn’t want to go to 
conference because he is afraid we 
could pass the Buffett rule. We could 
come out of there with the Buffett 
rule, which says the billionaire execu-
tive should have to pay the same effec-
tive tax rate as a secretary. God forbid. 
He is afraid of that. So I just say, they 
are afraid of the process. What are they 
afraid of? They control the House. We 
control the Senate. Obviously, in con-
ference we are going to have to meet 
somewhere in the middle. 

It seems to me they have a fear of de-
mocracy, and it seems to me—and I 
don’t like to use this word but I will; it 
rhymes with democracy and it is called 
hypocrisy. They said they want to do a 
budget and now they are stopping the 
budget. 

I thank my friend. I want to make 
sure America understands this. They 
ran around the country running 
against our candidates saying our can-
didates wouldn’t do a budget and now 
they will not allow us to do a budget. 
It seems to me ridiculous. I am so 
happy our leader and the Senator from 
Washington are here to bring this issue 
the attention it deserves. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE 

CALENDAR 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at 1:30 today, 
the Senate proceed to executive session 
to consider Calendar Nos. 39 and 41 
under the previous order. 

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

Mr. REID. With this consent, there 
will be up to two rollcall votes at about 
2 p.m. today—there may be only one 
but up to two—on the nominations of 
Shelly Deckert Dick to be a district 

judge for the Middle District of Lou-
isiana and Nelson Stephen Roman to be 
a district judge for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I rise 
today to speak about the bill we are 
considering, but also to speak, in par-
ticular, about one aspect of the bill. We 
know the legislation as the so-called 
WRDA bill, the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act, and I want to express 
strong support for the legislation. 

This bill is, in fact, bipartisan, which 
is something we need more of around 
here. It provides for, among other 
things, flood protection, safe drinking 
water, wastewater infrastructure, and 
protects the flow of commerce along 
our Nation’s rivers and waterways. 

I am grateful for Chairman BOXER’s 
efforts, Ranking Member VITTER, and 
all the Members and staff of the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee 
for their dedication to writing a bill 
that addresses the challenges facing 
our country’s water systems. 

I want to speak in particular about 
inland waterways. 

Our Nation has—for many years now, 
many generations—a system of locks 
and dams that play a vital role in cre-
ating and sustaining jobs and sup-
porting economic growth throughout 
the country. 

I know in my home State of Pennsyl-
vania, even though I had been a State 
official for a number of years, I did not 
have a full appreciation of what this 
meant until about July of—I guess it 
was the first week of July 2007, when I 
was able to tour and actually see these 
major barges up close out in south-
western Pennsylvania and to be able to 
see the movement of coal or other com-
modities or energy resources across our 
waterways and what that meant to the 
economy of southwestern Pennsylvania 
but, indeed, the economy of our Com-
monwealth and our country. 

So when we hear the phrase ‘‘locks 
and dams’’ in Pennsylvania, especially 
in southwestern Pennsylvania, we do 
not think of some far off concept; we 
think of commerce and the movement 
of commerce and the jobs and the eco-
nomic growth that comes from that. 

Unfortunately, this system, this in-
land waterways system, is facing major 
challenges—challenges that threaten in 
ways that some of us could not imagine 
even a few years ago. 

The inland waterways system offers 
the most cost-competitive way to 
transport our commodities. It moves 
some 20 percent of the coal that is used 
to power our Nation’s electricity, much 
of it from Pennsylvania; also 22 percent 
of our petroleum products; and more 
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than 60 percent of export grain, which 
is moved because of this system. 

The shippers who produce or manu-
facture these commodities are in dan-
ger of losing their competitive edge un-
less we focus on proper funding for the 
lock-and-dam infrastructure. 

Unfortunately, the locks and dams of 
our Nation have far outlived their de-
sign life. There has not been sufficient 
investment to make headway in replac-
ing these locks and dams. But I am 
hopeful provisions I and others have 
worked on in the Water Resources De-
velopment Act, which we are consid-
ering now, will address the challenges 
facing this system. 

Provisions from my bill—which, by 
the way, goes by the acronym RIVER; 
the RIVER Act—that are included in 
the bill we are considering will insti-
tute a number of project management 
reforms that will make sure future 
lock-and-dam projects are built in the 
most cost-effective way possible. 

We cannot ask for a greater commit-
ment to the system or a greater invest-
ment without making sure we are also 
providing reforms. 

These reforms include risk-based cost 
estimates and an external peer review 
process for Army Corps projects across 
the Nation. This will help ensure that 
locks and dams in the projects that are 
undertaken are constructed in the way 
that is most efficient. We also want to 
make sure we have cost estimates that 
are realistic and, of course, avoid cost 
overruns. 

One of the provisions of the bill will 
also adjust the current cost-sharing 
system by increasing the threshold for 
the industry to contribute to major re-
habilitation projects to $20 million. 
This will allow for more funding for 
lock-and-dam projects, which is badly 
needed right now. 

These provisions in the overall water 
resources bill are common sense. They 
also happen to be fiscally responsible 
proposals that will significantly im-
prove our Nation’s inland waterways 
system and help to ensure our Nation’s 
waterways can continue to be an effec-
tive method to ship commodities. 

Well, how do we pay for that? Well, a 
rather interesting development for 
Washington, which I am about to de-
scribe for you: I am grateful so many of 
the provisions in my bill have been in-
cluded, but we also need to have an im-
portant conversation about how to fi-
nance this system and to keep the in-
land trust fund sustainable in the long 
term. 

I filed an amendment, amendment 
No. 854, that will raise the barge user 
fee from 20 cents per gallon to 29 cents 
per gallon. This fee has not been raised 
since 1986 and, as a result, is not keep-
ing up with inflation and project costs. 

We have great bipartisan support for 
this amendment. Senator ALEXANDER 
is leading this effort with me, and the 
amendment is cosponsored by the fol-
lowing Senators: Mr. BLUNT, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. STABE-
NOW, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Ms. LANDRIEU, 

Mr. FRANKEN, and Mr. HARKIN—indi-
cating the wide reach of the inland wa-
terways system and its impact on so 
many industries in so many States 
across the country. 

The current rate—the barge user fee 
of 20 cents per gallon—right now is not 
raising sufficient funding to keep up 
with operations and maintenance needs 
along the reach of the system. If we do 
not make this investment now, it could 
have dire consequences to multibillion- 
dollar industries that rely on the use of 
locks and dams to move their goods. 
Just consider coal being one of those 
examples. 

All 300 users of the inland waterways 
system support this increase. Let me 
say that again because this does not 
happen very much in Washington: All 
300 users of the inland waterways sys-
tem support this barge user fee in-
crease from 20 cents per gallon to 29 
cents per gallon. 

Here we have an example of an indus-
try that is forward looking in asking 
Congress to allow them to pay more in 
order to make critical investments in 
their own infrastructure. 

In addition to the support of indus-
try, the user fee increase is backed by 
a diverse array of organizations across 
the country, including the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, the National Farm-
ers Union, the National Association of 
Manufacturers, the American Farm 
Bureau, the AFL–CIO, and over 250 na-
tional and local organizations, includ-
ing barge operators, agriculture, en-
ergy and civics and conservation 
groups. 

In southwestern Pennsylvania alone 
over 200,000 jobs rely on the proper 
functioning of locks and dams on the 
lower Monongahela River. For those 
who do not know, it is a river on the 
western end of our State that flows 
into the city of Pittsburgh—one of the 
three rivers we describe as part of our 
landscape in Pittsburgh. 

If one of these locks were to fail, it 
would endanger all 200,000 jobs and 
have a negative impact of over $1 bil-
lion just in that region, not to mention 
the adverse impact beyond the region. 
Raising the user fee now will help pre-
vent a catastrophe in the near future. 

I understand there are objections to 
addressing important concerns about 
including a funding fix for locks and 
dams in this bill due to the so-called 
blue-slip concerns that involve the 
House of Representatives. 

I will work to look for other vehicles 
so we do not continue to kick this can 
down the road, and I will talk to Mem-
bers of the House to include this fix in 
their version. 

If we cannot raise revenue on an in-
dustry that is asking to pay more so 
they can invest in their infrastructure, 
I am afraid the future of our waterways 
system is in great jeopardy. 

Many of my colleagues in the Senate 
on both sides of the aisle recognize the 
importance of providing a way to pay 
for investments we need in our locks- 
and-dams system, and I urge the House 

to follow suit. I have no doubt they 
want to do the same. 

We cannot squander critical founda-
tions that have made America what it 
is. Reinvesting in our Nation’s water-
ways will allow us to seize economic 
opportunities to remain competitive in 
the world and protect and create jobs 
for generations to come. 

I will note one citation of history, 
from a major volume in Pennsylvania 
history. This goes back to the 1800s 
when we developed a canal system to 
move commodities and commerce 
across our waterways. I will read one 
sentence from page 180 of a book enti-
tled ‘‘Pennsylvania: A History of the 
Commonwealth.’’ Here is what they 
said all those years ago in the 1800s, 
talking about coal: 

Through those routes, anthracite coal left 
Pennsylvania for England, Russia, Central 
Europe and Asia. 

But the reason that coal was able to 
get to those places is because we had a 
system in place to move it. 

What we do not want to have today 
in our time is a system that breaks 
down because we are not willing to 
make the investment. As I said before, 
this investment is supported by all of 
those organizations but especially the 
300 users who are willing to invest 
more so that tomorrow will be bright 
and we can move commerce across the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and 
across our country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, be-

fore the Senator from Pennsylvania 
leaves the floor, I would like to thank 
him for his forthright and courageous 
statement on the situation in Syria. I 
thank him for his involvement and his 
commitment to the freedom of the peo-
ple of Syria. 

(The remarks of Mr. MCCAIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 912 are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I 
rise today to speak in favor of amend-
ment No. 802 to the WRDA bill offered 
by my friend, great legislator, chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Home-
land Security, Senator MARY LAN-
DRIEU. I am proud to cosponsor this 
amendment. 

The amendment would delay flood in-
surance premium increases until 
FEMA has completed a study on the 
impacts on the affordability of planned 
premium increases. Nobody in this 
body knows better than Senator LAN-
DRIEU the challenges faced by commu-
nities in the wake of natural disasters, 
and she has been beyond generous in 
sharing her time and expertise and 
lending her vocal support to the 
States, such as mine, so greatly im-
pacted by Superstorm Sandy. 

Last year Congress passed a flood in-
surance reauthorization and reform 
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bill, the Biggert-Waters Act. We passed 
the Biggert-Waters Act because if the 
program expired, flood insurance would 
become unavailable or unaffordable for 
people who needed it. 

Congress also needed to reform the 
program going forward because it is 
billions of dollars in debt and needs to 
be put on a better financial footing. 

In my home State, one of the coun-
ties received a very poor and unfair 
map, which was undone in the bill. 

In the aftermath of Superstorm 
Sandy, many middle-class families in 
New York are struggling to get back on 
their feet. Many lost everything. They 
have had to drain their savings to re-
build. They have been out of their 
homes for months. The kids get on a 
schoolbus and have to go 20, 30 miles to 
school. 

Imagine losing everything in your 
home as so many have. It is an awful 
feeling, not just the chair you were 
comfortable sitting in, all of your ap-
pliances and all of that, but that pic-
ture of great-grandma and great- 
grandpa which was priceless is gone. It 
is a horrible thing. 

Adding another layer of difficulty to 
this situation, the flood insurance re-
forms enacted by Congress last summer 
result, in many cases, in huge insur-
ance premiums. Our families in New 
York are caught in limbo. 

Families in Breezy Point, the 
Rockaways, Broad Channel, Staten Is-
land, Brooklyn, on the south shore of 
Long Island, from Long Beach all the 
way out to Mastic and Shirley, are still 
trying to make decisions, are repairing 
their homes and investing tens of thou-
sands of dollars to do so. Many of these 
homes are very middle-class homes. 
These are not rich people. They have 
worked hard. Some of them are teach-
ers, policemen, firemen, construction 
workers or small business owners. 
Many of them are being told their in-
surance rates could be $10,000 a year or 
more. What kind of insurance is flood 
insurance if it is $10,000 a year? It puts 
homeowners in the worst possible posi-
tion. They either have to come up with 
an additional $10,000—worse in Sandy 
because they have already paid money 
to redo their homes, but even for a nor-
mal homeowner $10,000 a year and you 
don’t get a mortgage. Ten thousand 
dollars a year, this is absurd. 

I don’t know what is wrong with the 
flood insurance program, but any pro-
gram that has to charge an average 
homeowner on Long Island, Brooklyn, 
Queens or Staten Island $10,000 ought 
to be reexamined by this Congress. It is 
confounding. People are upset and they 
should be. 

Recognizing the burden these 
changes could put on families, FEMA 
was required to conduct a study on the 
affordability of flood insurance, the ef-
fects of increased premiums on low-in-
come homeowners and middle-income 
homeowners, and ways to increase af-
fordability. The study was originally 
supposed to be completed within 270 
days. That was 9 months after the bill 
was passed. 

That deadline has come and gone. 
FEMA hasn’t even begun to collect the 
necessary data. We know FEMA has 
been busy responding to Sandy and 
other natural disasters. 

At the same time it is unfair to hit 
homeowners with massive new flood in-
surance premiums without any plan of 
how to address the needs for those who 
can’t afford these skyrocketing, out-of- 
control, and out-of-reach premiums. 
The amendment is a recognition of 
that fundamental fairness. 

Large parts of New York City are 
having their flood maps revised. As a 
result, New Yorkers, many, could face 
the prospect of crushing increases in 
premiums. Right now, far too many 
Sandy victims are still in the process 
of rebuilding their homes. They simply 
cannot afford a whopping increase in 
flood insurance premiums. 

Common sense and a sense of fairness 
dictate that we should delay any un-
necessary increases until we know ex-
actly how hard they hit our commu-
nities and until we can come up with a 
solution that makes flood insurance 
reasonable and affordable—particularly 
if it is mandated, as it often is—in ef-
fect or by law. 

That is what the amendment does. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
the amendment. 

I also wish to mention an amendment 
offered by my good friend from across 
the Hudson River, Senator MENENDEZ 
of New Jersey, a State also suffering 
from Superstorm Sandy, that seems to 
address many of the same concerns. 

His amendment would delay flood in-
surance premium increases until 
FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Pro-
gram funds have been expended. This 
commonsense amendment would give 
homeowners a chance to use the Haz-
ard Mitigation Grant Program for its 
intended purpose, to rebuild stronger 
and safer, resulting in lower flood 
risks. 

This amendment simply says: Let’s 
wait until people have taken this op-
portunity to reduce their future flood 
risks before we increase their flood pre-
miums. It makes abundant sense. I 
hope my colleagues would pass both 
Senator LANDRIEU’s and Senator 
MENENDEZ’s fine amendments. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HEINRICH). The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that I be permitted to speak as in 
morning business for up to 10 minutes. 

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

HEALTH CARE 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, all over 

America concern has been growing that 
the implementation of ObamaCare will 
cause serious damage to our economy 
and to our health care system. Lost 
wages, soaring insurance rates, more 
bureaucracy, and less access to care 
are just some of the adverse con-
sequences we are beginning to see. 
There are as many reasons for concern 
as there are flaws in this ill-advised 
law. 

Today, I wish to focus on just one of 
these flaws; that is, the Affordable 
Care Act’s definition of a full-time em-
ployee. I also will comment on legisla-
tion I have introduced to fix this one 
flaw. 

My preference, of course, would be 
for us to repeal ObamaCare and start 
all over, taking some good features of 
the law, such as the feature that allows 
young people to stay on their parents’ 
health care policy until age 26, some of 
the provisions having to do with pre-
ventive care, and some of the provi-
sions having to do with preexisting 
conditions. 

We should have crafted a bill that fo-
cused on lowering health care costs be-
cause it is the high cost of health care 
that is the reason we have millions of 
Americans who are uninsured. Here we 
are with a deeply flawed law that is 
having very serious adverse con-
sequences for the people of our coun-
try. 

Let me talk further about the issue 
of the definition of a full-time em-
ployee. Under ObamaCare, an employee 
working just 30 hours a week is defined 
as full time. That is a definition that is 
completely out of step with standard 
employment practices in the United 
States today. 

According to a survey published by 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the av-
erage American works 8.8 hours per 
day, which equates to 44 hours per 
week. The ObamaCare definition is 
nearly one-third lower than actual 
practice; likewise, the ObamaCare defi-
nition of full-time employee is one- 
quarter lower than the 40 hours per 
week used by the GAO in its study of 
the budget and staffing required by the 
IRS to implement this new law. 

In that report the GAO described a 
full-time equivalent employee as the 
measure of staff hours equal to those of 
an employee who works the equivalent 
of 40 hours per week for 52 weeks. 

We also know, generally speaking, 
that employers are required to pay 
overtime to workers after 40 hours a 
week. That is another indication that 
40 hours a week is the standard defini-
tion of a full-time employee. Yet, in-
conceivably, ObamaCare defines a full- 
time worker as one who works only 30 
hours a week. 

The effect of using such a low hourly 
threshold is to artificially drive up the 
number of full-time workers for pur-
poses of calculating the Draconian pen-
alties to which employers can be ex-
posed by ObamaCare. These penalties 
begin at $40,000 for businesses with 50 
employees, plus $2,000 for each addi-
tional full-time equivalent employee. 

Needless to say, these penalties will 
discourage businesses from growing or 
adding jobs, particularly for employers 
who are close to that 50-job trigger. In 
addition, these penalties create a pow-
erful incentive for employers to cut the 
hours their employees are allowed to 
work so they are no longer considered 
full-time for the purposes of this law. 

This is not some hypothetical con-
cern. I have heard from employers in 
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Maine who feel they are going to be 
forced to stay under the 50-employee 
threshold, and they are even consid-
ering, very reluctantly, cutting the 
number of hours per week their em-
ployees are working. Similar accounts 
have appeared in the media. For exam-
ple, last week the Los Angeles Times 
reported that the city of Long Beach, 
CA, is limiting most of its 1,600 part- 
time workers to just 27 hours a week to 
make sure they do not work over the 
30-hour threshold. This is a munici-
pality that is cutting the hours and 
thus the wages of its workers simply 
because of the requirements of 
ObamaCare. 

According to this news story, the 
parent company for the Red Lobster 
and Olive Garden restaurant chains is 
limiting the hours of some of their em-
ployees for the same reason. 

I would ask unanimous consent that 
the Los Angeles Times article entitled 
‘‘Part-timers to lose pay amid health 
act’s new math’’ be printed in the 
RECORD immediately following my re-
marks. 

Bringing it closer to home, one 
Maine business I know has 47 employ-
ees. It is doing pretty well and would 
like to create more jobs and hire more 
employees, but it simply will not be-
cause of the onerous penalties it would 
incur once it gets to 50 employees. If 
more businesses follow suit, millions of 
American workers could find their 
hours and their earnings cut back, with 
jobs lost to them at a time when our 
country is still struggling with an un-
acceptably high rate of unemployment. 

A study just published by the Labor 
Center at the University of California, 
Berkeley, underscores the danger. That 
study, which examined the hours 
worked in businesses with 100 or more 
employees, found that 6.4 million work-
ers in these firms worked between 30 
and 36 hours per week and another 3.6 
million workers have variable work 
schedules that make them vulnerable 
to having their hours cut as a direct re-
sult of ObamaCare. 

The study identified 2.3 million work-
ers as being at the greatest risk. Not 
surprisingly, these are workers who are 
employed in the retail trade, nursing 
homes, restaurants, and hotels. These 
are some of the most vulnerable work-
ers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
study I just referred to immediately 
following my remarks. 

Let me cite an actual example from 
my State of Maine. 

Peter Daigle, who runs Lafayette Ho-
tels, the largest hotel chain in the 
State of Maine, has told me that many 
of his 800 employees work between 30 
and 40 hours a week, and that, from a 
financial standpoint, it would make 
sense for his company to limit their 
hours to ensure they do not go over the 
30-hour threshold. This is an artificial 
limit that is driven solely by 
ObamaCare. As Peter puts it: 

It concerns us that employers are being 
put in a position that they would have to cut 
associates’ hours just to meet a Federal reg-
ulation. 

Believe me, the owners of the Lafay-
ette chain of hotels are civic-minded, 
good employers, who care deeply about 
the well-being of their employees. 

During the consideration of the budg-
et resolution, the Senate adopted my 
amendment calling for legislation set-
ting a more sensible definition of ‘‘full- 
time’’ employee for purposes of 
ObamaCare penalties. Last month, I in-
troduced a bill to protect Americans 
who may otherwise find their hours are 
curtailed and their earnings cut as a 
result of the unrealistic definition of a 
full-time employee that is included in 
ObamaCare. Under my bill, a full-time 
employee would be an individual who 
works a 40-hour workweek. That only 
makes sense. This is a sensible, com-
monsense definition in keeping with 
actual practice. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
legislation, S. 701. It will not solve all 
of the problems—the many problems— 
of ObamaCare, but it will help to en-
sure millions of American workers do 

not have their hours reduced because of 
an artificially low, unrealistic defini-
tion in the law that is completely in-
consistent with actual practice in this 
country. 

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

[From the UC Berkeley Labor Center] 

WHICH WORKERS ARE MOST AT RISK OF RE-
DUCED WORK HOURS UNDER THE AFFORDABLE 
CARE ACT? 

The Affordable Care Act (ACA) requires 
employers to provide coverage or pay a pen-
alty based on the number of employees work-
ing 30 or more hours per week. This data 
brief looks at which industries have a high 
percentage of employees working fewer than 
or slightly above 30 hours, placing them at 
risk for reduced hours by an employer wish-
ing to avoid penalties. We also look at the 
distribution of hours worked by type of 
health coverage. While the penalty only ap-
plies to firms with more than 50 full-time 
equivalent employees, due to data limita-
tions we show all results for workers in firms 
with more than 100 total employees. Thus, 
the tables may slightly understate the num-
ber of potentially affected workers. 

Table 1 below shows the distribution of 
hours worked by industry in the United 
States. From this we see that 6.4 million 
U.S. workers, 8.9 percent of the workers in 
firms of 100 or more, work 30 to 36 hours a 
week. An additional 3.6 million workers re-
port that their ‘‘work hours vary’’ and may 
also be vulnerable to a reduction in work 
hours. The industries with the highest per-
centage of employees working slightly over 
30 hours are Restaurants, Nursing Homes, 
Accommodation, Healthcare, Retail Trade, 
Education and Building Services. The right 
most columns show the number of workers 
who are most vulnerable to work reduction, 
namely, those working 30 to 36 hours, with 
incomes below 400% of the Federal Poverty 
Level and not covered by their own em-
ployer. The industries with the highest con-
centration of such workers are Restaurants, 
Accommodation, Building Services, Nursing 
Homes and Retail Trade. Retail and Res-
taurants account for 47 percent of the most 
vulnerable group. While Healthcare has a 
higher than average share of employees 
working between 30 and 36 hours, most in 
that hours category are in higher income 
families and/or receive health coverage 
through their employer. 

TABLE 1—HOURS WORKED BY INDUSTRY, WORKERS IN FIRMS OF 100 OR MORE EMPLOYEES, U.S. 

Number of workers (thousands) Percent of workers 

Hours 
vary 

Below 
30 hrs 

30 to 
36 hrs 

37 + 
hrs 

Most vulner-
able to work 
reduction* 

Hours vary 
(percent) 

Below 30 
hrs 

(percent) 

30 to 36 
hrs 

(percent) 

37 + hrs 
(percent) 

Most vulner-
able to work 
reduction* 
(percent) 

Agriculture, Forestry, Mining ............................................................................................................................... 53 15 19 661 10 6.0 5.0 3.4 85.5 1.5 
Construction ......................................................................................................................................................... 103 41 63 1,801 20 6.8 2.3 4.8 86.0 1.0 
Manufacturing ...................................................................................................................................................... 361 157 276 8,227 88 2.9 2.4 4.2 90.5 1.0 
Utilities, Transp, Communication ........................................................................................................................ 353 298 242 4,478 77 8.3 5.0 4.9 81.8 1.4 
Wholesale ............................................................................................................................................................. 81 51 46 1,652 19 3.4 3.7 7.7 85.2 1.0 
Retail Trade ......................................................................................................................................................... 572 1,589 1,217 5,319 570 3.8 13.0 10.6 72.5 6.5 
Financial .............................................................................................................................................................. 170 215 213 4,850 59 3.5 5.1 4.4 86.9 1.1 
Education ............................................................................................................................................................. 438 1,495 1,040 7,331 237 4.3 14.5 10.1 71.1 2.3 
Accommodation .................................................................................................................................................... 55 72 119 574 68 6.7 8.8 14.5 70.0 8.3 
Other Services ...................................................................................................................................................... 723 1,092 966 13,912 324 4.3 6.5 5.8 83.3 1.9 
Restaurants .......................................................................................................................................................... 314 815 719 1,328 515 11.3 23.8 20.7 44.2 16.2 
Bldg. Services ...................................................................................................................................................... 11 48 38 232 25 6.4 14.9 9.9 68.8 7.6 
Healthcare ............................................................................................................................................................ 359 872 1,280 6,094 194 5.5 12.0 13.7 68.7 2.3 
Nursing Homes .................................................................................................................................................... 53 118 194 723 82 5.0 9.6 18.8 66.6 7.6 

Total ............................................................................................................................................................ 3,647 6,876 6,431 57,182 2,288 5.3 9.2 8.9 76.6 3.1 

Source: Current Population Survey month of March for 2010–2012; ages 19–64, hours worked at main job 
* Those in the industry working 30–36 hours, below 400% FPL and do not have insurance through their own employer. 

Table 2 shows the distribution of worker 
health coverage by the number of hours 
worked. While 68.8 percent have insurance 

through their employer, this only holds for 
23.5 percent of employees working fewer than 
30 hours a week. For this part-time group, 

33.5 percent have insurance through a family 
member, 10.7 percent have public coverage, 
10.3 percent purchase coverage through the 
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individual market and 21.9 percent are unin-
sured. Slightly more than 50 percent of those 
working between 30 and 36 hours do not have 

coverage through their own employer, 
though only slightly more than one quarter 
are uninsured or purchase coverage in the in-

dividual market. These workers are the most 
likely to receive subsidized coverage through 
the Exchanges. 

TABLE 2—HOURS WORKED BY HEALTH COVERAGE, WORKERS IN FIRMS OF 100 OR MORE EMPLOYEES, U.S. 

Hours vary 
(percent) 

Below 30 
hrs 

(percent) 

30 to 36 
hrs 

(percent) 

37+ hrs 
(percent) 

Total 
(percent) 

Coverage type: 
Employer-sponsored insurance thru employer ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 52.1 23.5 49.4 77.5 68.8 
Employer-sponsored insurance thru family member ....................................................................................................................................................................................... 17.1 33.5 17.4 9.8 13.0 
Public ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 6.5 10.7 7.4 2.3 3.7 
Individual Market/Other ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 5.3 10.3 4.8 2.0 3.2 
Uninsured ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 19.1 21.9 20.9 8.5 11.3 

Total ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Current Population Survey month of March for 2010–2012; ages 19–64, hours worked at main job. 

The 2.3 million workers identified as at 
greatest risk for work hour reduction rep-
resent 1.8 percent of the United States work-
force. This is consistent with the research on 
the impact of Hawaii’s health care law on 
work hours. Hawaii requires firms to provide 
health insurance to employees working 20 
hours a week or more, so the cost to employ-
ers for full-time workers are much greater in 
Hawaii than under the ACA, while the hour 
threshold is lower. Buchmueller, DiNardo 
and Valetta (2011) found a 1.4 percentage 
point increase in the share of employees 
working less than 20 hours a week as a result 
of the law. In Massachusetts, where the em-
ployer penalty is smaller than in the ACA 
($295 per year), there was no evidence of a 
disproportionate shift towards part-time 
work compared to the rest of the nation. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 2, 2013] 
PART-TIMERS TO LOSE PAY AMID HEALTH 

ACT’S NEW MATH 
(By Chad Terhune) 

Some workers are having their hours cut 
so employers won’t have to cover them under 
Obamacare. But many will benefit from the 
healthcare law’s premium subsidies and Med-
icaid expansion. 

Many part-timers are facing a double 
whammy from President Obama’s Affordable 
Care Act. The law requires large employers 
offering health insurance to include part- 
time employees working 30 hours a week or 
more. But rather than provide healthcare to 
more workers, a growing number of employ-
ers are cutting back employee hours instead. 

The result: Not only will these workers 
earn less money, but they’ll also miss out on 
health insurance at work. 

Consider the city of Long Beach. It is lim-
iting most of its 1,600 part-time employees to 
fewer than 27 hours a week, on average. City 
officials say that without cutting payroll 
hours, new health benefits would cost up to 
$2 million more next year, and that extra ex-
pense would trigger layoffs and cutbacks in 
city services. 

Part-timer Tara Sievers, 43, understands 
why, but she still thinks it’s wrong. 

‘‘I understand there are costs to healthcare 
reform, but it is surely not the intent of the 
law for employees to lose hours,’’ said the 
outreach coordinator at the El Dorado Na-
ture Center in Long Beach. ‘‘It’s ridiculous 
the city is skirting the law.’’ 

Across the nation, hundreds of thousands 
of other hourly workers may also see smaller 
paychecks in the coming year because of this 
response to the federal healthcare law. The 
law exempts businesses with fewer than 50 
full-time workers from this requirement to 
provide benefits. 

But big restaurant chains, retailers and 
movie theaters are starting to trim em-
ployee hours. Even colleges are reducing 
courses for part-time professors to keep their 
hours down and avoid paying for their health 
premiums. 

Overall, an estimated 2.3 million workers 
nationwide, including 240,000 in California, 
are at risk of losing hours as employers ad-
just to the new math of workplace benefits, 
according to research by UC Berkeley. All 
this comes at a time when part-timers are 
being hired in greater numbers as U.S. em-
ployers look to keep payrolls lean. 

One consolation for part-timers is that 
many of them stand to benefit the most from 
the healthcare law’s federal premium sub-
sidies or an expansion of Medicaid, both 
starting in January. 

The law will require most Americans to 
buy health insurance or pay a penalty. Yet 
many lower-income people will qualify for 
government insurance or be eligible for dis-
counted premiums on private policies. 

QUIZ: TEST YOUR HEALTHCARE KNOWLEDGE 
‘‘For people losing a few hours each week, 

that’s lost income and it has a real impact,’’ 
said Ken Jacobs, chairman of the UC Berke-
ley Center for Labor Research and Edu-
cation. ‘‘But many low-wage, part-time 
workers will also have some affordable op-
tions under the federal law.’’ 

Employers say these cutbacks are nec-
essary given the high cost of providing bene-
fits. The average annual premium for em-
ployee-only coverage was $6,540 in California 
last year. Family coverage topped $16,000 a 
year. Those premiums have shot up 170% in 
the past decade, more than five times the 
rate of inflation in the state. 

Bill Dombrowski, chief executive of the 
California Retailers Assn., said employers 
are reducing hours because ‘‘it’s the only 
way to survive economically.’’ 

The full effect of these changes in the 
workplace isn’t known yet because many 
employers are still considering what to do. 
Many companies waited to see whether the 
landmark legislation would survive a Su-
preme Court challenge and the outcome of 
last fall’s presidential election. 

Now many employers are scrambling to 
understand the latest federal rules on imple-
mentation and are analyzing what makes the 
most sense for their workforce and for run-
ning their business. 

There has been widespread speculation 
that many businesses would drop health cov-
erage entirely in favor of paying a federal 
penalty of $2,000 per worker. Benefit consult-
ants and insurance brokers say many compa-
nies examined that scenario. But they say 
most rejected it because of the disruption it 
would cause for employees and the potential 
for putting an employer at a competitive dis-
advantage in luring talented workers. 

Instead, pruning the hours of part-timers 
has attracted far more interest. 

‘‘That will be a widespread strategy,’’ said 
Dede Kennedy-Simington, vice president at 
Polenzani Benefits in Pasadena. ‘‘Employers 
will be making sure their payroll system can 
flag when part-time workers are getting 
close to the cap they set.’’ 

Long Beach officials said they studied the 
various budget options and opted for a plan 

that should affect only a small portion of its 
workforce. The city estimates about 200 
part-time workers will be among the most 
affected by a reduction in hours, rep-
resenting about 13% of its overall part-time 
staff. The city calculated that the federal 
penalty for dropping coverage completely for 
its 4,100 full-time employees would have been 
about $8 million. 

‘‘We’re in the same boat as many employ-
ers,’’ said Tom Modica, the city’s director of 
government affairs. ‘‘We need to maintain 
the programs and service levels we have 
now.’’ 

Sievers, the outreach coordinator, has 
worked on and off for the city since 1994. She 
agreed that the city has experienced tough 
fiscal times as many municipalities have 
since the recession. But the city expects a 
budget surplus of $3.6 million for the coming 
year. 

‘‘Many part-timers are already struggling 
to get by in these jobs,’’ Sievers said. 

Virginia’s Republican governor, Bob 
McDonnell, announced this year that all 
part-time state employees should work 29 
hours or less to avert the 30-hour threshold. 
Darden Restaurants Inc., which owns the 
Olive Garden and Red Lobster chains, began 
shifting to more part-time workers last fall 
in a much-publicized test to keep a lid on 
healthcare costs. Then Darden dropped the 
plan after being roundly criticized. 

Some California lawmakers worry that the 
federal penalties for not providing health 
coverage aren’t enough of a deterrent. They 
have proposed additional state fines to pre-
vent major retailers, restaurant chains and 
other employers from restricting hours and 
dumping more of their workers onto public 
programs such as Medi-Cal. Opponents say 
the proposal is unnecessary and could deter 
companies from adding workers. 

Some supporters of the Affordable Care 
Act say they welcome a gradual shift away 
from employer-sponsored coverage if new 
government-run exchanges give consumers a 
choice of competitively priced health plans. 
Some low- and middle-income workers who 
qualify for federal subsidies may end up pay-
ing less by buying their own policy next year 
compared with their contribution toward 
employer coverage. 

‘‘If the exchanges work,’’ said Nelson 
Lichtenstein, a professor of history at UC 
Santa Barbara and a labor expert, ‘‘then I’d 
be in favor of more people getting covered 
that way rather than through employers.’’ 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor and I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

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

NOMINATION OF SHELLY DECKERT 
DICK TO BE UNITED STATES DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE MIDDLE 
DISTRICT OF LOUISIANA 

f 

NOMINATION OF NELSON STEPHEN 
ROMAN TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nominations, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nominations of Shelly Deckert 
Dick, of Louisiana, to be United States 
District Judge for the Middle District 
of Louisiana, and Nelson Stephen 
Roman, of New York, to be United 
States District Judge for the Southern 
District of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 30 
minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, over the 
last month, Senate Republicans have 
failed to refute the facts of what they 
have done to President Obama’s judi-
cial nominations. The Senate’s work 
on judicial nominations should not be 
about partisan point-scoring; it should 
be about ensuring the American people 
have access to justice. I rejected that 
partisan tit-for-tat approach while 
moving to confirm 100 of President 
Bush’s judicial nominees in just 17 
months in 2001 and 2002. 

The question for the Senate is, Are 
we doing enough to ensure that hard 
working Americans have access to jus-
tice so that they can have their rights 
protected? At a time when 10 percent of 
the Federal bench remains vacant, I do 
not think that we are. The standard we 
set during the Bush administration for 
quickly moving to confirm non-
controversial nominees is not being 
met. 

Senate Republicans who take such 
pride in the number of nominees being 
confirmed this year ignore how many 
were needlessly delayed from confirma-
tion last year and what they have done 
during the last 4 years. That is why 
after the 14 confirmations this year, we 
remain more than 20 confirmations be-
hind the pace we set for President 
Bush’s circuit and district nominees, 
and vacancies remain nearly twice as 
high as they were at this point during 
President Bush’s second term. For all 
their self-congratulatory statements, 
they cannot refute the following: We 
are not even keeping up with attrition. 
Vacancies have increased, not de-
creased, since the start of this year. 
President Obama’s judicial nominees 
have faced unprecedented delays and 
obstruction by Senate Republicans. We 
have yet to finish the work that could 
and should have been completed last 

year. There are still a dozen judicial 
nominees with bipartisan support being 
denied confirmation. 

A recent report by the nonpartisan 
Congressional Research Service com-
pares the whole of President Obama’s 
first term to the whole of President 
Bush’s first term, and the contrast 
could not be more clear. The median 
Senate floor wait time for President 
Obama’s district nominees was five 
times longer than for President Bush’s. 
President Obama’s circuit nominees 
faced even longer delays, and their me-
dian wait time was 7.3 times longer 
than for President Bush’s circuit nomi-
nees. The comparison is even worse if 
we look just at nominees who were re-
ported and confirmed unanimously. 
President Bush’s unanimously con-
firmed circuit nominees had a median 
wait time of just 14 days. Compare that 
to the 130.5 days for President Obama’s 
unanimous nominees. That is more 
than nine times longer. Even the non-
partisan CRS calls this a ‘‘notable 
change.’’ There is no good reason for 
such unprecedented delays, but those 
are the facts. 

The confirmations in the last few 
months does not change the reality of 
what has happened over the last 4 
years. If a baseball player goes 0-for-9, 
and then gets a hit, we do not say he is 
an all-star because he is batting 1.000 
in his last at bat. We recognize that he 
is just 1-for-10 and not a very good hit-
ter. 

So while I welcome the confirma-
tions this year, I note both that 10 of 
the 14 could and should have been con-
firmed last year and that there are an-
other dozen nominees pending before 
the Senate, including four who also 
could have been confirmed last year. 
We can and must do more for Ameri-
cans who look to our courts for justice. 
They deserve better than long delays 
and empty courtrooms. With 10 percent 
of our Federal bench vacant and a 
backlog of nominees on the Senate Ex-
ecutive Calendar, it is clear that the 
Senate is not working up to its full ca-
pacity on nominations. 

It is true that some vacancies do not 
have nominees. I wish Republican 
home State Senators would work with 
President Obama to fill these vacan-
cies. Nor do those vacancies excuse 
their unwillingness to complete action 
on the consensus judicial nominees 
who are ready to be confirmed but 
whose confirmations are being delayed. 
Mark Barnett, Claire Kelly, Shelly 
Dick, William Orrick, Nelson Román, 
Sheri Chappell, Michael McShane, 
Nitza Quinones Alejandro, Luis 
Restrepo, Jeffrey Schmehl, Kenneth 
Gonzales, and Gregory Phillips are 
awaiting confirmation and Sri 
Srinivasan, Ray Chen, and Jennifer 
Dorsey can be reported to the Senate 
today, without further delay. So long 
as there is a backlog of nominees be-
fore the Senate, the fault for failing to 
confirm these nominees lies solely with 
Senate Republicans. 

The Judicial Conference recently re-
leased their judgeship recommenda-

tions. Based upon the caseloads of our 
Federal courts, the conference rec-
ommended the creation of 91 new 
judgeships. That is in addition to the 86 
judgeships that are currently vacant. 
This means that the effective vacancy 
rate on the Federal bench is over 18 
percent. A vacancy rate this high is 
harmful to the individuals and busi-
nesses that depend on our courts for 
speedy justice. The damage is even 
more acute in the busiest district 
courts, such as those in border States 
that have heavy immigration-related 
caseloads. In a Washington Post article 
about the CRS report, Jonathan Bern-
stein wrote: ‘‘Ordinary people who just 
want to get their legal matters taken 
care of promptly have suffered because 
of all the vacancies on federal courts.’’ 
I ask unanimous consent to have the 
article entitled ‘‘New report confirms 
GOP obstructionism is unprecedented’’ 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my statement. 

Unneccessarily prolonged vacancies 
are not the only way that partisanship 
in Washington is hurting our courts. 
Sequestration continues to affect our 
justice system. The chief judge of the 
Fourth Circuit, William B. Traxler, Jr., 
has written: ‘‘The impact of sequestra-
tion on the Judiciary is particularly 
harsh because the courts have no con-
trol over their workload. They must re-
spond to all cases that are filed . . . .’’ 
He went on to say: 

[A] significant problem arises when budget 
cuts impact our responsibilities under the 
Constitution. This happens when we cannot 
afford to fulfill the Sixth Amendment right 
to representation for indigents charged with 
crimes. The predictable result is that crimi-
nal prosecutions will slow and our legal sys-
tem will not operate as efficiently. This will 
cost us all in many different ways. 

I share Chief Judge Traxler’s con-
cern, and I ask unanimous consent to 
have his statement printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. 

Our Federal judiciary provides jus-
tice to 310 million Americans and gives 
full effect to the laws that we pass here 
in the Senate. We have a constitutional 
responsibility to those 310 million 
Americans to make sure that they can 
count on our Federal courts to provide 
justice. Federal courts should not be 
held hostage to partisan obstruction, 
and we need to keep our courts fully 
funded so that they can continue to 
meet the promise of timely justice that 
is embedded in our Constitution. 

Shelly Dick is nominated to fill a va-
cancy on the U.S. District Court for 
the Middle District of Louisiana. Since 
1994, she has been in private practice at 
the Law Offices of Shelly D. Dick, LLC, 
in Baton Rouge and was previously an 
associate with the law firm of Gary 
Field Landry and Dornier. Addition-
ally, since 2008, she has served as an ad 
hoc hearing officer for the Louisiana 
Workforce Commission. Shelly Dick 
has the bipartisan support of her home 
State Senators, Ms. LANDRIEU and Mr. 
VITTER, and was reported unanimously 
by the Judiciary Committee over 2 
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months ago. She is one of the pending 
nominees who could have been expe-
dited and confirmed last year. When 
confirmed, Shelly Dick will be the first 
woman to serve on the U.S. District 
Court for the Middle District of Lou-
isiana. 

Nelson Román is nominated to fill a 
judicial emergency vacancy on the U.S. 
District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of New York. He currently serves 
as an associate justice for the New 
York State Supreme Court, Appellate 
Division, First Department. He pre-
viously served as a justice of the New 
York State Supreme Court, Civil Term, 
Bronx County, as a judge for the New 
York City Civil Court, Bronx County, 
and as a judge of the housing part of 
the New York City Civil Court, Bronx 
County. Prior to becoming a judge, he 
was an assistant district attorney in 
Kings County, NY, as well as a special 
narcotics assistant district attorney in 
New York City. From 1995 to 1998, Jus-
tice Román served as a law clerk to the 
Honorable Jose A. Padilla, Jr. of the 
New York County Civil Court. He has 
the support of his home State Sen-
ators, Mr. SCHUMER and Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, and was reported unanimously 
by the Judiciary Committee over 2 
months ago. 

Senate Republicans have a long way 
to go to match the record of coopera-
tion on consensus nominees that Sen-
ate Democrats established during the 
Bush administration, but I hope that 
the confirmations so far this year indi-
cate that they are finally reconsidering 
their wholesale obstruction of Presi-
dent Obama’s nominees. After today’s 
votes, 10 more judicial nominees re-
main pending, and all were reported 
with bipartisan support. All Senate 
Democrats are ready to vote on each of 
them to allow them to get to work for 
the American people. We can make real 
progress if Senate Republicans are 
willing to join us. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle and statement to which I referred 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, May 3, 2013] 
NEW REPORT CONFIRMS GOP OBSTRUCTIONISM 

IS UNPRECEDENTED 
(By Jonathan Bernstein) 

The nonpartisan Congressional Research 
Service has released an important new re-
port that details Barack Obama’s record on 
nominating judges during his first term. It’s 
no surprise: Republican obstruction against 
his selections was unprecedented. For exam-
ple: 

‘‘President Obama is the only one of the 
five most recent Presidents for whom, during 
his first term, both the average and median 
waiting time from nomination to confirma-
tion for circuit and district court nominees 
was greater than half a calendar year (i.e., 
more than 182 days).’’ 

A quick look at the report’s summary con-
firms that Obama’s nominees have been 
treated more roughly than those of Presi-
dents Reagan, Bush, Clinton, and the other 
Bush. 

That’s only half the story. George H.W. 
Bush had to deal with an opposition party 

Senate for his entire first term, and Bill 
Clinton and George W. Bush had that during 
about half of their first terms. It’s at least 
plausibly legitimate for opposite party Sen-
ators, when they have the majority, to argue 
that they should have a larger role in filling 
judicial vacancies, and to act accordingly. 
At the very least, if they simply oppose some 
of those nominees, they will defeat them in 
‘‘up or down’’ votes. 

But Obama, like Ronald Reagan, had a 
same-party Senate majority during his first 
term. He should have had among the best re-
sults over any recent president, all things 
being equal. 

What changed when Obama took office, 
however, was the extension of the filibuster 
to cover every single nominee. Republicans 
didn’t always vote against cloture (or even 
demand cloture votes), but they did demand 
60 votes for every nominee. That’s brand 
new. It’s true that Democrats filibustered se-
lected judicial nominations during the 
George W. Bush presidency, but only at the 
circuit court level, and not every single one. 

That meant that despite solid Democratic 
majorities and solid support from those 
Democrats, Obama’s judicial approval statis-
tics are basically the worse of any of the re-
cent presidents. He doesn’t show up last on 
every measure—for example, George H.W. 
Bush had a lower percentage of district court 
nominees confirmed—but he’s fourth or fifth 
out of five of these presidents on almost 
every way that CRS slices the numbers, and 
it adds up to by far the most obstruction 
faced by any recent president. 

And remember: the losers here aren’t just 
the president and liberals who want to see 
his judges on the bench. Ordinary people who 
just want to get their legal matters taken 
care of promptly have suffered because of all 
the vacancies on federal courts. 

It’s really a disgrace. Especially those 
picks that were delayed for months, only to 
wind up getting confirmed by unanimous 
votes. Especially the foot-dragging on dis-
trict court nominees. Just a disgrace. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF JUDGE WILLIAM B. 
TRAXLER, JR., CHAIRMAN OF THE EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE OF THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF 
THE UNITED STATES, APRIL 19, 2013 

1. The Executive Committee of the Judi-
cial Conference is responsible for developing 
a spending plan for the federal Judiciary’s 
annual Congressional appropriation. This 
process involves significant input from Con-
ference committees, and under the best of 
circumstances, is a difficult and complex 
task. 

The current fiscal year presents unparal-
leled challenges. Budget sequestration has 
reduced the Judiciary’s overall funding by 
nearly $350 million from the level provided in 
Fiscal Year 2012. The impact of sequestration 
on the Judiciary is particularly harsh be-
cause the courts have no control over their 
workload. They must respond to all cases 
that are filed, whether they are by individ-
uals, businesses, or the government. 

In February 2013, the Executive Committee 
implemented a series of emergency measures 
that were intended to mitigate the impact of 
sequestration to the best extent possible. 
Nevertheless, significant shortfalls remain. 

Funds have been reduced for probation and 
pretrial staffing, which means less deter-
rence, detection, and supervision of released 
felons from prison. Related funding for drug 
testing, drug treatment and mental health 
treatment were cut by 20 percent. Money for 
security systems and equipment has been cut 
25 percent and court security officer hours 
have been reduced. Cuts in court staffing and 
hours threaten to impact public access and 
slow case processing. National information 

technology upgrades to improve infrastruc-
ture and financial management have been 
delayed. Sequestration is impacting federal 
court operations and programs throughout 
the country, including a $51 million shortfall 
in the FY 2013 funds in the Defender Services 
account. 

The Judiciary is committed to doing its 
part to reduce the fiscal deficit our country 
faces. However, a significant problem arises 
when budget cuts impact our responsibilities 
under the Constitution. This happens when 
we cannot afford to fulfill the Sixth Amend-
ment right to representation for indigents 
charged with crimes. The predictable result 
is that criminal prosecutions will slow and 
our legal system will not operate as effi-
ciently. This will cost us all in many dif-
ferent ways. 

With regard to the Defender account short-
fall, at its April 16, 2013, meeting the Execu-
tive Committee examined all aspects of this 
account, scrubbed expenses where possible, 
and approved a final spending plan. After 
lengthy discussion, the Committee deter-
mined to allocate the available funds in a 
manner that, without further impacting pay-
ments to private attorneys, will at least 
limit the number of days that any defender 
organization staff must be furloughed. The 
result is that some federal defender offices 
will still be forced to furlough their employ-
ees up to 15 days. The Committee also ap-
proved deferral of payments to private panel 
attorneys for the last 15 business days of the 
fiscal year. 

The defender program has no flexibility to 
absorb cuts of this magnitude without im-
pacting payments to private counsel ap-
pointed under the Criminal Justice Act and 
Federal Defender Organizations, which pay 
for government lawyers to provide counsel to 
eligible defendants. Federal defender offices 
already have fired and furloughed staff, as 
well as drastically cut essential services. 
Criminal prosecutions have been delayed be-
cause defender organizations do not have the 
staff necessary to continue their representa-
tion of the defendant or the funds to pay for 
experts or other cases costs. 

The Executive Committee’s allocation of 
funds is not a solution to the $51 million 
shortfall. It represents a conscientious effort 
to mitigate the adverse impact on both per-
sonnel and services. It also means that mil-
lions of dollars in expenses in this account 
will be shifted to FY 2014, even though they 
were not part of the Judicial Branch budget 
submission to Congress. This level of funding 
is unsustainable without relief from Con-
gress. 

The Judiciary will soon ask the Office of 
Management and Budget to transmit an FY 
2013 emergency supplemental funding re-
quest to Congress to help ameliorate the im-
pact of the sequestration cuts to defender 
services, probation and pretrial services, 
court staffing, and court security. 

In his 2012 Year-End Report on the Federal 
Judiciary, the Chief Justice said: 

‘‘A significant and prolonged shortfall in 
judicial funding would inevitably result in 
the delay or denial of justice for the people 
the courts serve.’’ 

I share this grave concern. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise 
today to present to this Chamber the 
nomination of Shelly Deckert Dick as 
a nominee for article III judge on the 
U.S. Middle District Court of Lou-
isiana. I was pleased to recommend Ms. 
Dick to President Obama, and I am 
happy that he sent her name to the 
Senate and that the committee has 
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unanimously recommended her for con-
firmation. 

She is equipped with decades of Fed-
eral court litigation experience. She 
brings with her a thorough under-
standing of the Federal court system, 
having practiced for years before the 
court. From all indications from her 
peers and colleagues, she is fair and 
evenhanded. I think her temperament 
is appropriate for the bench. 

She is a current resident of Baton 
Rouge but was born in El Paso, TX. 
She earned her bachelor’s degree in 
business administration from the Uni-
versity of Texas at Austin and grad-
uated on the dean’s list with honors. 

She brings with her years of experi-
ence, not just in the private sector. She 
has worked as a lawyer before the Fed-
eral bench. She has also been ex-
tremely active in community affairs. 

She graduated from Louisiana State 
University law school, where she was a 
member of the Law Review. Dem-
onstrating her commitment to public 
service early in her legal career, she 
served as a law clerk to a woman who 
went on—and was actually mentored 
by the first woman of our Supreme 
Court—Kitty Kimble, who went on, of 
course, to become chief justice of the 
Louisiana Supreme Court. 

Following law school, at an early 
age, she became an associate attorney 
at the firm of Gary, Field, Landry & 
Bradford before going on to become a 
full partner in one of our strongest and 
best law firms in Baton Rouge, LA. 

She has extensive experience, as I 
said, in Federal court representing 
both plaintiffs and defendants as well 
as government and nongovernment cli-
ents. She has a well-rounded legal ca-
reer and is very active in the commu-
nity, in her church, and has done mis-
sionary work for many years through-
out the world. She is also very active 
in the American Bar Association, the 
Louisiana State Bar Association, the 
Louisiana Association of Defense Coun-
sel, and the Baton Rouge bar. She was 
admitted to practice in the district 
courts of the Western, Middle, and 
Eastern Districts, the Fifth U.S. Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals, and the U.S. Su-
preme Court. She has written numer-
ous articles for legal publications and 
presented at legal seminars on a wide 
range of topics. 

I have known Ms. Dick for a few 
years. She is a friend now. She was not 
a close friend when my search com-
mittee went out and looked for the 
most qualified individuals to step up 
and serve on our bench. She and her 
credentials were brought to my atten-
tion by many members of the commu-
nity, and I am very happy to nominate 
Ms. Dick. 

Ms. Dick will be the first woman to 
serve in the Middle District of Lou-
isiana. I think it is high time, after a 
couple of hundred years, that we have 
women now qualified and stepping up 
to assume these leadership positions. I 
have been very proud to help bring di-
versity and excellence to our bench 

both at the prosecutor level and as 
judges in the courts in Louisiana. 

As I said, Shelly has also volunteered 
for international missions overseas, 
particularly in Cambodia, South Afri-
ca, and Kenya. She has worked with 
her church and other nonprofit organi-
zations. 

I think she is perfectly suited to be a 
judge with all the prerequisite experi-
ence and legal degrees and academic 
degrees required. Most importantly, 
she is enthusiastic and excited about 
serving. 

I am sorry it has taken us so long to 
get her to this point where the Senate 
will hopefully confirm her—if not ac-
clamation—by a strong and over-
whelming vote. I know of no opposition 
to her nomination. 

These days it seems that these nomi-
nations seem to be going a lot slower 
than they should. I thank her and her 
family for their patience as they have 
waited and waited for this day to come. 
Hopefully she will be able to put on 
that robe and get to that bench in the 
Middle District and do a fine job for us 
both in Louisiana and around the coun-
try. 

I yield the floor. 
The junior Senator from Louisiana 

may want to add a word. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from you Louisiana. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise for 

two reasons. First of all, I look forward 
to supporting the confirmation of 
Shelly Dick to become a judge in the 
Middle District of Louisiana, and I 
look forward to that vote in 5 minutes. 
As I have said before, I believe she will 
serve well. 

Secondly, I also wanted to come to 
the floor to add my support to the Lan-
drieu flood insurance amendment. I am 
a cosponsor, and we are working very 
hard on clearing a path for an impor-
tant, substantive version of that 
amendment. 

Senator LANDRIEU and I have talked, 
and we have talked to others, including 
Senator BOXER and many other sup-
porters. We are working very hard not 
to get into the weeds but to take care 
of some technical issues, some budget 
points of order, and some other issues 
so we can clear the path for a strong, 
substantive version of this amendment. 

This is a big deal. It is a big deal for 
the country. It is a big deal for any 
coastal area and certainly a big deal 
for South Louisiana. We need to ensure 
that as the new Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is administered, it is done in a 
fair and reasonable way and that we 
don’t price anybody who has been fol-
lowing the rules out of their home be-
cause their flood insurance rates in-
creased so astronomically. That is the 
fear, but that has not played out. The 
new rates are not out, but that is the 
legitimate fear. Senator LANDRIEU and 
I are working with our entire delega-
tion to make sure we avoid that. 

Right after this vote, I am going to 
travel to northern Virginia to meet 
with a Louisiana group at the FEMA 

offices to talk about this very issue. I 
am convinced FEMA has some author-
ity under law already to mitigate these 
issues in many ways but including by 
making sure they get their LAMP 
process right and take into account all 
flood barriers and protections in a 
given area as new areas are mapped. I 
am going directly from this judge vote 
to that important meeting, and we will 
all be following up in important ways 
to make sure we get it right, make 
sure FEMA gets it right, hopefully in-
cluding a good, workable amendment 
that can be passed on this bill. We are 
all working toward that goal. 

I thank my colleague from Louisiana 
for that joint effort. 

I yield back to the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Lou-
isiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 
wish to follow up on the comments 
made by my colleague from Louisiana, 
Senator VITTER. I am pleased he will 
accompany many of our elected offi-
cials to the FEMA office this after-
noon. I had a chance to meet with the 
FEMA officials yesterday. At my re-
quest, they came to the Capitol to 
meet with me. 

We are both very hopeful that there 
are some things within the new man-
dates and new authorizations that 
FEMA can do to mitigate against the 
projected 25-percent increases annually 
for some of our policyholders—not the 
majority but for some of them. I am 
anticipating that some of these issues 
are not going to be addressed adminis-
tratively and that it is going to take a 
change of law. 

Again, the reason I am pushing this 
issue and pushing this bill is because 
this new law that we are talking about, 
expressing frustration about, and ques-
tioning never came to this floor for a 
vote. I am still not clear at this point 
whether this bill was ever voted on by 
the full House. 

This bill, the flood insurance reform 
bill of last year, was tucked into a 
larger bill, the national transportation 
bill, at the last minute. The national 
transportation bill was widely sup-
ported. It funds billions of dollars’ 
worth of projects for everyone’s dis-
trict. It is a very popular bill. 

This relatively small but significant 
flood insurance bill was tucked into a 
conference report, which is really not 
that usual, particularly if the bill itself 
had not passed one body. There are lots 
of times when things are put into a 
conference committee that have not 
passed the Senate, but it passed the 
House, or it passed the House but not 
the Senate, and there is an indication 
of broad support. We have to move leg-
islation, and sometimes we have to use 
an expedited means. 

I am still waiting to get clear from 
the staff whether this bill ever got a 
vote in the House of Representatives. I 
know it didn’t get a vote here, and it 
would probably, in its current form, 
not pass because the delegations from 
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Louisiana, Texas, Mississippi, Cali-
fornia, and any numbers, would have 
insisted on some amendments and 
some procedures to help our people who 
are going to be affected by these very 
significant increases in flood insur-
ance, to give them more time to meet 
their obligations. 

I know we are on a judgeship so I am 
going to yield the floor, but I am hop-
ing we can continue to work on this 
issue. 

I thank Senator VITTER for his sup-
port, as well as Senator BOXER, as we 
are continuing to work on the language 
of this amendment. 

I yield back all time on the nomina-
tions. 

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

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is, Will the Senate advise and con-
sent to the nomination of Shelly 
Deckert Dick, of Louisiana, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Middle District of Louisiana? 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Will the Senate advise and 
consent to the nomination of Nelson 
Stephen Roman, of New York, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of New York? 

Mr. COATS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

There is a sufficient second. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Wyoming (Mr. BARRASSO) and the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 118 Ex.] 

YEAS—97 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burr 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Coats 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cowan 
Crapo 
Cruz 

Donnelly 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fischer 
Flake 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Heller 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (WI) 
Kaine 
King 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 

Landrieu 
Leahy 
Lee 
Levin 
Manchin 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murray 
Nelson 
Paul 
Portman 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Rubio 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 

Scott 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Stabenow 
Tester 

Thune 
Toomey 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 

Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Barrasso Lautenberg Murkowski 

The nomination was confirmed. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid 
upon the table. The President will be 
immediately notified of the Senate’s 
action. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session. 

f 

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2013—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise to urge my colleagues to 
support a bipartisan amendment I 
worked on with Senator WICKER to 
make our communities more resilient 
in an era of extreme weather that we 
live in. No corner of America is being 
spared: blazing wildfires in the West, 
massive tornadoes in the South, crip-
pling droughts in the Midwest, routine 
hurricanes battering the gulf coast and 
the northeast coast. 

We cannot accept the status quo. I 
think we must do more, because as we 
have seen in New York, the storm of 
the century has literally become the 
storm of the year. In 2011, we saw wide-
spread and devastating damage from 
Hurricane Irene and Tropical Storm 
Lee. One year later, Superstorm Sandy 
hit us harder than we could have ever 
imagined. 

The Federal Government must step 
in. It must step up to do the hard work, 
to lead the way in preparing for and 
protecting against these extreme 
weather events. This does not mean 
just building a higher flood wall or 
moving public infrastructure out of the 
flood zone; it means taking a smarter, 
longer term regional approach to dis-
aster planning. 

Along with saving lives, this makes 
smart economic sense. For every $1 we 
spend to reduce disaster risk, we save 
$4 in recovery costs. Our bipartisan 
amendment can help achieve this goal. 
It is called Strengthening the Resil-
iency of Our Nation on the Ground— 
the STRONG Act—to give the Federal 
Government a real plan to strengthen 
our resiliency. 

First, the bill would investigate ef-
fective resiliency policies, identify the 
gaps, and identify the conflicting poli-
cies. Knowing what resources we have, 
what works, what does not, we can 
write and implement a national resil-
iency strategy to support the local ef-
forts. 

This would include a one-stop shop to 
gather and share data to develop 

smarter resiliency policies, incor-
porating existing databases and ongo-
ing efforts across a range of sectors, 
from weather and climate to transpor-
tation and energy. It also eliminates 
redundancies, ensuring all levels of 
government are coordinating effec-
tively and efficiently, sharing their ex-
pertise, their data, and information. 

This national resource will work 
hand in glove with local efforts, pro-
viding the most recent scientific infor-
mation and best practices to help our 
communities plan for and survive the 
worst. As we learn the lessons of 
Superstorm Sandy and other natural 
disasters, we need to ensure that our 
communities are thinking broadly 
about resiliency across all sectors of 
society. The STRONG Act is the foun-
dation to build smarter and stronger 
cities, States and a nation. Only with 
communities built for the 21st century 
can we withstand the extreme weather 
of our time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri. 
Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

OBAMACARE 
Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I wish 

to talk a bit about the health care bill. 
Every time I am home, I hear more and 
more concerns from more and more 
families and more and more individuals 
and more and more employers. In 2009, 
the President repeatedly said that if 
you like your health care plan, you can 
keep it. Notice nobody is saying that 
anymore. 

Maybe that is not what the measure 
should be because that is certainly not 
going to happen. I think the question 
is, are you going to have health care 
and can you afford it. During the Presi-
dential campaign, the President said he 
liked the term ‘‘ObamaCare.’’ So I feel 
a little more free to use that than I did 
previously. I do not mean it to be dis-
paraging in any way. I just happen to 
think it is a plan that will not work. 

In the 3 years since the Affordable 
Care Act became law, it has become in-
creasingly clear that this plan will 
only deliver more broken promises and 
bad news. Opponents have long warned 
this overhaul is bad for the economy. 
There are now over 20,000 pages of new 
regulations. In talking to the people I 
work for, they say they were concerned 
when people did not read the 2,000-page 
bill. Since the election, there have 
been 20,000 pages of regulations. There 
will be at least 159 new bureaucracies, 
boards, and programs. 

A number of recent reports have rein-
forced everybody’s concerns, noting 
that the health care bill will burden 
Americans with $1 trillion of new taxes 
over 10 years and penalties. It will sti-
fle job creation. 

Investors Business Daily noted that 
retailers are cutting worker hours at a 
rate not seen in more than three dec-
ades, a sudden shift, according to them, 
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that can only be explained by the onset 
of ObamaCare’s employer mandates— 
only explained by the onset of 
ObamaCare’s employer mandates. In 
the April job figures, 288,000 people 
moved from full-time work to part- 
time work. 

Almost all of us in the Senate, as we 
talk to people in the States we rep-
resent, have talked to somebody who is 
figuring out how they can replace full- 
time employees—when they leave or 
maybe earlier than they wanted to 
leave—with part-time employees. The 
Congressional Budget Office warned 
that the President’s health care plan 
will slash approximately 800,000 jobs, 
increase government spending by $1.2 
trillion, and force 7 million Americans 
to lose their employer-sponsored cov-
erage. 

On that last one, I think that is opti-
mistic. I think it will be more than 7 
million people who 2 years from now do 
not have health insurance, who had 
some kind of health insurance 2 years 
ago or even up until today. I think set-
ting the standard that they have to 
meet that, and if they cannot meet 
that standard, just pay the penalty and 
do not provide anything is going to put 
people in a position they are going to 
find themselves very troubled to be in. 

A leading health care advocacy group 
recently noted that millions of people 
will be priced out of the health insur-
ance market under ObamaCare thanks 
to a glitch in the law that hurts people 
with modest incomes who cannot af-
ford family coverage offered by their 
employers. Of course, the only thing 
the employer gets any credit for offer-
ing in the new world we are about to 
move into is individual coverage. 

In fact, if someone has a family 
member who is covered in their family 
policy, the person they work for ap-
pears to get no credit for that cov-
erage. An independent study by the So-
ciety of Actuaries—these are people 
who try to calculate benefits and life 
expectancy and all of that—estimates 
that insurance companies will have to 
pay out an average of 32 percent more 
for medical claims on individual health 
policies by 2017. 

Why would that be? Remember, these 
are health policies that there is a small 
penalty for not having but the insur-
ance company has to issue to you 
whenever you decide you want it. 

I have talked to more than one hos-
pital group that said we will just put 
the insurance forms in the ambulance. 

Under the law, as I have read the law, 
you can fill out the insurance form on 
the way to the hospital in the ambu-
lance, and the insurance company still 
has to give the so-called guaranteed 
issue no matter what your health is. 

For Missourians, this study shows 
that medical claims costs could in-
crease by almost 60 percent—the exact 
amount is 58.8 percent—per person. 
This actuarial study in my State says 
insurance claims costs could increase 
by 58.8 percent, making my State’s pro-
jected cost increase the eighth highest 
in the country. 

At a time when millions of Ameri-
cans are still searching for jobs, the 
last thing we should be doing is dis-
couraging job growth, but every single 
person here has heard somebody that 
they work for in the State they rep-
resent say: We are not going to grow 
above 50 people or we are not going to 
hire full-time employees. 

Next year job creators will be forced 
to start complying with the law or pay 
a penalty. This will lead employers to 
reduce hours for full-time employees to 
avoid paying those penalties or pro-
viding health care—either one. 

State governments, such as the State 
of Virginia right across the river from 
where we are working in the Nation’s 
Capital, said that after July 1 none of 
their part-time employees will be al-
lowed to work—that is the beginning of 
their spending year—that after July 1 
none of their part-time employees will 
be able to work more than 29 hours. 
Why would the entire State of Virginia 
be saying that? Because the Federal 
Government says 30 hours is the time 
when you have to provide a benefit. 

Once we start saying something as a 
government that you have to do some-
thing, suddenly it seems to be OK to 
meet the exceptions. Companies that 
for five decades after World War II 
have done everything they could to 
provide benefits for health care at 
whatever level they thought they could 
because they thought it was either the 
competitive thing to do or the right 
thing to do or both, those same compa-
nies are now saying: Well, the excep-
tion in the law says I don’t really have 
an obligation to provide you health 
care, and so I am not going to. 

As we see people move toward the 
part-time workforce, I believe we are 
going to see people having more than 
one job, but none of those jobs will 
have benefits. The person who served 
your breakfast or sells you your coffee 
in the morning may be the same person 
you see at a meal later that same day 
at another place because they are 
working two jobs, not one, and neither 
of those has benefits. 

For those employers who decide it is 
cost-effective to pay the penalty rather 
than comply with the law, those people 
who worked for them obviously will see 
their plans change or lose their plans 
altogether. Maybe that is why my 
friends across the aisle are beginning 
to say the things they have said about 
this. 

Everybody has heard the Senator 
BAUCUS comment that warned that im-
plementing this bill will be a ‘‘huge 
train wreck coming down.’’ 

Senator WYDEN said: 
There is reason to be very concerned about 

what’s going to happen with young people. If 
their premiums shoot up, I can tell you, that 
is going to wash up on the Senate in a hurry. 

The New York Times reported that Sen-
ator Ben Cardin told White House officials 
that he was concerned about big rate in-
creases being sought by insurers in his State, 
one of the first States to report what the 
new rates would be. 

Senator JEANNE SHAHEEN noted that 
she is ‘‘hearing from a lot of small 

businesses in New Hampshire that do 
not know how to comply with the law.’’ 

Senator JAY ROCKEFELLER said that 
he is of the belief that the health care 
act ‘‘is probably the most complex 
piece of legislation ever passed by the 
United States Congress.’’ He noted, ‘‘It 
worries me, because it is so com-
plicated. And if it isn’t done right the 
first time, it’ll just simply get worse.’’ 

The Secretary of HHS said, ‘‘There 
may be a higher cost associated with 
getting into that market.’’ 

As I said, even the top health care of-
ficial in the country, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, Kathleen 
Sebelius, said that there might be a 
higher cost associated with getting 
into this market where folks will be 
moving into a really fully insured prod-
uct for the first time—or not. What she 
did say was that this insurance may 
cost more than what your employer 
used to think they could afford to pro-
vide to you, and now maybe they are 
not providing anything at all. Maybe 
they are providing something that 
meets new standards—not what the 
person paying the bill thought they 
could afford but what was the only op-
tion available. 

This isn’t like, if you can do some of 
this, fine, you will just pay part of the 
penalty. It is not like that at all. In 
fact, what this really is, if you don’t 
meet the standards that the Federal 
Government has decided should be the 
standards for employees of yours whom 
they have never seen, whom you pay 
$100 a day if you try to offer insurance 
that doesn’t meet the insurance, per 
employee—that is, $36,500 a year is the 
penalty if you don’t offer the insurance 
exactly as the government says it has 
to be offered at a minimum. If you de-
cide not to offer any insurance at all, it 
is $2,000 a year. 

So now we have gotten to the point 
where the government is so right that 
it is a $36,500 penalty if you don’t offer 
exactly the insurance they say you 
have to offer and it is a $2,000 penalty 
if you don’t offer any insurance at all. 
What kind of parallel universe is this 
that this has taken us into that we 
have that kind of ridiculous situation 
develop? 

Last week President Obama said 
there may be ‘‘glitches and bumps’’ in 
the rollout of his massive government 
overhaul. The Chicago Tribune, one of 
his hometown newspapers, after he said 
that, said in an editorial: Give us the 
choice of ‘‘train wreck’’ or ‘‘glitches 
and bumps,’’ we are betting on train 
wreck. 

This is his hometown paper that is 
saying that. This is certainly not what 
the President and congressional leaders 
promised us when this became the law. 

We can all agree that we must fix our 
health care system. I think the path we 
are on is the wrong path to take. There 
are a number of things we could do: 
medical liability reform, more vigorous 
competition, buying across State lines, 
more individual ownership of policies 
set up, high-risk pools that work. The 
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choice should never have been ‘‘you 
can do this or we can do nothing at 
all.’’ There were things in the great 
health care system we had that could 
have been improved and still had the 
benefits of that great system. It ap-
pears that none of these are being al-
lowed to happen until we see for sure 
that the new system either will work 
or won’t work. 

I recently voted for the amendment 
to defund the program. Let’s go back 
to the drawing board and see what we 
can do to get started again. I think 
this is a flawed concept. I think we 
have to replace this concept with com-
monsense reforms that put patients 
and doctors in control of health care, 
not new bureaucracies in Washington. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 

would like to lay out what we are 
going to do, and it will take me about 
6 minutes maximum. 

The good news for the Senate—I am 
glad you don’t object to good news be-
cause it is not always good news. What 
we have seen on this WRDA bill is that 
we have handled a number of amend-
ments both through the managers’ 
package that we substituted for the 
original text and in individual amend-
ments. What we have seen is that the 
Boxer-Vitter substitute strengthened 
participation of environmental agen-
cies in project delivery. We have ad-
dressed challenges in every part of the 
country. We reached agreement with 
appropriators on future harbor mainte-
nance trust fund expenditures. We au-
thorized additional regional programs. 
We accelerate investment in the Inland 
Waterways Trust Fund. 

Here on the floor, we adapted amend-
ments to set up an oceans trust fund 
and a new program to address Asian 
carp. We have made sure that agencies 
are treated fairly in the WIFIA Pro-
gram. We require performance meas-
ures for levee safety grants. These are 
good amendments offered by both sides 
of the aisle. 

We are about to, as soon as we do this 
little technical change to an amend-
ment number—and it looks as though 
it has been done—we are about to 
adopt Senator BLUNT’s very important 
amendment that has so much support 
on both sides of the aisle for resilient 
construction, meaning we are going to 
make sure that as we enter a phase of 
extreme weather situations, we use the 
best materials on these projects. That 
is the Blunt amendment. 

Then we go to the Sessions amend-
ment, which is land transfer to help his 
local communities—uncontroversial. 

There is a Coburn amendment to de-
authorize projects that have been inac-
tive for a very long time. This saves us 
money. 

Also, there is a Warner amendment 
that makes technical corrections for 
Four Mile Run. 

We will set aside the Inhofe amend-
ment and that number, amendment No. 
797, that would be pending. 

I ask unanimous consent that in ad-
dition to the Blunt amendment No. 800 

in the previous order, the following 
amendments be the next amendments 
in order to the bill: Sessions No. 811, as 
modified with the changes that are at 
the desk, Coburn No. 823, Warner No. 
873, and Inhofe No. 797; further, that no 
second-degree amendments be in order 
to any of these amendments or the 
Blunt amendment prior to the votes in 
relation to the amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 800, 811, AS MODIFIED, 823, 
AND 873, EN BLOC 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following amendments, 
which have been cleared by both sides, 
be considered and agreed to en bloc: 
Blunt amendment No. 800; Sessions 
amendment No. 811, as modified; 
Coburn amendment No. 823; and War-
ner amendment No. 873. 

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

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 800 
(Purpose: To provide for the consideration of 

resilient construction techniques in cer-
tain studies relating to extreme weather 
events) 
Redesignate sections 11001, 11002, and 11003 

as sections 11002, 11003, and 11004, respec-
tively. 

At the beginning of title XI, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 11001. DEFINITION OF RESILIENT CON-

STRUCTION TECHNIQUE. 
In this title, the term ‘‘resilient construc-

tion technique’’ means a construction meth-
od that— 

(1) allows a property— 
(A) to resist hazards brought on by a major 

disaster; and 
(B) to continue to provide the primary 

functions of the property after a major dis-
aster; 

(2) reduces the magnitude or duration of a 
disruptive event to a property; and 

(3) has the absorptive capacity, adaptive 
capacity, and recoverability to withstand a 
potentially disruptive event. 

In section 11002(b) (as redesignated), strike 
paragraph (2) and insert the following: 

(2) an analysis of— 
(A) historical extreme weather events; 
(B) the ability of existing infrastructure to 

mitigate risks associated with extreme 
weather events; and 

(C) the reduction in long-term costs and 
vulnerability to infrastructure through the 
use of resilient construction techniques. 

In section 11003(b)(5) (as redesignated), 
strike the ‘‘and’’ at the end. 

In section 11003(b) (as redesignated) redes-
ignate paragraph (6) as paragraph (7). 

In section 1003(b) (as redesignated), insert 
after paragraph (5) the following: 

(6) any recommendations on the use of re-
silient construction techniques to reduce fu-
ture vulnerability from flood, storm, and 
drought conditions; and 

AMENDMENT NO. 811, AS MODIFIED 

(Purpose: To require the Tennessee Valley 
Authority to grant certain use restrictions) 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 5011. RELEASE OF USE RESTRICTIONS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Tennessee Valley Authority shall, 
without monetary consideration, grant re-
leases from real estate restrictions estab-

lished pursuant to section 4(k)(b) of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority Act of 1933 (16 
U.S.C. 831c(k)(b)) with respect to tracts of 
land identified in section 4(k)(b) of that Act, 
provided that such releases shall be granted 
in a manner consistent with applicable TVA 
policies. 

AMENDMENT NO. 823 
(Purpose: To ensure environmental infra-

structure activities are not exempt from 
review by the Infrastructure Deauthoriza-
tion Commission) 
Section 2049(b) is amended by adding at the 

end the following: 
(6) APPLICATION.—For purposes of this sub-

section, water resources projects shall in-
clude environmental infrastructure assist-
ance projects and programs of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

AMENDMENT NO. 873 
(Purpose: To include a provision relating to 

Four Mile Run, city of Alexandria and Ar-
lington County, Virginia) 
On page 216, between lines 3 and 4, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 3019. FOUR MILE RUN, CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 

AND ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA. 
Section 84(a)(1) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–251; 88 
Stat. 35) is amended by striking ‘‘twenty- 
seven thousand cubic feet per second’’ and 
inserting ‘‘18,000 cubic feet per second’’. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider 
and lay those motions on the table. 

The motions to lay on the table were 
agreed to. 

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to thank every-
body. We have made great progress on 
this bill. We will still be working very 
hard tomorrow, Saturday, Sunday, and 
Monday. We urge you, if you have 
amendments, we are just saying let 
them be relevant and not controver-
sial. We can’t solve every problem in 
America on this water bill, but we are 
trying our best to get a really good bill 
through the Senate. 

I understand from the House that 
they intend to look at our bill, work 
off our bill, and make their changes. 
Then we will go to conference and 
hopefully have a very good result. 

It is 3 o’clock on a Thursday, and we 
have disposed of numerous amend-
ments. We are still looking at more. 
We are trying to resolve all of those. 
One way or the other, it is our plan to 
finish this bill next week. It is very 
rare to have a bill that is so bipartisan, 
that will, in fact, support over 500,000 
jobs, and that has the support of busi-
ness, labor, and all kinds of community 
groups. With that, I thank my col-
leagues for working with us. 

I have talked to the majority leader. 
There will be no further votes today. 
Next week we will finish this bill. I 
thank you very much. 

I thank my friend from Missouri. It 
has been a pleasure working with him 
and staff on his excellent amendment 
with Senator NELSON. We are very 
pleased we were able to clear this. 

I also thank Senator LANDRIEU and 
Senator DURBIN. They had some issues, 
but they stepped back and let us move 
forward with these amendments. 

People are working together, and 
they are working very hard, and I am 
very pleased about where we are. I 
thank my colleague from Missouri. 
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I yield the floor. 
Mr. BLUNT. I thank the chairwoman 

for her work. 
As this bill progresses, I will remind 

my friends on the floor that one of the 
major bills we passed last year was the 
highway bill in the last Congress that 
she and Senator INHOFE worked on. 
Now she and Senator VITTER are bring-
ing another important bill to the floor 
that is significant. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. I ask unanimous con-

sent to address the Senate as in morn-
ing business for up to 10 minutes. 

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

THE ECONOMY 
Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I re-

cently had a great conversation with 
an individual, August Busch, III, the 
longtime president and CEO of An-
heuser-Busch. We talked about the 
state of the economy. We talked about 
the desire to get jobs created and the 
country back on solid fiscal footing. 

That conversation reminded me of 
the opportunities we have here in the 
Senate and the Congress to work to-
gether to see that we enact policies 
here in the Nation’s Capital that would 
make a real difference in the everyday 
lives of Americans by creating jobs, by 
making certain our business climate is 
beneficial to large and small busi-
nesses. In that climate, they then 
would have the opportunity to add ad-
ditional employment opportunities for 
all Americans. 

In this overly partisan climate of 
Washington, DC, it is easy to lose sight 
of the fact that we should all be work-
ing toward that same goal of getting 
our economy back on track. 

I think the No. 1 issue standing in 
the way of robust economic growth is 
the uncertainty that continues to be 
there—as described, in part, by my col-
league from Missouri in regard to the 
Affordable Care Act—with Americans 
in general and people making family as 
well as business and investment deci-
sions about where we are headed with 
our national debt and our deficit spend-
ing. 

As elected officials, Americans ex-
pect us to confront our Nation’s fiscal 
challenges and not push them off into 
the future. But last year’s budget 
shortfall—just to remind us of the 
facts—reached $1.1 trillion, the fourth 
straight year of trillion-dollar deficits. 
This out-of-control too much spending 
we have in our government has in-
creased our national debt to a record 
$16 trillion, which is more than the en-
tire U.S. economy produced in goods 
and services in 2012. 

The fact is our current fiscal state is 
the responsibility of many Congresses 
and several Presidents from both polit-
ical parties. It is not always the oppor-
tunity we sometimes take to point fin-
gers, but it is that over a long period of 
time we have allowed ourselves to live 
way beyond our means, and it has gone 
on far too long. 

When I was elected to the Senate, 
just about 3 years ago, I was invited to 
the White House to have a conversa-
tion with my colleagues and President 
Obama. The conversation was all about 
deficit spending, the national debt, and 
the upcoming vote to raise the debt 
ceiling. Unfortunately, since that time, 
it has been pretty much business as 
usual in Washington, DC, and almost 
no progress has been made. It is time 
for us to get beyond the conversations 
and the rhetoric that too often is pret-
ty empty around here and get down to 
the business of making real changes in 
the way we conduct our business. 

First and foremost, we must reduce 
the government drag on the private 
sector. Startups in small businesses— 
the real job creators in this country— 
are being held down under the weight 
of a 74,000-page convoluted Tax Code 
and $1.75 trillion worth of redtape. 

Every single job creator I meet, 
whether it is at a townhall meeting 
back home in Kansas or here in Wash-
ington, DC, tells me their story and 
asks for our help. What they tell me is 
we have to reduce the massive regu-
latory burden. The overwhelming cost 
of compliance prevents many small 
business owners and entrepreneurs 
from hiring new employees, expanding 
their facilities, and growing the econ-
omy. 

Second, in addition to the regulatory 
environment, we have to say no to 
spending and yes to projob measures. 
This will help reduce the uncertainty 
in the marketplace, encourage business 
investment, help us become more com-
petitive in the global economy and, 
most important, create jobs. 

The President’s solution is to raise 
revenues to balance the budget. But 
the President’s tax increase proposals 
would only cover the deficit for just a 
few weeks. I would be pleased to be 
convinced that if we increase taxes, the 
money would be used to pay down the 
debt. I don’t think I am overly cynical, 
but my view of history, my review of 
the facts suggests that every time 
there is more revenue—more money 
sent to Washington, DC—more money 
is spent. History shows money raised in 
Washington, DC, only results in more 
spending in Washington, DC. 

The revenues we need to balance our 
books are not from increasing taxes 
but revenues that come from a strong 
and growing economy. We are not im-
mune from the laws of economics that 
face every nation. The Congressional 
Budget Office estimates that govern-
ment spending on health care entitle-
ments, Social Security, and interest on 
the national debt will consume 100 per-
cent of the total revenues by 2025. 
What that means is that money the 
government spends on national de-
fense, transportation, veterans, health 
care, and other government programs 
will have to be borrowed money. That 
drives us further and further into debt. 

So regulations, getting the deficit 
under control and on the right path to-
ward a more balanced budget, and 

then, third, we must take serious ac-
tion to address the $48 trillion in un-
funded obligations found in Social Se-
curity and Medicare. 

These programs represent promises 
that were made to Americans and, in 
my view, are promises that must be 
kept. Because of my family’s cir-
cumstance—my parents—I pretty much 
know what life is like for people who 
utilize Social Security and Medicare 
and the benefits they provide for their 
lives at that stage in life we all aspire 
to reach. When Social Security was 
signed into law by President Franklin 
Roosevelt, the average life expectancy 
was 64 years of age and the earliest re-
tirement age to collect the benefits 
was 65. Today, Americans live 14 years 
longer, retire 3 years earlier, and spend 
two decades in retirement. 

So we have gone from a time in 
which Social Security was envisioned 
to be used for a short period of one’s re-
maining life expectancy to a Social Se-
curity System that now is a source of 
income and support for people through 
a couple decades of retirement. That 
means we have to change the way we 
support Social Security in order to fit 
today’s demographics: more people re-
tiring, more people living longer with 
insufficient revenues to meet those 
programmed needs. 

When this year’s kindergarten class 
enters college, spending on Social Se-
curity and Medicare, plus Medicaid and 
interest on the debt will devour all tax 
revenues. Congress can and should 
begin today—and should have started a 
long time ago—to address these ques-
tions concerning the sustainability of 
these very important programs. 

Lastly, to get our country’s fiscal 
house back in order, Congress should 
consider adopting many of the bipar-
tisan recommendations put forth by 
the President’s own deficit reduction 
commission. The cochairs of the Com-
mission have warned—this is the Simp-
son-Bowles Commission—if we fail to 
take swift action and serious action, 
the United States faces ‘‘the most pre-
dictable economic crisis in history.’’ 

In other words, we know it is coming. 
One would expect that people who 
know something bad is on its way—an 
economic crisis is coming—would take 
evasive action to avoid the con-
sequences. Yet the President and Sen-
ate leadership have ignored the rec-
ommendations contained in the Simp-
son-Bowles report and generally con-
tinue to spend borrowed money with-
out regard for those consequences— 
without regard for what we know is 
coming. 

I don’t want Americans to experience 
the day when our creditors decide we 
are no longer creditworthy and we have 
to suffer the same consequences as 
those countries that ignored their fi-
nancial crisis. One needs to look no 
further than places in Europe—Greece, 
Italy, Spain—to see what high levels of 
national debt will do to a country’s 
economy. Out-of-control spending is 
slowing America’s economic growth 
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and threatening the prosperity of fu-
ture generations that will have to pay 
for our irresponsibility. 

Thousands and thousands of young 
Americans will be graduating this 
month. Typically, I would guess many 
of my colleagues will be giving gradua-
tion addresses and encouraging our 
graduates to go forth and pursue a 
great life. We ought to also be telling 
ourselves that for our college grad-
uates to go forth and pursue that won-
derful life, we need to make changes in 
the way we do business and get our 
country’s economic condition and fis-
cal state to a place where the Amer-
ican dream can be expected to be pur-
sued and, in many cases, achieved. 

I am fearful that while my parents’ 
generation handed off a country where 
the expectations were high—we all felt 
we could live the American dream—my 
generation is failing to do the same for 
the generation that follows ours. We 
must not fail to take action now and 
leave it for another Congress, another 
year, another session, another election. 
If we fail to take the action we need to 
take today because we believe it is too 
difficult; that we can’t afford the polit-
ical consequences of making what 
some people describe as very difficult 
decisions, we clearly will reduce the 
opportunity of the next generation to 
experience the country we know and 
love, and we will diminish the chances 
they can pursue and achieve the Amer-
ican dream. 

I had someone in my office recently 
who travels the globe, and he indicated 
to me that every place he goes, people 
around the world know what the phrase 
‘‘the American dream’’ means, and 
they all want to pursue the American 
dream. But the reminder was that 
more and more the American dream is 
pursued outside of America because of 
the inability of this Congress, the fail-
ure of past Congresses and Presidents 
to come together and do the things 
that are responsible for today but, 
more important, responsible for the 
well-being of Americans in the future. 

Not one of us was elected to ignore 
problems. People tell us, each one of 
us, all the time of some circumstance 
or condition that is a challenge to 
them. I have no doubt that each one of 
us in the Senate tries to figure out how 
we can help. The American people are 
experiencing a problem. Our country 
faces a challenge, and we ought to re-
spond in the same way we respond indi-
vidually to our own constituents when 
we say: How can we help? What can we 
do? We know the answer to those ques-
tions. We just need to have the will, 
the courage, and the desire to work to-
gether to address the issues and make 
certain America is a place we are proud 
to pass on to the next generation and 
that no American, because of our in-
ability to act, is unable to pursue that 
beautiful American dream. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, may 
I be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 
rise to speak in support of the Water 
Resources Development Act. I con-
gratulate Senator BOXER and Senator 
VITTER for showing how two Senators 
of opposite parties can work together, 
which is something that is sorely need-
ed around here. I thank them for clear-
ing the amendment Senator BLUNT and 
I offered on resilient construction, to 
study the need to improve our infra-
structure in order to withstand ex-
treme weather conditions and events 
such as hurricanes. 

The last time we passed a water bill 
was back in 2007. The gridlock the 
American people are seeing so much of 
now is part of what has delayed us 
passing a new water bill—and the con-
troversy over earmarks. But all of this 
inaction since 2007 puts our ports, 
beaches, and environmental restora-
tion projects such as the Everglades 
restoration in jeopardy. 

This water bill is going to authorize 
new flood protection, navigation, and 
specific restoration projects which are 
so important to our State of Florida, 
such as Everglades restoration. Also 
this bill is going to authorize impor-
tant updates to our Nation’s ports. Our 
ports obviously are a main part of the 
economic engine of this country. All of 
these projects are now in this bill and 
will be able to proceed. 

This Senate water bill means good 
news for Florida’s beaches, waterways, 
ports, and the Everglades. Rather than 
talk about the specific projects, I want 
to say Congress made a promise 13 
years ago to restore the Everglades and 
this bill puts us on the path to finally 
fulfilling that promise and restoring as 
much of that extraordinary ecosystem 
known as the Everglades as it could be 
in the way Mother Nature designed it. 

I also want to talk about another 
part of this bill that is extremely im-
portant to the State of Florida. People 
think California has the biggest coast-
line. Not so; Florida’s coastline is 
much larger. Actually, Alaska’s coast-
line is the longest, but when it comes 
to a coastline with beaches, almost all 
of Florida’s coastline is beaches. So 
beach renourishment is exceptionally 
important to us. It is important to our 
economy, with all of our tourism that 
comes to Florida. It is important to 
our environment. Beach restoration 
saves lives, mitigates property damage, 
and it keeps the recovery costs down. 

Beach renourishment is one of the 
reasons I support the bill. I come from 
a State that has more beaches than 
any other State, so naturally our 
beaches are of critical importance to 

us. It is important not only from an en-
vironmental standpoint but also from 
an economic and tourism standpoint. 

There is something known as the lat-
eral drift, which is from north to 
south. It takes sand off the beach and 
pushes it south. When we have a cut in 
the beach—such as an inlet—that goes 
into a port, it all the more aggravates 
beach erosion. When the storm comes, 
watch out, because the beach can com-
pletely disappear. 

So I strongly oppose any efforts to 
cut the funding of beach renourish-
ment. This is about protecting our 
communities from natural disasters. 
These investments save lives, mitigate 
property damage, and keep recovery 
costs down. 

For every $1 that is spent on shore-
line protection, we see a return of $4. 
In Florida, we have several coastal 
communities anxiously waiting for the 
reauthorization of beach renourish-
ment programs because they are so 
vulnerable to erosion caused by hurri-
canes and the rise of the sea level. This 
is pretty simple for us. We have to pro-
tect coastal communities from flooding 
and storms by adding sand to the 
beach. 

I will continue to try to prevent any 
kind of cut that we seek. As a matter 
of fact, we are going to see a Coburn 
amendment that is going to try to take 
money out of the beach renourishment. 
I will urge my colleagues to vote no on 
that Coburn amendment. 

SUSPICIOUS ARRESTS 
Before I conclude, I wish to talk 

about a very disturbing circumstance 
which occurred about a week ago in the 
Turks and Caicos. 

There was an arrest and jailing of 
two older American tourists on ammu-
nition charges at the Turks and Caicos 
Islands Airport. These two Americans 
were arrested on back-to-back days. 

The first person arrested was a 60- 
year-old businesswoman from Texas, 
and that was on April 25. The second 
person arrested was an 80-year-old re-
tired neurosurgeon from Florida, and 
that was the next day. Both were on 
vacation in the Turks and Caicos and 
arrested at the airport. The reason 
they spent days in jail is because after 
their luggage was checked—and sup-
posedly examined by the authorities— 
they found a single bullet in the lug-
gage. 

Does that sound suspicious? I found 
it to be even more suspicious when I 
heard that both of the American tour-
ists—who were on vacation—have said 
adamantly that they had no ammuni-
tion and, therefore, had no way of put-
ting a bullet in their luggage. 

It sounded even more suspicious 
when I was told that after they were 
arrested and hauled off to jail, they 
had to pay $4,000 cash for bail in order 
to get out of jail and to return home. 

The Senator from Texas, Mr. CRUZ, 
and I sent a letter to the Charge d’Af-
faires of the U.S. Embassy in the Baha-
mas—which includes the Turks and 
Caicos—to ask them to investigate this 
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matter. We want to know if there have 
been similar cases this year to make 
American tourists a target under a 
similar kind of scheme. We are asking 
him to examine this so he knows we 
are very concerned on behalf of our 
constituents. 

In essence, we want to know whether 
this was a shakedown operation or le-
gitimate. The fact that this happened 
on two successive days with a single 
bullet found in the luggage of Amer-
ican tourists gets to be awfully sus-
picious. 

I ask unanimous consent that our 
letter be printed in the RECORD. 

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

MAY 9, 2013. 
JOHN DINKELMAN, Chargé d’Affaires, 
American Embassy 
Nassau, The Bahamas. 

DEAR MR. DINKELMAN: We are very con-
cerned over the recent arrests of two older 
U.S. tourists at Providenciales International 
Airport in the Turks and Caicos Islands, both 
on charges of carrying ammunition a single 
bullet. 

These two Americans are our constituents. 
One of them is 80-year-old Horace Norrell of 
Sarasota, Florida, a retired neurosurgeon 
who was forced to spend three nights in jail, 
and then pay $4,000 cash bail to return home. 

The other is a Texas businesswoman, 
Cathy Sulledge Davis, who also had to post 
$4,000 cash bail. 

We understand appropriate local officials 
have begun an investigation stemming from 
these arrests. 

While we do not seek to interfere in the ju-
dicial matter, we ask that you convey to the 
proper authorities that the investigation 
needs to be expeditious, thorough, trans-
parent and independent. 

We also want to know whether any other 
Americans have been arrested there on simi-
lar charges since January. 

Your immediate attention to this matter 
is greatly appreciated, as is keeping our of-
fices fully apprised of any developments as 
they occur. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—EXECUTIVE 
SESSION 

Mr. REID. Madam President, this is 
important. I have a unanimous consent 
request that we have been working on 
for a long time. 

I ask unanimous consent that at a 
time to be determined by me, in con-
sultation with Senator MCCONNELL, the 
Senate proceed to executive session to 
consider Calendar No. 92; that there be 
1 hour of debate equally divided in the 
usual form; that upon the use or yield-
ing back of that time, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote without intervening ac-
tion or debate on the nomination; that 
the motion to reconsider be considered 
made and laid upon the table with no 
intervening action or debate; that no 
further motions be in order to the nom-
ination; that any statements related to 
the nomination be printed in the 
RECORD; that President Obama be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion and the Senate then resume legis-
lative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I am reserving my right to 
object. 

I say to the leader, through the 
Chair, I am on the floor, as is Senator 
NELSON, to speak to the WRDA bill and 
to offer two amendments. I ask that I 
be allowed to do that before we move 
to executive session so the amend-
ments can be offered. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, through 
the Chair to my friend from New Mex-
ico, I am not managing the bill. How-
ever, it is my understanding that there 
have been objections raised to offering 
more amendments. 

We could get the chair back here or 
somebody to manage this bill, but that 
is where we are. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 
President, I totally respect the leader 
and the discussion he has had with the 
chairman. I have tried today to contact 
the chairman. I have called her. I want-
ed to talk to her about this issue, and 
I want to get these amendments in. 

I know Leader REID has been encour-
aging us throughout this debate to 
wrap this up and try to get amend-
ments in. So I am here to offer my 
amendments, and I would like to do 
that. 

Mr. REID. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the UC? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Madam 

President, as you may have noticed a 
minute or so ago, I had a discussion 
with the leader, and he was moving to 
executive session. I have been down 
here—along with Senator NELSON and 
other Senators—to try to move the 
WRDA bill forward. Leader REID said 
that was the business of the day. We 
are trying to move this forward, and 
we are trying to get our amendments 
in. I hope we can do that and do it in 
an efficient order. 

I am going to speak to both of my 
amendments. Senator BENNET is here, 
and I know he has a statement he 
wants to make on immigration. I ask 
that the Presiding Officer give me no-
tice when I am in the 5-minute range 
so I can wrap up and get everything in 
at that point. 

My message is simple on the NEPA 
and WRDA process. Despite what we 
hear, environmental reviews protect 
people, taxpayers, and the environ-
ment. 

On average, it takes the corps just 2 
to 3 years to complete a feasibility 
study once funding is available. Stud-
ies of complex and highly controversial 
projects may take longer, but these are 
exactly the projects that require more 
indepth review. 

The administration has warned that 
the streamlining provisions in S. 601 
‘‘may actually slow project develop-

ment and do not adequately protect 
communities, taxpayers, or the envi-
ronment.’’ 

The real causes of project delays are, 
No. 1, limited funding; No. 2, poor 
project planning that does not focus on 
national priorities or identifying the 
least possible damaging solution to a 
water resource problem. 

Project studies take the longest 
when the project developers insist on 
pushing outdated, damaging, and ex-
tremely costly projects instead of 
adopting low-impact modern solutions 
that could quickly gain broad-based 
support. 

I have two amendments that go to 
the heart of making sure we have a 
good WRDA bill. The first is Udall 
amendment No. 581. Streamlining is an 
empty promise if the backlog is not ad-
dressed. The corps currently has an es-
timated backlog of more than 1,000 au-
thorized activities, costing an esti-
mated $60 billion to construct. WRDA 
2013 will add to this backlog. It author-
izes more than 20 new projects and in-
creases costs by $3.4 billion over the 
next 5 years. 

The plate is full. Cutting corners on 
environmental reviews will not change 
that. It will just hurt communities. 
The plate has been full for over 25 
years. Project authorizations far ex-
ceed the money to pay for them. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, between 1986 and 2010 
Congress authorized new corps projects 
at a rate that significantly exceeded 
appropriations. In 2010 dollars, the an-
nual rate of authorizations was rough-
ly $3.0 billion and the rate of appropria-
tions for new construction was roughly 
$1.8 billion. 

Completing project studies is not the 
problem. A newly authorized project 
will still have to wait. It has to com-
pete for funding with 1,000 other 
projects already on the books. 

This amendment would go directly to 
that process and solve it. 

Udall amendment No. 853 talks about 
the value of a pilot project. The cur-
rent environmental review process has 
been used successfully for decades re-
sulting in better and less damaging 
projects. It saves taxpayers hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

There is no evidence that the process 
proposed in S. 601 would actually speed 
up project planning, there is no evi-
dence that the process will speed up 
project construction, and there is abso-
lutely no evidence that the process 
would produce better projects. It is 
quite the opposite. 

The evidence shows that the stream-
lining provision will lead to more dam-
aging and more costly projects and will 
hurt communities, taxpayers, and the 
environment. The corps does not want 
Congress to enact these changes. The 
resource agencies don’t want these 
changes, the environmental commu-
nity does not want these changes, the 
legal community does not want these 
changes, and the public does not want 
these changes. 
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Once again, I wish the floor managers 

were here on this bill. I am here, as 
Leader REID has requested us to be, to 
put in amendments. As soon as we get 
back, I want to bring up these amend-
ments, make them pending, and con-
tinue with this procession. I am very 
discouraged that we can’t move for-
ward as our leader has said. This is a 
bill that is on the floor. The managers 
need to be here to manage this process. 
I am here to meet with the leaders and 
try to move this along. 

Thank you. 
I will yield to the Senator from Colo-

rado, Mr. BENNET, but I want to say 
one thing. He has done such great work 
on immigration. He has been a mar-
velous Senator ever since he has been 
here. This Gang of 8 has contributed 
something that is very important to 
this country. So I hope everybody lis-
tens very carefully to his words be-
cause he is giving us very wise advise 
as to how to proceed. 

I yield for the Senator from Colo-
rado, Mr. BENNET. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BENNET. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business. 

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

Mr. BENNET. I wish to thank, 
through the Chair, the Senator from 
New Mexico for his kind remarks and 
for keeping it brief today. I know it is 
an issue of great importance to him 
and to his State. 

This morning the Senate Judiciary 
Committee began working on the Bor-
der Security Economic Opportunity 
and Modernization Act, otherwise 
known as a bill to fix our broken immi-
gration system. As we are here today, 
they are continuing to work on that 
bill and I think will work into the 
night. 

Working with this group of 8—I call 
it a group of 8, not a gang, because 
Senator MCCAIN doesn’t like the term 
‘‘Gang of 8,’’ so in deference to him I 
call it the group of 8—has been one of 
the most rewarding experiences during 
my time in the Senate. My Senate col-
leagues in this group include Senators 
SCHUMER, MCCAIN, DURBIN, GRAHAM, 
MENENDEZ, RUBIO, and FLAKE. I come 
to the floor today first to thank them 
for their leadership and courage to 
move past the talking points on this 
issue and to produce this bipartisan 
product the committee is now consid-
ering today. 

This is a bill that has been applauded 
by editorial boards from the Wall 
Street Journal to the New York 
Times—two editorial pages that seldom 
agree on anything. In Colorado, edi-
torial boards from across the State, in-
cluding the Denver Post, the Colorado 
Springs Gazette, and Durango Herald, 
have all praised this bill. It has the 
support of a wide-ranging and ex-
tremely diverse coalition from the left 
and the right, from business and from 
labor, rural and urban all across the 
United States. 

All of this is to say the pieces are in 
place today to actually get something 
done in this town, in Washington, DC, 
and in Congress. That is not a small 
feat for a place where stalemate has be-
come standard operating procedure. I 
would say we have a golden oppor-
tunity to rise above politics as usual, 
to do something big and something 
real—something that lasts and en-
dures. We have the chance to pass com-
monsense, bipartisan legislation that 
will strengthen our economy and our 
families, better protect our borders and 
our communities, and offer a tough but 
fair path to citizenship for those cur-
rently here without any legal status at 
all. In this way we have the chance to 
act together to do something great for 
our Nation and for its future. 

It is a cliche—uttered many times in 
this Chamber, including by me—that 
America is a Nation of immigrants, 
and, of course, that is true. But we are 
so used to saying and hearing that 
phrase we rarely take the time to act 
or to think: What does that even mean? 
There is literally no other country in 
the world, on this planet, for which im-
migration is so central to its history 
and to its identity as the United States 
of America. All of us in this Chamber— 
and, more importantly, every family 
back home we are privileged to rep-
resent—can tell us when and how their 
family came to this country. Did they 
come in a boat in the 17th century? Did 
they come by plane in the 20th cen-
tury? Did they come by foot or by bus, 
with papers or without? Every one of 
us has a story. 

My family has one of its own that 
won’t surprise my colleagues to know I 
find pretty interesting. It is also ut-
terly ordinary for this country. When I 
was in the second grade, my class was 
given an assignment. We were asked to 
research whose family had been in 
America the shortest time and the 
longest time. So we interviewed our 
parents and grandparents, we traced 
our genealogies, and we came up with 
our answer as a class. The answer was 
me. My family was the answer to both 
of these questions—the longest time 
and the shortest time. 

My father’s family came over on one 
of those 17th century boats. For nearly 
400 years, the Bennets, in nearly one 
form or another, have lived in this 
country. Then there is my mother. She 
was born in Poland in 1928, while Nazi 
tanks were massing on the border. She 
and her parents endured that war in 
and around Warsaw. They and an aunt 
were the only members of their family 
to survive. Everybody else in their 
family perished at the hands of the 
Nazis. 

They lived in Poland for a couple of 
years after that, but then by way of 
Stockholm and Mexico City, my moth-
er and her grandparents arrived in New 
York City in 1950. She was 12 years old 
in 1950. As is the case with so many 
children of immigrants, she was the 
only one in the family who could speak 
any English at all. But the three of 

them were alive, they were free, and 
they had made it to America. 

My mother and grandparents were 
able to rebuild their lives and succeed 
here because America welcomed them. 
It greeted them not with prejudice but 
with opportunity. They worked hard— 
extremely hard—to be worthy of that 
great gift. It was a gift my grand-
mother, Halina Klejman, who loved 
this country as deeply as anyone I have 
ever known, taught me and my brother 
and my sister never to take for grant-
ed. 

So my family’s history happens to 
run through both Plymouth and Po-
land, but it is not so different from the 
ones millions of Americans tell. Sto-
ries such as the town of San Luis, CO. 
San Luis is Colorado’s oldest town, 
founded in 1851. The town was estab-
lished by Latino settlers from New 
Mexico who migrated under a land 
grant issued by the Mexican Governor 
in Santa Fe. These immigrants were 
the pioneers of the Colorado settlement 
25 years—25 years—before Colorado of-
ficially became a State. 

The narratives of how we come here 
matter because they tell us who we are 
and where we have been. But they mat-
ter just as much for where we are going 
as a Nation. The future of this country 
will be determined not just by those of 
us who are in this Chamber or in this 
city, or even in this country today. It 
is going to be written by people who 
have yet to step foot in the United 
States of America. Because over our 
history, it is the refugees fleeing perse-
cution—the parents seeking oppor-
tunity for their children—who make 
America the America we love. They are 
the ones who keep us fresh and free- 
thinking and free. They are all of us. 
They are every single one of us—a na-
tion of immigrants. 

Unfortunately, today’s immigration 
policies do not reflect the history or 
the values that shaped it. Neither do 
they reflect our 21st century economic 
needs. Instead, our system is a hodge-
podge of outdated, impractical, and 
convoluted laws. It is a mess of unin-
tended consequences that hurts our 
businesses and families and keeps 
America at a competitive disadvantage 
in an ever-shrinking world. 

There is an old Visa slogan—I mean 
capital V, Visa slogan—that says some-
thing like ‘‘Life Takes Visa.’’ Well, in 
the United States, work takes a visa— 
and our visa system is working against 
us today. It is stifling growth and mak-
ing us less competitive. Travel around 
my home State of Colorado, as I do, 
and people will see what that looks 
like. People will meet vegetable grow-
ers in Brighton and peach farmers such 
as Bruce Talbott from Palisade who 
fear they will not have enough labor to 
harvest their crops season after season. 
They are part of Colorado’s $40 billion 
agricultural industry—the lifeblood of 
our State and so vital to our Nation— 
yet they have no confidence—and for 
good reason—that a legal, reliable, and 
competent workforce will be available 
for their farms and ranches. 
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Fifty-seven million tourists visited 

Colorado in 2011. I don’t know whether 
the Presiding Officer was among them, 
but we would love to have her back. If 
people were to talk to our ski resort 
operators and restaurant owners, they 
will hear loudly and clearly that we 
need a program for low-skill workers to 
come into this country and fill jobs 
Americans don’t want. In cities such as 
Denver and Boulder a person will find 
high-skilled immigrants with graduate 
degrees in science and engineering—the 
kind who are 3 times more likely to 
file patents and 30 percent more likely 
to create new businesses. 

In fact, more than 40 percent of the 
2010 Fortune 500 companies were found-
ed by immigrants and their children. 
Forty percent of the largest companies 
in the United States of America, which 
once were small companies and grew to 
become large companies, were created 
by immigrants. These companies em-
ploy more than 3.6 million people in 
this country and generate more than 
$4.2 trillion in revenue every single 
year. 

You will also see thousands of foreign 
students with these highly technical 
advanced degrees who are being turned 
away. You will hear them say they 
have no choice but to go back to India, 
go back to China, and use whatever 
they have learned at American univer-
sities to compete down the line with 
American workers. 

Students such as Wolfgang Pauli, a 
German psychology and neurocience 
Ph.D. student who had attended the 
University of Colorado-Boulder—Wolf-
gang was studying under a temporary 
visa sponsored by his adviser at the 
University of Colorado, but because of 
the inflexible nature of our visa sys-
tem, his adviser wasn’t able to keep 
him for an advanced research project 
despite his advanced skills and unique 
experience. The position went unfilled. 
It is a loss for the project, for innova-
tion, and for Wolfgang. 

I have been to India. I have been to 
Hyderabad. I have seen people sitting 
in front of computer screens in a room 
with a clock on the wall that said un-
derneath it ‘‘East Hartford, CT.’’ I said 
to the guy who ran the show there: 
Why does that clock say East Hartford, 
CT, on it? He said: Because they are re-
designing the engines for Pratt & Whit-
ney in East Hartford. Two shifts a day, 
by the way, 24 hours a day. They are up 
when people in East Hartford, CT, are 
up. I asked: Where were the people sit-
ting at those computers educated? He 
said: Half were educated in my coun-
try, in India, and half were educated in 
your country. What we know is if they 
were given the opportunity to stay 
here and contribute, to build their 
business, to apply their intellect here, 
many of them would, but today we are 
sending them away. This is crazy. 

It doesn’t end there. Go into our 
schools all across America, as I did 
when I was superintendent of the Den-
ver public schools, and you will see 
kids, meet kids—great kids, hard-work-

ing students—enter their junior and 
senior years, their peers making col-
lege visits and considering careers, and 
you will see what it looks like when 
those students fully realize, in the 
starkest and most heart-breaking 
terms imaginable, what it means to 
live in a country without legal status; 
what it means to live in a place they 
got to through no fault of their own, 
without legal status. 

Many of these young people—inspir-
ing young people such as Octavio Mor-
gan, who graduated third in his class 
from Bruce Randolph High School in 
2011—managed to carve out a future 
against all odds. But I don’t know how 
we as a Nation can continue to look 
them in the eye and preach oppor-
tunity and social mobility without 
dealing with their legal status. 

You will hear about dangerous border 
crossings. You will hear about sepa-
rated families and disrupted dreams. 
Yes, if we are being honest, you will 
also hear about jobs that went to new 
neighbors, and gang violence, and over-
crowded schools. You will see, as we 
study this, and hear and feel a system 
that hardly qualifies as one. But that 
is the system we are living in unless we 
do something about it. 

For years, even though Congress has 
done nothing, immigration has become 
a poster child for the kind of dysfunc-
tional politics the American people 
have rejected, but we keep on prac-
ticing it. We keep on practicing this 
dysfunctional set of policies. That is 
the way it has been in Congress. I hope 
it is now changing. But thankfully, for 
a lot of us who are here, that is not 
what we see back home—not even 
close. 

(Mr. COONS assumed the chair.) 
A few years ago, a small group of us 

in Colorado began working on a set of 
principles to begin a more pragmatic 
and productive immigration discus-
sion. Utah launched a similar effort in 
2010, so I would like to recognize the 
leadership of our friends to the west for 
paving the way. 

I was very pleased to take part in my 
State’s effort, along with former Sen-
ator Hank Brown—no stranger to some 
of the people in this Chamber. Senator 
Brown, a Republican, is one of Colo-
rado’s greatest statesmen, with a long 
record of working across the aisle to 
get things done. 

Over the course of 18 months, we 
traveled over 6,300 miles in Colorado— 
which is, by the way, not a hardship; a 
lot of people fly over oceans to get 
there to have their vacations, but still, 
6,300 miles—and held about 230 meet-
ings in the State. We talked to farmers 
and business owners, law enforcement 
officials and educators, faith leaders 
and Latino leaders, and all are strug-
gling with different broken pieces of 
our immigration system. But we found 
far more agreement on what immigra-
tion reform should mean and what it 
ought to look like than you would ever 
think was possible if you listened to 
the politicians here in Washington or 
the pundits on TV. 

Together, we developed a common-
sense blueprint called the Colorado 
Compact. It puts its emphasis on a 
strong economy and strong national se-
curity; it cares for families while keep-
ing our citizens safe. I am glad we de-
veloped these principles, and I am glad 
it was done in such a bipartisan way, in 
rural parts of the State as well as 
urban and suburban parts of the State, 
and that we had such a broad coalition 
of people, including my former oppo-
nent for this very seat, whom we as-
sembled in support of it. 

One of the things we all agreed on 
was that, as promising as efforts like 
this are—the effort in Colorado, the ef-
fort in Utah—this issue needs more 
than piecemeal reforms. No State’s ef-
fort can be a substitute for a smart, 
sensible, national strategy to overhaul 
our immigration system, and with this 
new Senate proposal, that is exactly 
what we have. 

The bipartisan Senate bill we have 
introduced addresses each of the issues 
we mentioned in the compact, and it 
does so in a way that is reasonable, 
that is compassionate and respects the 
rule of law. It recognizes that we must 
take concrete steps to further secure 
our borders. 

We are building on steps already 
taken. Since 2004, the United States 
has doubled the border patrol. We have 
tripled the number of intelligence ana-
lysts working at the border. We are 
seizing a higher volume of contraband 
weapons, currency, and drugs, and net 
migration from Mexico is at its lowest 
level in decades. 

Our bill would make substantial fur-
ther investments at the border, includ-
ing new fencing and technologies—mo-
tion sensors, virtual monitoring sys-
tems, inexpensive surveillance, and 
other innovative approaches—that en-
able us to secure the border more 
cheaply, more effectively, and with a 
smaller footprint. 

However, there is still more we can 
do. With 40 percent of illegal immigra-
tion due to visa overstays, we need to 
ensure a better system for tracking 
people who come to our shores, who 
enter and exit our borders, which is 
why our bill provides for a stronger and 
more comprehensive entry/exit system. 

This is a very interesting point that 
a lot of people do not know. Forty per-
cent of the 11 million people who are 
here who are undocumented entered 
the country lawfully on a visa. We have 
a system to check them on the way in, 
but we do not have a system today to 
check whether they ever left. This is 
one of the ways, by the way, that the 
bill will prevent our finding ourselves 
back where we are today to begin with. 

We need to secure opportunity, also, 
for those who are already in this coun-
try. Our bill provides a fair but tough 
pathway for many of the Nation’s 11 
million undocumented immigrants, es-
pecially young people whose parents 
brought them here as children, just 
like my mother was, in search of a bet-
ter life. Those here without status 
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today would be required to undergo a 
background check, pay a $2,000 fine, 
pay all of their back taxes. They would 
have to go to the back of the line, 
which is what both parties have said 
for years, behind those who have gone 
through the proper process to immi-
grate. That is only fair and it is only 
right. 

This is not just a humane thing to 
do, but it is sound economic policy. 
Conservative economist Doug Holtz- 
Eakin estimates that immigration re-
form will generate $2.7 trillion in def-
icit reduction and help grow the econ-
omy. Some estimates have said this 
bill would grow the economy by more 
than a percentage point of GDP. It is $1 
trillion or so over a 10-year period. A 
path to citizenship would lead to high-
er wages in this country, more con-
sumption of goods, and increased rev-
enue. 

Our bill proposes a more coordinated 
effort across Federal, State, and local 
governments, in partnership with pri-
vate organizations, to help new immi-
grants and refugees integrate into 
their communities. Our immigration 
title, which was influenced by cities 
such as Littleton and Greeley, CO, 
would help provide immigrants with 
greater access to English language 
classes and civics education and help 
us cultivate stronger citizens with a 
greater appreciation for our Nation and 
her history. 

With a broken immigration system 
hurting our businesses and workers as 
well, we propose an efficient, sensible, 
and flexible visa system that would be 
more aligned with our changing 21st- 
century economy. 

As I mentioned earlier, roughly 40 
percent of Fortune 500 companies were 
founded by immigrants. We want an 
immigration system that harnesses the 
world’s innovation and talent here in 
the United States of America. 

There is no place where this is truer 
than the State of Colorado, where 1 in 
10 entrepreneurs is an immigrant. Colo-
rado has a high-tech sector that in-
cludes more than 10,000 companies and 
150,000 workers who produce almost $3 
billion worth of exports each year—$3 
billion worth of exports each year—as 
well as a new patent office opening 
soon. 

We want the next Facebook or 
iPhone or clean energy technology and 
breakthrough medical device to be 
built in our State or at least in Amer-
ica. That is why we create a new IN-
VEST visa for foreign entrepreneurs 
who want to start new businesses here 
in the United States. A new category of 
visas proposed in our bill provides this 
investment opportunity. Immigrant 
entrepreneurs who have launched suc-
cessful startups could stay or come and 
continue to create jobs and fuel our 
economy if they can show they have 
been backed financially. 

We make it easier for foreign stu-
dents who graduate with advanced de-
grees in STEM fields to get a green 
card—I know this has been of great in-

terest to the Presiding Officer—and in-
crease the number of H–1B visas. This 
will help us attract and retain highly 
skilled and educated talent to fill labor 
shortages in some of our fastest grow-
ing industries, including bioscience and 
computer engineering. 

Our bill also creates a new—this is a 
lot to take in, I know, Mr. President, 
and I hope people will have the chance 
to study this. This is why I am so glad 
we took the time we did to negotiate 
this bill with the eight of us, but now 
it is going through the committee on 
which the Presiding Officer serves, the 
Judiciary Committee, to have hear-
ings, to have a markup, to have every-
body have their chance to offer—I 
think when I last heard, there were 
more than 300 amendments to the bill— 
to offer those amendments and then to 
get it to the floor where we can debate 
it. There is going to be time to do all 
this work, and this requires time to un-
derstand it. 

Our bill creates a new W visa, a pro-
gram for lesser skilled workers to come 
into the country. This, in addition to 
several other reforms that are made 
throughout our bill, will ensure that 
we can continue to fill our labor needs 
in sectors such as hospitality and our 
vibrant ski industry, which hosts 56.5 
million visitors every year. 

There was complete agreement 
among Democrats and Republicans who 
were meeting in this group that our 
visa system must protect American 
workers and prevent exploitation, such 
as requiring efforts, first, to recruit 
American workers. It also must be 
paired with a reliable, cost-effective 
employment verification system that 
prevents identity fraud, protects our 
civil liberties, and is critical to stop-
ping future illegal immigration. 

That is one of the key objectives of 
this legislation. We do not want to end 
up right where we are today, with 11 
million undocumented people, and we 
have put the systems in place—includ-
ing, very importantly, this employ-
ment verification system—to deal with 
that. We have had broad bipartisan 
support on this part for many years in 
this Congress, and it is now part of our 
legislation. 

This all has to come with a deter-
mination to crack down on employers 
who knowingly hire illegal workers. 
Simply put, if we want to reduce illegal 
immigration, we need to make legal 
immigration a much more straight-
forward process in this country. That is 
one of the reasons I was glad to take 
part in the agriculture negotiations 
around this bill under the leadership of 
Senator FEINSTEIN and with Senator 
RUBIO and Senator HATCH. This bill 
alone is going to stabilize our agricul-
tural workforce for years to come and 
is critical to protecting and growing 
our agricultural economy, which has a 
$40 billion economic impact in Colo-
rado. 

This bill provides a faster path to 
citizenship for agricultural workers to 
be able to do the important work of 

producing our Nation’s food and fiber 
and, increasingly, our energy. It also 
creates a new streamlined program for 
agricultural guest workers that is 
more usable for employers while main-
taining critical worker protections. 

It is the first time we have had an ag 
jobs title of this bill that is endorsed 
by both the farm workers and the 
Farm Bureau. I thank them for taking 
part in these negotiations and for the 
willingness of both sides to give a little 
up for the greater good. Their example 
is one we should embrace as we go for-
ward on this bill. 

As I said earlier, I feel the same way 
about the bipartisan colleagues who 
worked on this bill. In crafting this 
bill, we all had to give a little—just a 
little—to get a lot. Each of us had to 
come to the table with our diverse per-
spective, representing different con-
stituencies. We each would have writ-
ten certain pieces differently were we 
left to our own devices, but this type of 
compromise needs to happen if you are 
crafting a bipartisan and complex bill 
to fix the immigration system in a 
country of 300 million people. 

Every single member of the group 
was committed to working together to 
accomplish that goal. In particular, I 
wish to again thank Senators SCHUMER 
and MCCAIN especially for driving this 
process forward. As the committee be-
gins its important work, I would like 
to acknowledge the work and leader-
ship of Chairman LEAHY to see it 
through. 

In the spirit of our partnership, I 
think it is important to remind our-
selves, on an issue where emotions can 
run so high and so hot, that all of us 
are trying to do right by the American 
people, as each one of us sees it. 

Every proposed path to citizenship is 
not amnesty, and this proposed path to 
citizenship is not amnesty. And every 
opponent of these reforms is not anti- 
immigrant. We need to do more to se-
cure our borders, but we do not need to 
treat people trapped in a failed system 
as criminals. 

These changes will be difficult. It is 
understandable that people worry 
about what this is going to mean for 
their jobs, their schools, their busi-
nesses. But if we just apply a very 
basic test—is it smart and it is right— 
then I am confident we can find com-
mon ground and move forward. 

I would like to close with one last re-
flection on my own grandparents’ expe-
rience. On my first birthday, which was 
November 28, 1965, my grandparents 
gave me a birthday card and sent me a 
gift. In that card, they wrote: 

The ancient Greeks gave the world the 
high ideals of democracy in search of which 
your dear Mother and we came— 

They wrote this in English, by the 
way. Remember, when they came to 
this country, they spoke none. 

The ancient Greeks gave the world the 
high ideals of democracy in search of which 
your dear Mother and we came to the hos-
pitable shores of beautiful America in 1950. 
We have been happy here ever since, beyond 
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our greatest dreams and expectations, with 
Democracy, Freedom and Love and human-
ity’s greatest treasures. 

They continued: 
We hope that when you grow up, you will 

[have a chance to help] to develop in other 
parts of the world a greater understanding of 
these American values. 

Democracy and freedom and love, in 
my grandparents’ view: humanity’s 
greatest treasures, and they called 
them American values. 

This is a lesson my wife Susan and I 
are now trying to teach our three little 
girls. Opportunity is indeed a precious 
gift this country will give each genera-
tion, asking only that they in turn not 
squander that inheritance but increase 
it and pass it along to the next. That is 
our responsibility as we consider this 
piece of legislation, and for that mat-
ter any other. 

If history is any guide, someone wait-
ing in line for a visa at this moment or 
someone waiting to enter what my 
grandparents called ‘‘beautiful Amer-
ica’’ will go on to become a brilliant 
artist or a talented surgeon or a path- 
breaking businessperson. Someone 
whose father picked grapes will grow 
up to found the next Apple. Someone 
operating a ski lift at Vail is going to 
be the parent or grandparent of a 
President or, God help us, of a Senator. 
That person will stand in our shoes a 
generation from now, and they will 
know whether we had the courage to do 
what was smart and what was right 
and what was hard. 

Now is not the time to pat each other 
on the back. We have a long way to go, 
as the Presiding Officer knows. But 
what we do have is some momentum— 
I think a lot of momentum—and a bal-
anced reasonable piece of legislation. 
There are going to be some difficult 
discussions and challenges ahead. 
There is no doubt about that. But what 
I know is if we use the efforts and in-
sights of the Colorado Compact as a 
guide, we will arrive at that shared, 
sensible middle ground. We will pass 
legislation that is worthy of the great 
hope of my grandparents and the fu-
ture generations in this country. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KING.) The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

POSTAL REFORM 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to say a few words about an issue 
I think does not get enough discussion 
in the Senate but is of great concern to 
the American people in general; that 
is, the need for Congress to pass com-
prehensive Postal Service reform as 
soon as possible. 

The Postal Service is of enormous 
importance to tens of millions of peo-
ple, people in rural States like Maine 

or Vermont, to businesses all over this 
country, not to mention the hundreds 
of thousands of employees who serve us 
so well in the Postal Service. 

About 2 years ago, the Postmaster 
General of the United States came up 
with a plan for the Postal Service that 
would have—let me just tell you and 
the American people what it would 
have done. It would have eliminated 
about 220,000 Postal Service jobs, in-
cluding the jobs of many American vet-
erans. It would have closed about 15,000 
post offices throughout the country, 
many of them in rural areas like the 
State of Vermont. It would have elimi-
nated half of the mail processing plants 
in this country. It would have substan-
tially slowed down the delivery of mail 
by eliminating overnight delivery for 
first class mail. It would have ended 
Saturday mail delivery. 

Many of us in the Senate and in the 
House thought that plan was a disaster 
for our country, for our economy, and 
for American workers. We all organized 
and fought back against that plan. The 
goal was to convince the Postmaster 
General to substantially revise the 
ideas that he had brought forth. 

Instead of closing down 15,000 post of-
fices, the Postal Service, in fact, came 
up with a plan to reduce the hours of 
service at about 13,000 post offices 
throughout the country, and many in 
the State of Vermont. Was I happy 
with that? No, to be frank with you. 
Was it better to see a reduction of 2 
hours or 4 hours than seeing the entire 
rural post office shut down? It was. 

Instead of closing down half of the 
mail processing plants in this country, 
the Postal Service decided they would 
keep about 100 of the mail sorting cen-
ters that were originally on the chop-
ping block open. In other words, they 
did shut down some but not nearly as 
many as they had intended to shut 
down. 

Instead of ending overnight delivery 
standards, the Postal Service has 
adopted a plan to keep overnight deliv-
ery going, although not as strong as it 
previously was. Although it took an 
act of Congress through the appropria-
tions process, the Postal Service, for 
the time being at least, has decided to 
obey the law of the land and not elimi-
nate Saturday mail delivery. 

Last year, the Senate passed a com-
prehensive postal reform bill. That did 
not go as far as I would have liked, but 
it was certainly a substantial improve-
ment over what the Postmaster Gen-
eral had proposed. We won that vote 
with 62 or 63 votes. There was bipar-
tisan support for it. 

Unfortunately, the House of Rep-
resentatives failed to even schedule a 
vote on the floor of the House for any 
postal reform bill. As a result nothing 
was signed into law last Congress, forc-
ing us to start this process all over 
again. 

What I fear the most is that all of the 
work the Senate did last Congress—and 
the committee of jurisdiction worked 
hard on it. Some of us put together an 

ad hoc committee of 15, 16 Members of 
the Senate who worked hard on that 
issue. But I fear very much that all of 
that work to save the Postal Service 
will go for naught if Congress does not 
get its act together and pass a com-
prehensive postal reform bill as soon as 
possible. 

In my view the time has come to 
send a very loud and clear message to 
the leadership of the House, the leader-
ship of the Senate, the Postmaster 
General of the United States, and the 
President of the United States; that is, 
in the midst of this terrible recession 
which has significantly impacted the 
middle class and working families of 
our country, it is imperative that we 
do not destroy thousands and thou-
sands of decent-paying, middle-class 
jobs, including the jobs of many vet-
erans. That is what happens when you 
make the kinds of cuts the Postmaster 
General has been talking about. In the 
midst of this terrible recession, it is 
important that we do not harm small 
businesses that depend upon the Postal 
Service to sell their products. 

Just yesterday I met with some busi-
nesses in the State of Vermont for 
whom it is enormously important that 
they know there is a strong Postal 
Service that can provide rapid delivery 
of the packages they produce. It is ter-
ribly important that as we talk about 
postal reform, we understand many 
senior citizens depend upon the post of-
fice for their prescription drugs. 

It is also important, again, for the 
economy, that we not slow down the 
delivery of mail, that we do not close 
half of the mail processing plants in 
this country. 

Here is the important point: There is 
no question that the Postal Service has 
financial problems. Nobody disagrees 
with that. I think many people do not 
understand the basic causes of the 
Postal Service’s financial problems; 
that is, the Postal Service today is in 
terrible financial shape because of a 
congressional mandate signed into law 
by President Bush in December 2006, 
forcing the Postal Service to prefund 75 
years of future retiree health benefits 
over a 10-year period. 

Let me repeat that. The Postal Serv-
ice, as a result of a decision in 2006, is 
forced to prefund 75 years—75 years—of 
future retiree health benefits over a 10- 
year period. Clearly, no other govern-
ment agency at the Federal level, 
State level, or local level comes any-
where close to that kind of onerous 
burden. In fact, to the best of my 
knowledge, no private sector corpora-
tion in this country is burdened with a 
mandate anywhere near that extreme. 

This prefunding mandate is respon-
sible for about 80 percent of the Postal 
Service’s financial losses since 2007. 
Let me repeat that. You are going to 
read often, and we read often, the Post-
al Service is facing severe financial 
problems. Let me repeat: This 
prefunding mandate is responsible for 
about 80 percent of the Postal Service’s 
financial losses since 2007. 
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Before this prefunding mandate was 

signed into law, the Postal Service was 
making a profit. In fact, from 2003 to 
2006, the Postal Service made a com-
bined profit of more than $9 billion. 
That is a significant profit. 

I should also note that despite what 
we read in the media, the Postal Serv-
ice actually made a profit of $100 mil-
lion during the last quarter sorting, 
processing, and delivering the mail. If 
we are serious about dealing with the 
financial problems facing the Postal 
Service, the first thing we have to do is 
end this prefunding mandate once and 
for all and allow the Postal Service to 
use the $48 billion sitting in that future 
retiree health fund to keep the Postal 
Service healthy and thriving for years 
to come. 

When we talk about the financial 
problems facing the Postal Service, we 
have to understand that to a very sig-
nificant degree some 80 percent of the 
problem was caused by the Congress as 
a result of a decision made in 2006. It is 
clear to me, and I think to all Ameri-
cans, that we live in the year 2013. The 
world is changing. We are becoming 
more and more a digital economy, but 
it is also clear to me that the Postal 
Service does not survive by cutting 
back on its services to the American 
people and to the business community. 

In order to save and strengthen the 
Postal Service, I have introduced the 
Postal Service Protection Act, S. 316. I 
am very proud to say that bill now has 
23 cosponsors. 

Let me thank all of the Senators who 
are cosponsoring this bill: Senators 
BAUCUS, BLUMENTHAL, BROWN, CASEY, 
COWAN, FRANKEN, GILLIBRAND, HARKIN, 
HEINRICH, LAUTENBERG, LEAHY, LEVIN, 
MANCHIN, MENENDEZ, MERKLEY, 
SCHATZ, STABENOW, TESTER, TOM 
UDALL, WARREN, and WYDEN. 

Mr. President, I would ask that Sen-
ator CARDIN be added as a cosponsor to 
S. 316. 

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

Mr. SANDERS. I am delighted that 
we are making progress on real postal 
reform not only in the Senate but in 
the House as well. I thank Congress-
man PETER DEFAZIO from Oregon for 
his leadership efforts in cosponsoring 
the exact same bill in the House as we 
have in the Senate, and that now has 
139 cosponsors. 

We have 24 cosponsors now in the 
Senate, and in the House that bill has 
139 cosponsors, which tells me the 
American people and their representa-
tives in Washington understand how 
terribly important it is that we pass 
serious postal reform. 

Let me very briefly talk about what 
is in that legislation, what the legisla-
tion, if passed, would accomplish. That 
bill would reestablish strong overnight 
delivery standards to ensure the timely 
delivery of mail. When people put a let-
ter or a package in a mailbox or go to 
the post office, they want to know that 
letter or package is going to be deliv-
ered in a timely manner, and we do 
that. 

In order to make sure we do have 
timely mail delivery, this legislation 
would prevent the closure of hundreds 
of mail processing plants throughout 
this country and save the jobs of tens 
of thousands of workers. This legisla-
tion would end, once and for all, as I 
just mentioned, the disastrous 
prefunding mandate that is the major 
problem facing the Postal Service. 

This legislation would allow the 
Postal Service to recoup over $50 bil-
lion it has overpaid into the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement System. This legisla-
tion would prevent the Postal Service 
from ending Saturday mail delivery. 
Further, and significantly, our bill 
would give the Postal Service the tools 
it needs to compete in the 21st century. 

I understand, we all understand, the 
world has changed. It is not simply a 
question of finances, it is a question of 
giving the Postal Service the ability to 
compete in today’s market and to 
allow it to sell innovative new prod-
ucts, new services, and, as a result, 
raise more revenue. We need a new vi-
sion for the Postal Service. This legis-
lation would provide that vision. 

Many Americans don’t notice, but 
right now Federal law is tying the 
hands of the Postal Service in terms of 
the products and services it can pro-
vide. We say to the Postal Service that 
we are upset they are not making 
enough revenue, and yet we tie their 
hands and prevent them from going 
forth in producing new products and 
services to raise the revenue that 
would help their bottom line. 

This legislation unties the hands of 
the Postal Service and would develop a 
process to allow the Postal Service to 
explore offering the best products and 
services that would raise the most rev-
enue. 

Let me just give an example of some 
of the absurdities under which the 
Postal Service is now operating. 

If you were to go into a post office in 
Maine with a document and say to the 
clerk who is waiting on you: Listen, I 
need you to notarize this letter, the 
clerk would tell you: Sorry, it is 
against the law for me to notarize that 
letter. Now, that is pretty absurd. 

If you were to walk into a post office, 
as I am sure everyday people do, and 
say: Listen, I need you to give me 10 
copies of this document because I have 
to send it out to 10 different people, 
they would say: Sorry, it is against the 
law of the United States of America for 
me to make 10 copies, 3 copies, or 1 
copy of your document. 

Furthermore, it is against the law for 
post offices to sell fishing or hunting 
licenses. Well, in my State, we are a 
rural State. People might, in certain 
parts of the State or other parts of 
America, like to be able to walk into a 
post office and say: Hey, how do I get a 
fishing license? How do I pick up a 
hunting license? 

It is against the law right now. If 
somebody has a check that needs to be 
cashed, it is very difficult to cash that 
check in a post office. 

What you see, by the way, all over 
America are payday lenders who are 
charging outrageous rates to low-in-
come people to cash a check, a service 
I suspect the Postal Service could do to 
make some money and also save people 
a whole lot of money by not having to 
pay these outrageous rates. 

If you were to pick up a case of beer 
or a case of wine and you wanted to 
send it to a relative in California, it is 
against the law for the Postal Service 
to deliver wine or beer. Currently, it is 
against the law for the United States 
Postal Service to engage in e-com-
merce activities. 

We say to the Postal Service: We 
want you to go out and we want you to 
be competitive. By the way, you can’t 
do this and you can’t do that. On top of 
that, we are going to cause a massive 
financial problem for you demanding 
that you prefund 75 years of retiree 
health care in a 10-year period. Good 
luck. Well, that has a lot to do with 
why the Postal Service is facing the se-
rious financial problems it is today. 

We have to give the Postal Service a 
lot more flexibility, and we have to 
give them the opportunity and the 
ability to develop a very different busi-
ness model than it currently has. In 
my view, we need to give the Postal 
Service the authority to do what other 
countries throughout the world are 
doing to respond to the shift toward 
electronic mail and away from hard 
copy mail. Fewer and fewer people are 
using first class mail. We understand 
that. They are using e-mail. That is 
the reality and we have to respond to 
that. 

Let me give a few of them, really just 
a few, of what other postal services 
around the world are doing. 

In Sweden, the post office will phys-
ically deliver e-mail correspondence to 
people who are not online or don’t have 
access to a computer. Could that work 
here? I don’t know. It is an interesting 
idea. 

In Switzerland, people can have their 
physical mail received, scanned, and 
delivered into their e-mail boxes by the 
postal service. 

In Germany, the post office will 
allow customers to communicate 
through secure service. 

I think people are increasingly and 
legitimately concerned about who is 
going to get into their e-mail. In Ger-
many they provide secure services. 
Could that work here in the United 
States? I don’t know. Is it worth ex-
ploring, worth looking into? I think it 
is. 

The point is that the Postal Service 
must be given the opportunity to inno-
vate and implement an expanded busi-
ness strategy for a changing world. We 
can’t keep doing the same old-same old 
in a world that is changing. 

For over 230 years, and enshrined in 
our Constitution, the Postal Service 
has played an enormously important 
role for the people of our country and, 
in fact, for our entire economy. A 
strong Postal Service, a Postal Service 
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that delivers mail and packages in a 
timely manner, is extremely important 
for our economy. 

That mission remains as important 
as it has ever been. Let’s stand to-
gether and fight to save the Postal 
Service, not destroy it. Let’s stand to-
gether in the midst of this recession to 
fight and save hundreds of thousands of 
jobs. 

I again want to thank the 23 cospon-
sors on my legislation. I look forward 
to having more, but let’s go forward to-
gether to save the Postal Service. 

I yield the floor and note the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceed to call 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this after-
noon we have been trying to move for-
ward on the WRDA bill—the Water Re-
sources Development Act—and signifi-
cant progress has been made. One of 
the issues we are trying to work out is 
an issue dealing with Senator LAN-
DRIEU. She has been, more than anyone 
else in the Senate, concerned about 
what happens when places flood, and 
she has every reason to feel this way 
because of what happens in Louisiana 
with flooding. She is concerned about 
flood insurance. 

I have worked with Senator BOXER, 
Senator BOXER’s staff, I have worked 
with the Republicans, and it appears to 
me this is something that has made 
great progress today. The staff is going 
to work on this over the weekend. We 
will be here on Monday. I will file clo-
ture in a few minutes, but if, in fact, 
cloture doesn’t need to be voted on, we 
can always move forward without 
doing that. We can vitiate the cloture 
vote. 

So I hope the good work done by Sen-
ator LANDRIEU, her staff, and other 
staff members here—and Senator LAN-
DRIEU has been here, as she is now. I 
don’t mean this in a negative sense, 
but she is like a bulldog. Whenever she 
gets hold of something, it is hard to get 
her to loosen that jaw. She has been 
here all afternoon working on this, so I 
hope something can be worked out dur-
ing the next 48 hours on this matter. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
I have a cloture motion at the desk. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The cloture motion having been 
presented under rule XXII, the Chair 
directs the clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on S. 601, a bill to 
provide for the conservation and develop-
ment of water and related resources, to au-

thorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

Harry Reid, Barbara Boxer, Tom Udall, 
Richard Blumenthal, Max Baucus, Bill 
Nelson, Jeanne Shaheen, Tom Harkin, 
Al Franken, Kirsten E. Gillibrand, 
Brian Schatz, Thomas R. Carper, Jeff 
Merkley, Jon Tester, Patty Murray, 
Sherrod Brown, Robert P. Casey, Jr., 
Ron Wyden. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the mandatory quorum required 
under rule XXII be waived and that the 
vote on the motion to invoke cloture 
on S. 601 occur at 12 noon on Tuesday, 
May 14. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

REMEMBERING FALLEN 
FIREFIGHTER GENE M. KIRCHNER 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today with sadness in my heart to pay 
tribute to a very special individual, 
Gene M. Kirchner, a Baltimore County 
volunteer firefighter who died in the 
line of duty. Gene was just 25 and a vol-
unteer firefighter for the Reisterstown 
Volunteer Fire Department. He rushed 
to the second floor of a house fire on 
April 24 in a vain attempt to save the 
resident. Gene was found unconscious 
and was rushed to Maryland’s Shock 
Trauma Center, but succumbed to his 
injuries on May 2. 

Gene joined the company’s ranks 
when he was just 14 and served as a 
junior firefighter for 2 years before be-
coming a volunteer firefighter. He 
came from a family of firefighters. His 
twin brother Will is also a firefighter 
and so is his sister Shelly Brezicki. 
Craig Hewitt, assistant chief of the fire 
company, said that Gene ‘‘was selfless, 
well-liked, funny; got along with every-
body. He liked helping people.’’ 

Gene was laid to rest this past Sun-
day and the entire Baltimore commu-
nity is mourning the death of this 
kind, gentle young man who laid down 
his life in an attempt to save another’s 
life. His brother and sister firefighters 
came from as far away as New York 
and North Carolina to pay special trib-
ute to this young man who understood 
the risks he faced, but dedicated him-
self to helping ensure the safety of oth-
ers. Gene was posthumously awarded 
the Fire Department’s Medal of Honor 
because he embodied what we, as a Na-
tion, come to look for in our first re-
sponders—courage, selflessness, and 
dedication to duty. 

I know my U.S. Senate colleagues 
will want to join me in thanking 

Gene’s family for giving our commu-
nity such a special young man and in 
sending condolences to his family, 
friends, and fellow firefighters on the 
tragic loss of such a hero. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MAYOR JOHN A. 
SPRING 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I want 
to take a moment today to thank a 
friend and a remarkable public servant. 
John Spring ended his second term as 
mayor of Quincy, IL, earlier this week. 

Mayor Spring led Quincy through 
some of its most difficult times in re-
cent memory. Under his leadership, 
Quincy weathered record floods and the 
Great Recession. Not only did Quincy 
survive these crises, the city actually 
came out stronger than before. 

Any elected official would be proud 
of that record. It is even more impres-
sive in Mayor Spring’s case because he 
was a political rookie. He had never 
won public office before the people of 
Quincy elected him mayor in 2005. His 
only previous public service experience 
was a stint as the appointed chairman 
of Quincy’s Police and Fire Commis-
sion. 

For many of us, it takes a few tries 
before we actually win a race. But 
John is a natural. He won his first elec-
tion. 

Quincy, IL, is a river town. It sits 
right on the banks of the Mississippi 
River. At one point this past winter the 
river was so low that barge traffic was 
in danger of being halted. 

During Mayor Spring’s final weeks in 
office, however, heavy rains swelled the 
river to flood stage. When flooding 
threatened the city’s water and waste-
water treatment facilities, Mayor 
Spring and his team immediately put 
into place emergency procedures they 
had honed during previous floods. With 
leadership, hard work and a lot of sand-
bags, Quincy weathered the storm. 

In 2008, during an earlier flood, then- 
Senator Barack Obama and I visited 
Quincy to lend support. We were in-
spired to see how the entire city came 
together to protect their homes and 
their neighbors’ homes and businesses. 

In 2010, Mayor Spring was able to 
welcome President Obama back to 
Quincy and show him how Quincy had 
weathered not only rainstorms, but the 
economic storm caused by the Great 
Recession. 

Mr. President, the unemployment 
rate today in Quincy and Adams Coun-
ty is 6.6 percent. That rate is among 
the lowest in the State of Illinois, and 
that is no accident. Under Mayor John 
Spring’s leadership, Quincy has contin-
ued to be the economic engine of the 
Tri-State area. 

John Spring led the effort to lay a 
solid foundation for economic growth. 
He balanced the city’s budget every 
year and didn’t raise taxes—not even 
once. In fact, Quincy reduced its prop-
erty tax rate in 7 out of Mayor Spring’s 
8 years in office. 

He made tough, smart decisions that 
enabled Quincy to maintain adequate 
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funding for basic services such as po-
lice, fire, and streets. He downsized 
city government, reducing the work-
force by more than 12 percent, imple-
mented an early retirement program 
that is estimated will save the City 
more than $5 million, and built up the 
City’s reserve funds. 

He worked aggressively to retain and 
attract businesses and good jobs, and 
he made transportation a top priority. 
Amtrak expanded service between 
Quincy and Chicago after Mayor Spring 
and others advocated for more 
downstate Illinois passenger rail. Cape 
Air, a partner of American Airlines/ 
American Eagle, expanded its Quincy- 
St. Louis service, recently crossing the 
10,000-passenger mark. Mayor Spring 
also worked with Cape Air CEO Dan 
Wolf and regional economic develop-
ment leaders to open a maintenance fa-
cility at the airport, creating a number 
of good-paying local jobs. 

John Spring had big shoes to fill in 
2005. His predecessor, Mayor Chuck 
Scholz, served as Quincy’s mayor for 12 
years and left a record of success. John 
Spring built on that record. Chuck 
Scholz helped bring Quincy into the 
21st century, and John Spring posi-
tioned Quincy even more firmly to 
compete and win in this century’s glob-
al economy. 

I mentioned that Mayor Spring was a 
political rookie. He spent most of his 
career—nearly 30 years—as a teacher, 
counselor and coach at Quincy Notre 
Dame High School. In his final post at 
the school, as director of the Quincy 
Notre Dame Foundation, he was instru-
mental in the survival of this Catholic 
high school which is so important to 
Quincy. 

Mayor Spring has been active in 
many other community organizations 
and efforts, from the Salvation Army 
to the Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial 
and exchanges with Quincy’s Sister 
City, Herford, Germany. 

In January 2010, John Spring called a 
press conference at which he an-
nounced with his typical honesty and 
humility that he had prostate cancer. 
He recalled that when he ran for mayor 
he had pledged that serving the city of 
Quincy was his highest priority and he 
said that nothing, not even cancer, 
would keep him from serving the city 
he loved. He began a 9-week course of 
radiation treatments—about 15 min-
utes every weekday morning—and re-
ported to City Hall for work after 
every session 

I am happy to report that John’s 
health is good and that he more than 
lived up to his pledge of putting the 
people of Quincy first. 

Quincy’s nickname is Gem City. In 
John Spring, they have had a gem of a 
mayor. I will miss working with Mayor 
Spring, but I know that he has earned 
a break from public service. I wish 
John and his wife Karen and their chil-
dren and grandchildren all the best. 
And I would simply say to them: 
Thank you for lending the city of Quin-
cy your husband, father, and grand-

father. He has made Quincy’s future 
much brighter. His energy, dedication, 
and effective leadership will be missed 
at City Hall and by all of us who 
worked with him. 

f 

KOREA’S REGIONAL PEACE AND 
SECURITY 

Mr. CARDIN. I thank Republic of 
Korea, ROK, President Park Geun-hye 
for her thought-provoking and heart-
felt address on May 8 to a joint meet-
ing of Congress. President Park is a 
testament to her nation’s resilience. 
Like her country, she has courageously 
weathered difficulties and emerged as a 
strong leader on the global stage—her 
nation’s first woman President. 

Her momentous visit to the United 
States came at an opportune time to 
underscore the solidarity and coopera-
tion between our two countries. Our 
deep ties with the Korean people 
stretch back to Korea’s Chosun Dy-
nasty, when we established diplomatic 
relations in 1882. One hundred and thir-
ty-one years later, we are expanding 
our relationship in new ways. 

This year we celebrate 60 years of the 
U.S.-ROK alliance, established in 1953 
by our Mutual Defense Treaty. In Ko-
rean culture, which greatly respects its 
elders, the 60th birthday of a person’s 
life, called a ‘‘hwan-gap,’’ holds great 
significance. It acknowledges the wis-
dom and maturity that a person at-
tains by the peak of a productive life. 

And so, too, has the U.S.–Korea rela-
tionship proven fruitful and produc-
tive. Our relationship is more than a 
military alliance; it is a comprehensive 
partnership. Our people-to-people ties 
are strong; per capita, South Korea 
sends more students to the United 
States to study than any other indus-
trialized country. We cooperate on 
counterterrorism efforts and on devel-
opment assistance. One year ago, we 
demonstrated our commitment to 
strengthen our economies with the 
signing of our free trade agreement. 

South Koreans have created an eco-
nomic ‘‘Miracle on the Han River’’ out 
of a country once leveled by war. The 
country has risen from being an aid re-
cipient to becoming a world economic 
power, which now lends a hand to help 
other nations flourish. 

The Republic of Korea had a GDP per 
capita of $79 in 1960; today its GDP per 
capita is over $30,000. It is one of the 
fastest growing developed countries in 
the world. And we are proud to have 
played a role in helping our friend 
climb from poverty to prosperity, in 
contrast to its northern neighbor, 
whose people continue to suffer greatly 
from poverty. 

So there is much to celebrate during 
this 60th year of our alliance. And 
President Park has attested to the 
strength of the enduring global alli-
ance between the Republic of Korea 
and the United States. This is an his-
toric anniversary, not only of our 
friendship, but of the end of the Korean 
war. 

Since the end of the war, the Repub-
lic of Korea has practiced restraint and 
mature diplomacy in the face of tre-
mendous threats, continued bellicose 
rhetoric, and provocative actions from 
North Korea. This is in no small part 
due to the strength of the U.S.-ROK al-
liance and our close cooperation. 

As President Park has demonstrated 
in her determined but flexible ap-
proach, we need to preserve stability 
on the Korean peninsula and in the re-
gion by acting decisively together to 
address both North Korea’s provo-
cations and the dire humanitarian situ-
ation there. 

North Korea continues to threaten 
U.S. interests and the security of our 
friends and allies. As chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Subcommittee on 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs, I have 
been closely watching the alarming de-
velopments following North Korea’s 
February 12 nuclear test, including its 
declaration that it nullified the 1953 ar-
mistice, and its decision to shut down 
the Kaesong industrial complex, and 
its repeated threats to strike the 
United States and our allies. And I am 
deeply concerned about American cit-
izen Kenneth Bae, who last week was 
sentenced to 15 years of hard labor in a 
North Korea gulag for ‘‘hostile acts’’ 
against the country and Kim Jong-Un’s 
regime. 

We must do more to reach an inter-
national solution on bringing North 
Korea back into the denuclearization 
process. It is essential to ensure the 
continued safety of Americans and our 
allies in the Asia-Pacific region and to 
prevent a nuclear arms race in the 
strategically critical Korean peninsula. 

And we must not forget the humani-
tarian crisis that is besieging the 
North Korean people, as they are often 
imprisoned, starved, and deprived of 
civil liberties and freedoms at the 
hands of a ruthless authoritarian state. 

So what more can we do? This March, 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee held a hearing on North Korea 
which underscored the importance of 
working with the United Nations Secu-
rity Council to strengthen sanctions on 
North Korea. The United States has in-
tensified coordination on addressing 
the North Korean threat with Japan 
and developed a new counter-provo-
cation plan with the Republic of Korea. 
In April, I chaired a Subcommittee on 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs hearing 
during which we discussed ways to 
work with China to help change North 
Korea’s dangerous path. 

I was pleased to see Secretary Kerry, 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General 
Dempsey, and Deputy Secretary Burns 
travel to China to seek China’s help to 
rein in North Korea. And I welcomed 
the recent visit of the Chinese chair-
man of the six-party talks, Wu Dawei, 
to Washington. 

It was encouraging to see China 
strongly support UN Security Council 
Resolution 2094. This resolution im-
poses tough new financial sanctions 
which will block North Korea from 
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moving money to pay for its nuclear 
and ballistic missile programs and 
makes arms smuggling and prolifera-
tion more difficult. The sanctions will 
only be successful if all countries rig-
orously implement and enforce them. 

The international community, in-
cluding the U.S., must sustain sanc-
tions and continue systematic pres-
sure. We hope that China will be sin-
cere in implementing these sanctions 
and reduce its economic support of 
North Korea. 

New sanctions alone, however, can-
not halt the pattern of North Korean 
provocations and broken promises. The 
United States will not reward bad be-
havior. We must use all of the diplo-
matic, military, financial, and multi-
lateral tools at our disposal in a newly 
coordinated effort to move beyond the 
current stalemate. 

Along with Senators MENENDEZ, 
CORKER, and others, I have cosponsored 
the North Korea Nonproliferation and 
Accountability Act of 2013, which 
would direct the Department of State 
to undertake a comprehensive review 
of our North Korea policy to look for 
creative ways to re-engage. If North 
Korea shows a serious intent to 
denuclearize, halt its proliferation ac-
tivities and improve human rights, we 
should be open to bilateral talks, as 
Secretary Kerry stated on his April 
trip to the region. We must continue to 
prepare for the worst while hoping for 
the best. We stand by Japan, South 
Korea, and other allies in providing ex-
tended nuclear deterrence under our 
‘‘nuclear umbrella.’’ And the inter-
national community stands with us in 
condemning North Korean aggression 
and belligerent actions. 

At the same time, we should separate 
humanitarian concerns from politics. 
New ROK President Park Geun-hye has 
launched a policy of de-linking human-
itarian aid to North Korea from diplo-
matic developments. Previously, the 
U.S. has done the same, funding food 
aid to North Korea from 2008 to 2009. 
We should consider reinstating such 
food aid to North Korea based on dem-
onstrated need and our ability to verify 
that the food will reach the intended 
recipients. Congress and the adminis-
tration must track the delivery of aid 
to make sure it reaches the people who 
so desperately need it. 

American development workers now 
provide humanitarian assistance in 
North Korea without U.S. Government 
assistance, giving North Koreans an 
opportunity to encounter the goodwill 
of the American people. In June 2012, a 
United Nations evaluation team con-
firmed that over 60 percent of the popu-
lation continues to suffer from chronic 
food insecurity. Hungry people can 
focus only on survival and have no ad-
ditional energy to direct toward 
bettering their lives or changing the 
environment or regime around them. 
So we must extend our hand to the 
North Korean people by supporting the 
NGO community’s basic humanitarian 
efforts to provide lifesaving services 

such as supplemental school feeding, 
increased agricultural production, 
clean water, and medical assistance 
programs. 

The humanitarian crisis is further 
compounded by gross human rights 
violations. People are trying to cross 
the border in search of food and then 
being imprisoned in forced labor camps 
when they are caught leaving the coun-
try. Reports indicate that approxi-
mately 138,000 people were being held 
in detention centers in 2011, where they 
are beaten, tortured, and starved. 
These human rights violations merit 
international condemnation and ac-
countability. I urge UN High Commis-
sioner for Human Rights Pillay and 
Special Rapporteur Darusman to estab-
lish a mechanism of inquiry through 
the UN Human Rights Council to docu-
ment these egregious human rights 
violations expeditiously. 

I have great concerns about North 
Korea’s political trajectory, but I be-
lieve that a broader humanitarian en-
gagement holds a long-term promise of 
enhancing regional peace and security. 
President Park Geun-hye has taken a 
similar approach. I applaud her tre-
mendous courage and welcome her visit 
on this historic occasion. 

f 

MENTAL HEALTH AWARENESS 
MONTH 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, May is 
Mental Health Awareness Month. The 
Mental Health America organization 
began this campaign in 1949 in an effort 
to raise awareness of mental health 
conditions and mental wellness. Even 
after more than 60 years, however, we 
are still fighting against the stigma of 
mental illness and for greater access to 
mental health services for all Ameri-
cans. 

I would like to call particular atten-
tion to mental health issues affecting 
our Active-Duty service men and 
women, our veterans, and the impact of 
these issues on thousands of military 
families. 

The protracted military operations 
in Afghanistan and Iraq have made 
mental health disorders some of the 
‘‘signature’’ wounds our military mem-
bers experience upon returning from 
these conflicts. A comprehensive study 
by RAND found that approximately 
18.5 percent of those returning from de-
ployment reported symptoms con-
sistent with a diagnosis of post-trau-
matic stress disorder, PTSD, or depres-
sion. And up to 30 percent of troops re-
turning home from combat develop se-
rious mental health problems within 3 
to 4 months. Unfortunately, due to the 
stigma associated with seeking help 
and the fear of risking their careers, 
our service men and women often do 
not seek the care they desperately need 
and are entitled to receive. 

In fact, according to a recent Depart-
ment of Defense, DoD, report, mental 
health disorders are the leading cause 
of disability among U.S. military mem-
bers. Recent studies illustrate that out 

of the 1.4 million Active-Duty service-
members, mental health disorders are 
the leading cause of hospitalization 
among men and the second leading 
cause for women, only after pregnancy- 
related conditions. 

The five most common mental dis-
orders our military members face are 
post-traumatic stress disorder, PTSD, 
major depression, bipolar disorder, al-
cohol dependence, and substance de-
pendence. These disorders are likely to 
be chronic in nature or long-lasting in 
duration. 

Since mental health issues often 
aren’t immediately addressed on Ac-
tive Duty, we see even higher numbers 
of mental illness diagnoses among our 
veterans. According to the Department 
of Veteran Affairs, VA, the number of 
veterans receiving specialized mental 
health treatment from the VA has 
risen each year, from 927,052 in fiscal 
year 2006 to more than 1.3 million in 
fiscal year 2012. 

One major reason for this increase is 
the VA’s proactive screening of all vet-
erans to identify those who may have 
symptoms of depression, PTSD, or 
problem use of alcohol or drugs. As we 
anticipate a growing number of incom-
ing veterans with this need for care, in-
creasing availability of qualified men-
tal health professionals is absolutely 
imperative. 

I commend VA Secretary Shinseki’s 
recent decision to hire an additional 
1,600 mental health staff at the VA. We 
know our veterans need these services 
and we must do everything we can to 
provide them with the care they need. 

The invisible wounds of war are not 
new—they were called ‘‘shell shock’’ or 
‘‘combat fatigue’’ after World War I 
and World War II, or ‘‘post-Vietnam 
syndrome’’ after Vietnam. But there 
are unique features stemming from our 
prolonged engagement in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

First, our troops have experienced 
more frequent deployments of longer 
duration while having shorter ‘‘dwell 
time,’’ creating a more stressful envi-
ronment. 

Second, we have the highest rate of 
survivability in history for serious in-
juries such as amputations, severe 
burns, and spinal cord damage, leading 
to greater need for mental health care. 

Third, the prevalence of traumatic 
brain injury, TBI, from improvised ex-
plosive devices, IEDs, and other blasts 
have increased the number of combat 
veterans with mild to severe diagnoses, 
which are linked to other psychological 
comorbidities. 

It took the DoD and the VA too long, 
unfortunately, to realize that their 
medical care system must provide the 
same level of expertise, resources, and 
dedication to address the psychological 
wounds of war as they do for physical 
ones. 

Although the DoD and the VA have 
made progress in the past 5 years, 
there is still a great gap between the 
mental health needs of our military 
members and their access to quality 
care. 
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This is an epidemic that needs to be 

resolved. Recent reports indicate that 
nearly 22 veterans commit suicide 
every day. In 2012, more than 349 Ac-
tive-Duty service men and women 
across the four branches took their 
own lives. That is an average of 1 every 
25 hours, the highest suicide rate ever 
in the DoD. 

It is not just about resources. In fact, 
having an adequate number of mental 
health professionals is just one compo-
nent of ensuring access to care. 

Former Secretary of Defense Leon 
Panetta testified in a hearing the Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Defense held last year that he was 
unsatisfied with the Pentagon’s cur-
rent approach to combating military 
suicides and admitted that the DoD 
needs to review its procedures for han-
dling mental health cases. Secretary 
Panetta said that there are still huge 
gaps in the way a mental health diag-
nosis is determined. Furthermore, Sec-
retary Panetta acknowledged that the 
greatest obstacle to service men and 
women receiving necessary mental 
health treatment is the stigma that 
continues to be associated with seeking 
help for psychological injuries. 

Throughout Maryland, I hear from 
service men and women who believe 
that seeking mental health services 
will hurt their military careers. We 
must overcome these real and per-
ceived barriers to care by changing the 
policies that govern how we provide 
mental health care to our military 
members. Those who are hurting in si-
lence will seek treatment only when 
they can truly speak freely and off the 
record. As more and more of these indi-
viduals go untreated, we will continue 
to see a rise in suicides and other trag-
ic incidents among our military mem-
bers and veterans. 

Even as we wind down our combat 
operations in Afghanistan over the 
next year, I fear that we will continue 
to see an increasing number of our 
military members and veterans need-
ing mental health care in the near fu-
ture. 

Yet the DoD now is facing looming 
furloughs and unnecessary funding 
cuts, which could force the DoD to lose 
many of the highly valued mental 
health and behavioral professionals 
who were hired to help treat soaring 
rates of PTSD. Recently, Dr. Jonathan 
Woodson, the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Health Affairs, stated his 
concerns over the DoD’s long-term ca-
pability to provide mental health care 
to the force, to counter the effects of 
PTSD. More than one-half of the men-
tal health specialists serving the mili-
tary are civilians, and they have op-
tions to seek employment elsewhere. I 
worry about sustaining this valuable 
workforce under constant threat from 
sequesters. 

Mr. President, we need to ensure that 
we have the personnel, resources, and 
policies in place to guarantee access to 
quality mental health care for our men 
and women in uniform, our veterans, 

and their families. Active-Duty service 
men and women especially need access 
to such care without fear of being stig-
matized of suffering career-damaging 
consequences. Providing such care isn’t 
just a good idea to maintain the well- 
being and readiness of our troops; it is 
our solemn moral obligation to those 
who have sacrificed so much for our 
great Nation. It is important for us to 
remember that—especially during Men-
tal Health Awareness Month and as we 
approach Memorial Day. 

f 

REMEMBERING CHIEF MASTER 
SERGEANT ARDEN HASSENGER 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to remember an Oregon hero. 
CMSgt Arden Hassenger was a 29-year- 
old from Lebanon, OR, when he and 
five other airmen set out on Christmas 
Eve 1965 on a reconnaissance trip over 
the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Tragically, they 
never returned. What was even more 
tragic for Hassenger’s friends and fam-
ily, though, was that the plane could 
not be found. His wife and children 
lived in uncertainty for decades, not 
knowing whether Arden had been 
killed that day or whether he was alive 
in Laos. 

Finally, the crash site was located, 
and in 2010 and 2011, remains of the 
missing men were at last recovered. 
Last year, they were buried with full 
honors in Arlington National Ceme-
tery. This Sunday, Arden’s ultimate 
sacrifice for our Nation will be honored 
once again at the Vietnam Memorial. 
The cross next to his name, which sig-
nified his status as missing in action, 
will be changed to a diamond, rep-
resenting that he has returned home to 
rest after these many years. I hope 
that this final act of remembrance will 
help to bring closure to his family and 
all who loved him. 

We honor Chief Master Sergeant 
Hassenger, and we thank him and his 
family for the tremendous sacrifice and 
service they have given to our Nation. 

f 

REMEMBERING LIEUTENANT 
COLONEL ROBERT M. BROWN 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor a fallen airman who 
died in military service to this coun-
try. U.S. Air Force Lt. Col. Robert M. 
Brown, of Portsmouth, VA, was lost on 
Nov. 7, 1972 in his F–111 near Quang 
Binh Province, North Vietnam. The re-
mains of Lieutenant Colonel Brown 
were located in North Vietnam and re-
turned June 7, 1995. He was finally 
identified on December 14, 2011 and ac-
counted for on February 25, 2012. 

Robert Brown graduated from the US 
Naval Academy in the top 30 percent of 
his class and was given his choice of 
branch of service. He chose the US Air 
Force and trained as a pilot while add-
ing to his bachelor of military science 
degree with an electrical engineering 
degree from the University of Michi-
gan. Before his first deployment he was 
assigned to NASA and worked on the 

Mercury and Gemini Space programs. 
During his first tour of duty in South-
east Asia in 1966, Major Brown com-
piled an impressive record of 299 com-
bat missions while flying the F100 
Super Sabre. Upon returning to the 
United States, he went to work in Re-
search and Development for America’s 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems pro-
gram as a project scientist. In 1972 he 
returned to Vietnam for his second 
tour as a highly decorated fighter pilot 
to fly the most advanced combat air-
craft of its time—the F111A Aardvark. 

On November 7, 1972, the F111A crew, 
call sign ‘‘Whaler 57’’ departed Takhli 
Airbase, Thailand on a single aircraft 
strike mission. Its target was the Luat 
Son Highway ferry and ford nestled in 
a populated and forested area where 
the highway crossed over the river ap-
proximately 24 miles south of the 
major port city of Dong Hoi. After re-
porting that its mission was proceeding 
normally, radio contact was lost after 
0400 and by 0500 a 2 week long search 
and rescue effort was commenced. 

Efforts to recover ‘‘Whaler 57’’ were 
unsuccessful, but the remains of Lieu-
tenant Colonel Brown have finally been 
found and identified. Lieutenant Colo-
nel Brown is survived by his sister Gail 
and his children Beverly, Margie, and 
Bruce. Today, I ask all Members of the 
Senate to join me as we honor the life 
and legacy Lt. Col. Robert M. Brown, 
and the other Americans in our Armed 
Forces who have made the ultimate 
sacrifice for their country. There are 
no words fitting enough to fully ex-
press our thanks. 

f 

WINSTON-SALEM, NORTH 
CAROLINA 

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, today I 
wish to pay tribute to Winston-Salem, 
NC, which I proudly call home. This 
year marks the 100th anniversary of 
the consolidation of the towns Winston 
and Salem. Before their consolidation, 
each town had a long and prosperous 
history. Salem was established in 1766 
by members the Moravian Church. 
Today, Old Salem Museum and Garden 
still shows life as it was 200 years ago. 
It features the iconic 12-foot tall coffee 
pot first erected by Julius E. Mickey to 
attract customers to his tin shop in 
1858 and the Moravian Easter Sunrise 
Service in God’s Acres cemetery has 
been a yearly tradition since its incep-
tion in 1773. The town steadily in-
creased in influence and commerce ac-
tivity and was incorporated by the 
North Carolina General Assembly in 
1857. 

In 1849, Salem sold the land to its 
north to Forsyth County to serve as 
the county seat. The land was named 
Winston, in honor of local Revolu-
tionary War hero, Joseph Winston. Ten 
years later the town was incorporated. 
In the 1870s the town was connected to 
the North Carolina Railroad. This gave 
way to many factories; Reynolds and 
Hanes being the largest. Their healthy 
competition helped Winston grow re-
markably over the next three decades. 
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The two towns worked closely to-

gether on many issues, and began to 
have a unified identity. Winston and 
Salem’s citizens then voted to consoli-
date the two towns into the city of 
Winston-Salem. This officially took ef-
fect May 9, 1913, and Oscar B. Eaton 
was elected the first mayor of the 
newly formed city. After consolidation, 
Winston-Salem was one of North Caro-
lina’s foremost cities throughout the 
1920s due to vastly successful R J. Rey-
nolds Tobacco Co., Wachovia Bank and 
Trust Co., Hanes Knitting, Hanes Dye 
and Finishing, and Piedmont Airlines. 

The Winston-Salem Arts Council was 
founded in 1949, and was the first of its 
kind in the Nation. It has led to the 
rich arts culture that Winston-Salem 
enjoys today. The University of North 
Carolina School of the Arts was estab-
lished as the first of its kind State-sup-
ported arts college in the United 
States. Through the years the univer-
sity has equipped thousands of men and 
women developing the arts in the pro-
gram to incorporate dance, design and 
production, drama, film making, and 
music. Today, Winston-Salem is known 
as ‘‘The City of the Arts and Innova-
tion.’’ 

As the economy changed in the 1900s, 
the leaders of the city successfully 
worked to make Winston-Salem pros-
perous in the new age by establishing 
the Piedmont Triad Research Park, 
which recently became the Wake For-
est Innovation Quarter. This equipped 
the city with technological and med-
ical jobs that has grown to be the lead-
ing of industry in Winston-Salem 
today. 

Winston-Salem has received many 
accolades for its friendly business envi-
ronment, low cost of living, lively 
downtown district, and many other as-
pects. In Winston-Salem, May 9–12 has 
been set aside to celebrate the 100th 
anniversary of their consolidation. So I 
join my fellow Winston-Salem citizens 
and leaders in celebration of this his-
toric anniversary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

RECOGNIZING STEPTOE & 
JOHNSON 

∑ Mr. MANCHIN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to highlight a West Virginia 
business on its 100th year in the Moun-
tain State—Steptoe & Johnson, a re-
nowned and nationally respected en-
ergy law firm. 

From yesterday’s humble beginnings, 
Steptoe & Johnson now has more than 
270 attorneys and a staff of 570 people, 
including more than 220 real estate 
professionals, working in 14 offices in 6 
states—my home State of West Vir-
ginia, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Texas, 
Ohio and Colorado. 

Over the past century of American 
history—through war and peace, 
through recessions and abundance, 
through tragedy and triumph—Steptoe 
& Johnson has persevered and pros-
pered. 

I wonder if Philip P. Steptoe and 
Colonel Louis A. Johnson looked 100 
years into the future when they hung 
out their shingle and established their 
law firm in Clarksburg, WV, in 1913. I 
wonder if they ever dreamed Steptoe & 
Johnson would grow so large or be so 
influential. 

They probably did, because they 
began their practice in Clarksburg, a 
perfectly centralized location with a 
diverse economy. That decision alone 
helped introduce their company to var-
ious service-related industries and pub-
lic utilities. 

Over the next century, Steptoe & 
Johnson would grow and expand nu-
merous times, opening six offices 
across West Virginia, including Bridge-
port, Charleston, Huntington, Martins-
burg, Morgantown, and Wheeling. That 
solid foundation helped propel them 
into five other States. 

Steptoe & Johnson’s success story is 
similar to that of many of our Nation’s 
great entrepreneurs: two men with one 
vision began this American-made story 
of service and perseverance. Today, 
more than 800 individuals join together 
on a daily basis to carry out the com-
pany’s vision and mission, by offering 
strong representation and quality serv-
ice to its clientele. 

But for Steptoe & Johnson, there is 
no end in mind—only the future.∑ 

f 

REMEMBERING EVAN DUBE 

∑ Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, Sen-
ator AYOTTE and I wish to commemo-
rate the life of Evan Dube, a young 
man from Plaistow, NH, whose life was 
tragically cut short on May 19, 2012. 
Evan’s spirit touched the lives of many 
in his community, and his legacy as a 
kind and loving friend will not be for-
gotten. 

Ms. AYOTTE. Mr. President, Evan, a 
graduate of Timberlane Regional High 
School in Plaistow, NH, was a beloved 
member of both the school’s commu-
nity and the greater Plaistow commu-
nity. Evan was involved in the school’s 
theatre program, competed on the 
Model United Nations team, and was a 
member of the National Honor Society. 
Upon graduating from Timberlane, 
Evan began his freshman year at Bates 
College in Lewiston, ME, where he was 
studying classical and medieval stud-
ies. At the time of his passing, Evan 
was participating in an archaeological 
research project in Scotland. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. While Evan earned 
great success in his academic pursuits, 
his most profound impact was on the 
lives of those with whom he interacted. 
Evan’s thoughtful compassion touched 
the lives of hundreds of acquaintances, 
friends, and family members. This was 
evidenced in part by a ceremony held 
to honor Evan’s life at the Timberlane 
Regional High School Performing Arts 
Center where nearly 900 individuals 
honored his memory and celebrated the 
life that he lived with extraordinary 
attention to the thoughts and feelings 
of those around him. 

Ms. AYOTTE. In the wake of Evan’s 
passing, students and faculty of 
Timberlane Regional High School gave 
great thought to the true meaning of 
compassion. To honor Evan’s life and 
the many lessons he shared, members 
of the community have worked to in-
corporate Evan’s values of compassion 
and kindness into their daily lives. We 
would all be well served by emulating 
such behavior. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. We express our true 
sorrow at the loss of such an admi-
rable, accomplished, and compas-
sionate young man. We would also like 
to recognize and offer our sympathies 
to Evan’s family, including his mother 
Eileen, his father John, and his twin 
brother Conor. We are confident that 
Evan’s friends and family have great 
pride when they remember the impact 
that his short life had on so many indi-
viduals. 

Ms. AYOTTE. We recognize Evan 
Dube for his well-lived life that was 
full of compassion, kindness and care. 
Those who knew Evan are fortunate to 
have had the opportunity to grow with 
and learn from him, and are certainly 
better off by having had their lives 
touched by such an inspirational per-
son.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO FATHER JONATHAN 

∑ Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to honor a remarkable leader, 
Father Jonathan DeFelice, who will re-
tire as the President of Saint Anselm 
College in Manchester, NH, this June. 

Father Jonathan, as he is known to 
his beloved students and college com-
munity, has devoted his adult personal 
and professional life to Saint Anselm 
College. He lives and works at Saint 
Anselm in community with his fellow 
monks of the Order of Saint Benedict, 
who founded the college in 1889. Under 
his leadership, Saint Anselm College 
has become a nationally ranked liberal 
arts college and model for other insti-
tutions of higher education on ways to 
expand civic engagement and commu-
nity service among all members of the 
campus community. 

Originally a native of Bristol, RI, Fa-
ther Jonathan attended Portsmouth 
Abbey School for high school and com-
pleted his undergraduate career at 
Saint Anselm in 1969. He joined the 
Order of Saint Benedict in 1973, and 1 
later was ordained a Roman Catholic 
priest. Shortly thereafter, Father Jon-
athan returned to Saint Anselm, where 
he served in the administration, hold-
ing a variety of positions, including 
dean of freshman students, assistant to 
the academic dean and dean of stu-
dents. The capstone of his years of 
work for his alma mater was his ap-
pointment as its president 24 years ago. 

Father Jonathan believes that stu-
dent development requires pursuing 
both academics and extracurricular ac-
tivities. Building on that philosophy, 
he helped oversee the creation of the 
New Hampshire Institute of Politics, 
established at Saint Anselm College to 
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educate citizens and encourage polit-
ical and civic participation in the 
United States and abroad. Since its 
creation, the Institute has hosted hun-
dreds of State and local leaders and 
international visitors and helped many 
new American citizens celebrate at five 
naturalization ceremonies. Every 4 
years, Saint Anselm College becomes a 
main setting for national politics when 
it hosts numerous activities sur-
rounding the presidential primaries. 

Father Jonathan has also made serv-
ice a priority for his students. Today, 
the college’s student-led Meelia Center 
for Student Engagement manages more 
than 40 partnerships with New Hamp-
shire non-profits, such as the Big 
Brother/Big Sister program. Father 
Jonathan built on that work by found-
ing the State version of Campus Com-
pact, a national initiative that works 
in cooperation with private sector 
partners to incorporate community 
service into college curriculum. Cam-
pus Compact New Hampshire is made 
up of 23 college and university member 
institutions in the state. 

Father Jonathan has given back to 
the State by serving as chair of both 
the New Hampshire Colleges and Uni-
versity Council and the New Hampshire 
Higher Education Commission. He was 
a founding member of New Hampshire’s 
Forum on Higher Education and, most 
recently, was appointed by Governor 
John Lynch to serve as director of the 
New England Board of Higher Edu-
cation. 

Throughout his tenure, Father Jona-
than’s commitment to higher learning 
has been a valuable asset to New 
Hampshire. With community service 
and civic engagement as cornerstones 
of his presidency, Father Jonathan has 
created a lasting and significant con-
nection between the State of New 
Hampshire and the Saint Anselm Col-
lege community. 

I thank Father Jonathan for his serv-
ice and his commitment to improving 
higher education in New Hampshire.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CAMERON LYLE 

∑ Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, today 
I wish to honor the tremendous self-
lessness and compassion demonstrated 
by Cameron Lyle of Plaistow, NH. 
Cameron is completing his senior year 
at the University of New Hampshire, 
UNH, and is a 4-year member of the 
school’s track and field team. He elect-
ed to forgo his final two meets in order 
to donate bone marrow to a complete 
stranger who is battling acute 
lymphoblastic leukemia. 

Cameron Lyle is a graduate of 
Timberlane Regional High School and 
a standout thrower on UNH’s track and 
field squad. He is a member of the Na-
tional Marrow Donor Program’s Be The 
Match Registry, which he joined as a 
sophomore along with many of his fel-
low UNH athletes by completing the 
mouth swabbing process that is the ini-
tial step in registering to serve as a po-
tential bone marrow donor. Nearly 2 

years later, Cameron received a call in-
forming him that he was identified as a 
potential match for a 28-year-old man 
diagnosed with blood cancer. After ad-
ditional testing, it was confirmed that 
despite incredibly small odds, Cam-
eron’s marrow was a match. Without 
hesitation, Cameron decided that he 
would give up participating in the final 
track and field meets of his senior year 
to potentially save another man’s life. 

The story of Cameron and the anony-
mous recipient of his bone marrow 
demonstrate the importance of bone 
marrow registries such as the National 
Marrow Donor Program’s Be The 
Match Registry. These organizations 
can provide a critical lifeline for those 
individuals suffering from immune sys-
tem, genetic or blood disorders. In ad-
dition, bone marrow donor registries 
serve as a place where patients af-
flicted with these terrible diseases can 
turn in hopes of receiving a transplant. 
While these disorders can be fatal, bone 
marrow registries give patients the 
hope of finding a lifesaving donor. 

Cameron’s decision truly dem-
onstrates the strength of his character, 
but perhaps most importantly, his self-
less act will undoubtedly never be for-
gotten by the man who received an-
other chance at life. I know that resi-
dents of New Hampshire are extremely 
proud of Cameron and admire him for 
making such an important choice. 

Once again, I would like to recognize 
and thank Cameron Lyle for making 
such a powerful and life changing deci-
sion for both himself and the recipient 
of his bone marrow. I commend Cam-
eron’s family, friends and the UNH and 
Plaistow communities for the support 
they have shown him in the weeks be-
fore and since his surgery. His story is 
truly memorable.∑ 

f 

20TH ANNIVERSARY TRIBUTE TO 
THE COLORADO STATE VET-
ERANS NURSING HOME 

∑ Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, today I wish to celebrate the 20th 
anniversary of the Colorado State Vet-
erans Home in Walsenburg. For 20 
years, this home has provided excep-
tional care to veterans and their 
spouses from all over the United 
States. 

Built in 1993, the Colorado State Vet-
erans Home is southern Colorado’s 
newest nursing home for veterans and 
the only nursing home physically con-
nected to a community hospital. Resi-
dents in Walsenburg have access to a 
Special Care Unit, which provides serv-
ices for residents with dementia, Alz-
heimer’s, Huntington’s and/or Parkin-
son’s diseases, and a family outpatient 
clinic, all on the health center’s 
grounds. Furthermore, following a 
major renovation funded by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs in 2011, 
the veterans home now boasts ex-
panded kitchen areas, outdoor gardens 
and recreational space, as well as views 
of nearby mountains and lakes in every 
resident’s room. These improvements 

have created modern and bright living 
accommodations that take full advan-
tage of Colorado’s natural beauty and 
ensure the comfort of our veterans. 

With 115 residents, everyday life at 
the Colorado State Veterans Home is 
filled with the stories from our Na-
tion’s heroes. Rich, a veteran who, with 
his wife, has resided at Walsenburg for 
3 years, was a B–17 commander flying 
34 successful sorties over Germany and 
France during WWII. On his 35th sortie 
he and his crew went down as the re-
sult of enemy fire. His story makes 
Rich a favorite among visiting airmen, 
and it is only one among many. 

While we will never be able to repay 
our heroic servicemembers for the sac-
rifices they have made in the line of 
duty, it should be our top priority to 
make their lives back home as pleasant 
and comfortable as possible. The serv-
ices, staff, and stunning location of the 
Colorado State Veterans Home in 
Walsenburg uphold our commitment to 
keep that promise to these individuals 
and their loved ones. 

On behalf of a grateful nation, I 
thank the staff at Spanish Peaks Re-
gional Health Center, the Colorado 
State Veterans Home, and the Federal 
employees at the VA for their commit-
ment to serving our Nation’s heroes, 
and I offer them congratulations on the 
occasion of the Colorado State Vet-
erans Home’s 20th anniversary.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:29 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 1406. An act to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide compen-
satory time for employees in the private sec-
tor. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The President pro tempore (Mr. 
LEAHY) reported that he had signed 
the following enrolled bill, which was 
previously signed by the Speaker of the 
House: 

H.R. 1071. An act to specify the size of the 
precious-metal blanks that will be used in 
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the production of the National Baseball Hall 
of Fame commemorative coins. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 1406. An act to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to provide compen-
satory time for employees in the private sec-
tor; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–1416. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘United States Tobacco Product Exports 
That Do Not Conform to Tobacco Product 
Standards’’; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1417. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Pro-
gram Integrity Issues’’ (RIN1840–AD02) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
April 26, 2013; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1418. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Services, Department of Education, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Institute on Dis-
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
(NIDRR)—Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
search Projects and Centers Program—Dis-
ability Rehabilitation Research Project’’ 
(CFDA No. 84.133A–8) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on April 26, 2013; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC–1419. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Services, Department of Education, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘National Institute on Dis-
ability and Rehabilitation Research 
(NIDRR)—Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
search Projects and Centers Program—Reha-
bilitation Engineering Research Centers’’ 
(CFDA No. 84.133E–1) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on April 26, 2013; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC–1420. A communication from the Dep-
uty Director for Policy, Legislative and Reg-
ulatory Department, Pension Benefit Guar-
anty Corporation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Benefits 
Payable in Terminated Single-Employer 
Plans; Allocation of Assets in Single-Em-
ployer Plans; Interest Assumptions for Val-
uing and Paying Benefits’’ (29 CFR Parts 4022 
and 4044) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on April 26, 2013; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1421. A communication from the Man-
agement and Program Analyst, Citizenship 
and Immigration Services, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting, pursuant 

to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Wage 
Methodology for the Temporary Non-Agri-
cultural Employment H–2B Program, Part 2’’ 
(RIN1615–AC02) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on April 24, 2013; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

EC–1422. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Postsecondary Education, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final 
Priorities; Gaining Early Awareness and 
Readiness for Undergraduate Programs 
(GEAR UP)—College Savings Account Re-
search Demonstration Project’’ (CFDA No. 
84.334D) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on May 1, 2013; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1423. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Ensuring a Safe Food Supply’’; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–1424. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, an annual report 
relative to the implementation of the Age 
Discrimination Act of 1975 for fiscal year 
2012; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–1425. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Rural Housing Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Commu-
nity Programs Guaranteed Loans’’ (RIN0575– 
AC92) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on May 6, 2013; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–1426. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Controlled 
Import Permits’’ ((RIN0579–AD53) (Docket 
No. APHIS–2008–0055)) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 2, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1427. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Sulfoxaflor; Pesticide Tolerances’’ 
(FRL No. 9371–4) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 7, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1428. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division, 
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Spirotetramat; Pesticide Tolerances’’ 
(FRL No. 9382–8) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 7, 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–1429. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Disclosure of Re-
turns and Return Information to Designee of 
Taxpayer’’ ((RIN1545–BJ19) (TD 9618)) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on May 6, 2013; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–1430. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Updating of Em-
ployer Identification Numbers’’ ((RIN1545– 
BK02) (TD 9617)) received in the Office of the 

President of the Senate on May 6, 2013; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–1431. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Annual Price Infla-
tion Adjustments for Contribution Limita-
tions Made to a Health Savings Account Pur-
suant to Section 223 of the Internal Revenue 
Code’’ (Rev. Proc. 2013–25) received in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 6, 
2013; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–1432. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘IIR–Electric Gen-
eration Assets Units of Property’’ (Rev. 
Proc. 2013–24) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on May 6, 2013; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–1433. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the 2010–2011 Annual Report for 
the Department of the Interior’s Office of 
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–1434. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the continuation of 
the national emergency that was originally 
declared in Executive Order 13047 of May 20, 
1997, with respect to Burma; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–1435. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility’’ ((44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA–2013–0003)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 7, 2013; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–1436. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility’’ ((44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA–2013–0003)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 7, 2013; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–1437. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Suspension of Community 
Eligibility’’ ((44 CFR Part 64) (Docket No. 
FEMA–2013–0003)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on May 7, 2013; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–1438. A communication from the Attor-
ney, Legal Division, Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Truth 
in Lending (Regulation Z)’’ ((RIN3170–AA28) 
(Docket No. CFPB–2012–0039)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on May 
6, 2013; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–1439. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Office of Minority and 
Women Inclusion, Office of the Comptroller 
of the Currency, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the Of-
fice of Minority and Women Inclusion of the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Currency fis-
cal year 2012 Annual Report to Congress; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
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EC–1440. A communication from the Assist-

ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of the Treasury, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Financial Stability Over-
sight Council 2013 annual report to Congress; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. PAUL: 
S. 911. A bill to establish an emergency 

transportation safety fund, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MCCAIN: 
S. 912. A bill to allow multichannel video 

programming distributors to provide video 
programming to subscribers on an a la carte 
basis, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. REED, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. COWAN, Mr. 
COONS, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, and Mr. SANDERS): 

S. 913. A bill to amend the National 
Oilheat Research Alliance Act of 2000 to re-
authorize and improve that Act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
WICKER): 

S. 914. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to permit direct pay-
ment to pharmacies for certain compounded 
drugs that are prepared by the pharmacies 
for a specific beneficiary for use through an 
implanted infusion pump; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. RUBIO, 
and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 915. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to update reporting re-
quirements for institutions of higher edu-
cation and provide for more accurate and 
complete data on student retention, gradua-
tion, and earnings outcomes at all levels of 
postsecondary enrollment; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Mr. COCH-
RAN, and Mr. HEINRICH): 

S. 916. A bill to authorize the acquisition 
and protection of nationally significant bat-
tlefields and associated sites of the Revolu-
tionary War and the War of 1812 under the 
American Battlefield Protection Program; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. COONS, Mr. COWAN, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
TESTER, Mr. WICKER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. PORTMAN, and Mr. KING): 

S. 917. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a reduced rate of 
excise tax on beer produced domestically by 
certain qualifying producers; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. COONS (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO): 

S. 918. A bill to award grants in order to es-
tablish longitudinal personal college readi-
ness and savings online platforms for low-in-
come students; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, Mr. 
BARRASSO, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. TESTER, Mr. UDALL of New 

Mexico, Mr. HEINRICH, Mr. SCHATZ, 
Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. CRAPO): 

S. 919. A bill to amend the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance Act 
to provide further self-governance by Indian 
tribes, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR): 

S. 920. A bill to allow the Fond du Lac 
Band of Lake Superior Chippewa in the State 
of Minnesota to lease or transfer certain 
land; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. 
CASEY): 

S. 921. A bill to amend chapter 301 of title 
49, United States Code, to prohibit the rental 
of motor vehicles that contain a defect re-
lated to motor vehicle safety, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
S. 922. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Labor to carry out a pilot program on pro-
viding wage subsidies to employers who em-
ploy certain veterans and members of the 
Armed Forces and require the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to carry out a pilot pro-
gram on providing career transition services 
to young veterans, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico: 
S. 923. A bill to modernize the conservation 

title of the Food Security Act of 1985, pro-
tect long term taxpayer investment, increase 
small and midsize farmer’s access to pro-
grams, and prioritize modern-day conserva-
tion needs through management practices, 
local engagement, and stewardship; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ (for himself, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 924. A bill to amend the Robert T. Staf-
ford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assist-
ance Act to enhance existing programs pro-
viding mitigation assistance by encouraging 
States to adopt and actively enforce State 
building codes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 925. A bill to improve the Lower East 
Side Tenement National Historic Site, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BEGICH: 
S. 926. A bill to amend title 32, United 

States Code, to include the National Guard 
Educational Foundation among the youth 
and charitable organizations eligible for Na-
tional Guard assistance, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
S. 927. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to carry out a demonstra-
tion project to assess the feasibility and ad-
visability of using State and local govern-
ment agencies and nonprofit organizations 
to increase awareness of benefits and serv-
ices for veterans and to improve coordina-
tion of outreach activities relating to such 
benefits and services, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
S. 928. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to improve the processing of 
claims for compensation under laws adminis-
tered by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. CORNYN: 
S. 929. A bill to impose sanctions on indi-

viduals who are complicit in human rights 

abuses committed against nationals of Viet-
nam or their family members, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. KIRK, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. HEIN-
RICH, Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
MURPHY, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. BROWN, Mr. BEGICH, and Ms. 
HIRONO): 

S.J. Res. 15. A joint resolution removing 
the deadline for the ratification of the equal 
rights amendment; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Ms. MIKULSKI: 
S. Res. 135. A resolution designating the 

week of October 7 through October 13, 2013, 
as ‘‘Naturopathic Medicine Week’’ to recog-
nize the value of naturopathic medicine in 
providing safe, effective, and affordable 
health care; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. WICKER, 
Mr. BEGICH, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. ISAKSON, 
and Mr. MURPHY): 

S. Res. 136. A resolution recognizing the 
60th Anniversary of the Korean War Armi-
stice and the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1953, 
and congratulating Park Geun-Hye on her 
election to the Presidency of the Republic of 
Korea; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. COONS): 

S. Res. 137. A resolution designating May 
2013 as ‘‘Older Americans Month’’; considered 
and agreed to. 

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. BURR, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. KIRK, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ISAKSON, 
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CRUZ, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. MCCONNELL): 

S. Res. 138. A resolution congratulating the 
students, parents, teachers, and administra-
tors of charter schools across the United 
States for their ongoing contributions to 
education, and supporting the ideals and 
goals of the 14th annual National Charter 
Schools Week, to be celebrated the week of 
May 5 through May 11, 2013; considered and 
agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 141 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
141, a bill to make supplemental agri-
cultural disaster assistance available 
for fiscal years 2012 and 2013, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 186 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the 
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER), 
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
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CORNYN), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SCOTT), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS), the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BURR), the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
BLUNT), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. HATCH), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. HEINRICH), the Senator 
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the 
Senator from Montana (Mr. TESTER), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL), the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. MCCONNELL), the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR), the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mr. KING), the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mrs. FISCHER), the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. ALEX-
ANDER), the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS), the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE), the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. BOOZMAN), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GRASSLEY), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. RISCH), the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Ms. WAR-
REN), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. HAR-
KIN), the Senator from Michigan (Ms. 
STABENOW), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. MORAN), the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER), the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. HELLER), the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. CORKER), the Senator 
from Rhode Island (Mr. REED), the Sen-
ator from Washington (Ms. CANTWELL), 
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. CAR-
PER), the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN), the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. KIRK), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator 
from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), the 
Senator from Missouri (Mrs. MCCAS-
KILL), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON), the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from Alas-
ka (Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. KAINE), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Ms. HEITKAMP), 
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ), 
the Senator from Minnesota (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR), the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS), the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. WHITEHOUSE), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. MERKLEY), 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. CHAM-
BLISS), the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. MURPHY) and the Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. WARNER) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 186, a bill to award 
posthumously a Congressional Gold 
Medal to Addie Mae Collins, Denise 
McNair, Carole Robertson, and Cynthia 
Wesley, in recognition of the 50th anni-
versary of the bombing of the Six-
teenth Street Baptist Church, where 
the 4 little Black girls lost their lives, 
which served as a catalyst for the Civil 
Rights Movement. 

At the request of Mr. COBURN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
186, supra. 

S. 309 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 309, a bill to award a 
Congressional Gold Medal to the World 
War II members of the Civil Air Patrol. 

S. 316 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 316, a bill to recalculate and re-
store retirement annuity obligations of 
the United States Postal Service, to 
eliminate the requirement that the 
United States Postal Service prefund 
the Postal Service Retiree Health Ben-
efits Fund, to place restrictions on the 
closure of postal facilities, to create in-
centives for innovation for the United 
States Postal Service, to maintain lev-
els of postal service, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 323 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 323, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
extended months of Medicare coverage 
of immunosuppressive drugs for kidney 
transplant patients and other renal di-
alysis provisions. 

S. 330 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
330, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish safeguards and 
standards of quality for research and 
transplantation of organs infected with 
human immunodeficiency virus (HIV). 

S. 369 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 369, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit taking 
minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions. 

S. 370 
At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
370, a bill to improve and expand geo-
graphic literacy among kindergarten 
through grade 12 students in the United 
States by improving professional devel-
opment programs for kindergarten 
through grade 12 teachers offered 
through institutions of higher edu-
cation. 

S. 403 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 403, a bill to amend the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 to address and take action to 
prevent bullying and harassment of 
students. 

S. 407 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 

ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 407, a bill to provide funding for con-
struction and major rehabilitation for 
projects located on inland and intra-
coastal waterways of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

S. 422 
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 

the name of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 422, a bill to amend the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Health Care 
Programs Enhancement Act of 2001 and 
title 38, United States Code, to require 
the provision of chiropractic care and 
services to veterans at all Department 
of Veterans Affairs medical centers and 
to expand access to such care and serv-
ices, and for other purposes. 

S. 448 
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 

name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. HAGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 448, a bill to allow seniors 
to file their Federal income tax on a 
new Form 1040SR. 

S. 462 
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 

name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SCOTT) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 462, a bill to enhance the stra-
tegic partnership between the United 
States and Israel. 

S. 526 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 526, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to make perma-
nent the special rule for contributions 
of qualified conservation contribu-
tions, and for other purposes. 

S. 538 
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL, 

the name of the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 538, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to modify 
the authorities and responsibilities of 
convening authorities in taking ac-
tions on the findings and sentences of 
courts-martial. 

S. 557 
At the request of Mrs. HAGAN, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. TESTER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 557, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to improve ac-
cess to medication therapy manage-
ment under part D of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

S. 674 
At the request of Mr. HELLER, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 674, a bill to require prompt re-
sponses from the heads of covered Fed-
eral agencies when the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs requests information 
necessary to adjudicate claims for ben-
efits under laws administered by the 
Secretary, and for other purposes. 

S. 707 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Wisconsin (Ms. 
BALDWIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
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S. 707, a bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to extend the re-
duced interest rate for Federal Direct 
Stafford Loans. 

S. 731 
At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Ms. HEITKAMP) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 731, a bill to require the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation, and the Office of 
the Comptroller of the Currency to 
conduct an empirical impact study on 
proposed rules relating to the Inter-
national Basel III agreement on gen-
eral risk-based capital requirements, 
as they apply to community banks. 

S. 742 
At the request of Mr. CARDIN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
742, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 and the Small Busi-
ness Act to expand the availability of 
employee stock ownership plans in S 
corporations, and for other purposes. 

S. 789 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 789, a bill to grant the 
Congressional Gold Medal, collectively, 
to the First Special Service Force, in 
recognition of its superior service dur-
ing World War II. 

S. 813 
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 

his name was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 813, a bill to require that Peace 
Corps volunteers be subject to the 
same limitations regarding coverage of 
abortion services as employees of the 
Peace Corps with respect to coverage of 
such services, and for other purposes. 

S. 815 
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 815, a bill to prohibit the em-
ployment discrimination on the basis 
of sexual orientation or gender iden-
tity. 

S. 831 
At the request of Mr. COATS, the 

name of the Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. BLUNT) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 831, a bill to limit the authority of 
the Secretary of the Interior to issue 
regulations before December 31, 2017, 
under the Surface Mining Control and 
Reclamation Act of 1977. 

S. 837 
At the request of Mr. HEINRICH, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
837, a bill to expand and improve oppor-
tunities for beginning farmers and 
ranchers, and for other purposes. 

S. 842 
At the request of Mr. SCHUMER, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
SCHATZ) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
842, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for an 
extension of the Medicare-dependent 
hospital (MDH) program and the in-

creased payments under the Medicare 
low-volume hospital program. 

S. 850 

At the request of Mr. ALEXANDER, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) and the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 850, a bill to prohibit 
the National Labor Relations Board 
from taking any action that requires a 
quorum of the members of the Board 
until such time as Board constituting a 
quorum shall have been confirmed by 
the Senate, the Supreme Court issues a 
decision on the constitutionality of the 
appointments to the Board made in 
January 2012, or the adjournment sine 
die of the first session of the 113th Con-
gress. 

S. 865 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the names of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. SCHUMER), the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) and the 
Senator from New Hampshire (Mrs. 
SHAHEEN) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 865, a bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Commission to Accel-
erate the End of Breast Cancer. 

S. 870 

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, the name of the Senator from 
New York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added 
as a cosponsor of S. 870, a bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of Education to 
make grants to promote the education 
of pregnant and parenting students. 

S. 871 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
names of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN), the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. TESTER) and the Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. COONS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 871, a bill to amend 
title 10, United States Code, to enhance 
assistance for victims of sexual assault 
committed by members of the Armed 
Forces, and for other purposes. 

S. 888 

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
HELLER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
888, a bill to provide end user exemp-
tions from certain provisions of the 
Commodity Exchange Act and the Se-
curities Exchange Act of 1934. 

S. 890 

At the request of Mr. PAUL, the 
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) and the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 890, a bill to clarify the defi-
nition of navigable waters, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 892 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS), the Senator from Texas (Mr. 
CRUZ) and the Senator from Nevada 
(Mr. HELLER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 892, a bill to amend the Iran 
Threat Reduction and Syria Human 
Rights Act of 2012 to impose sanctions 
with respect to certain transactions in 
foreign currencies, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. CON. RES. 15 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. BLUMENTHAL) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 15, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of Con-
gress that the Chained Consumer Price 
Index should not be used to calculate 
cost-of-living adjustments for Social 
Security or veterans benefits, or to in-
crease the tax burden on low- and mid-
dle-income taxpayers. 

S. RES. 78 
At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 

name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. WHITEHOUSE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 78, a resolution sup-
porting the goals and ideals of Profes-
sional Social Work Month and World 
Social Work Day. 

S. RES. 133 
At the request of Mr. LEE, the names 

of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. RISCH), 
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. BAR-
RASSO), the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
MORAN) and the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) were added as cospon-
sors of S. Res. 133, a resolution express-
ing the sense of the Senate that Con-
gress and the States should investigate 
and correct abusive, unsanitary, and il-
legal abortion practices. 

AMENDMENT NO. 802 
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 802 intended to 
be proposed to S. 601, a bill to provide 
for the conservation and development 
of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 809 
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the name 

of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 809 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 601, a bill to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 837 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 837 intended 
to be proposed to S. 601, a bill to pro-
vide for the conservation and develop-
ment of water and related resources, to 
authorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 839 
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 

the name of the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. UDALL) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 839 intended 
to be proposed to S. 601, a bill to pro-
vide for the conservation and develop-
ment of water and related resources, to 
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authorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 848 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 848 intended to 
be proposed to S. 601, a bill to provide 
for the conservation and development 
of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 854 
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 

names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Ms. KLOBUCHAR) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 854 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 601, a bill to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 856 
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
PORTMAN) and the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 856 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 601, a bill to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 857 
At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 

names of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) and the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 857 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 601, a bill to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MCCAIN: 
S. 912. A bill to allow multichannel 

video programming distributors to pro-
vide video programming to subscribers 
on an a la carte basis, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Today I am introducing 
the Television Consumer Freedom Act 
of 2013. The legislation has three prin-
cipal objectives: 

One, encourage the wholesale and re-
tail unbundling of programming by dis-
tributors and programmers. Allow the 
consumer, the television viewer who 
subscribes to cable, to have a la carte 
capability—in other words, not be re-
quired to buy a whole bunch of chan-

nels that consumer may not wish to 
subscribe to—in order words, a la carte. 
If you want to watch one television 
program, you can watch it. If you do 
not, you do not have to. The situation 
today obviously is far different from 
that. 

It would also establish consequences 
if broadcasters choose to downgrade 
their over-the-air service. 

Three, it eliminates the sports black-
out rule for events that are held in 
publicly financed stadiums. 

For over 15 years, I have supported 
giving consumers the ability to buy 
cable channels individually, which is 
known as a la carte, to provide con-
sumers more control over viewing op-
tions in their homes and, as a result, 
their monthly cable bills. The video in-
dustry—principally cable companies 
and satellite companies and the pro-
grammers that sell channels, such as 
NBC and Disney-ABC—continues to 
give consumers two options when buy-
ing TV programming: first, to purchase 
a package of channels whether they 
watch them all or not or, second, not 
purchase any cable programming at 
all. 

There are two choices: You can ei-
ther buy one of their packages or not 
watch it at all. That is unfair and 
wrong, especially when you consider 
how the regulatory deck is stacked in 
favor of industry against the American 
consumer. It is clear when one looks at 
how cable prices have gone up over the 
last 15 years, which was brought to the 
light by the most recent Federal Com-
munications Commission pricing sur-
vey. In the FCC survey, the average 
monthly price of expanded basic serv-
ice—basic service—for all communities 
surveyed increased 5.4 percent over the 
12 months ending January 1, 2011, or to 
$54.46, compared to an increase of 1.6 
percent in the Consumer Price Index. 
In other words, the cost of cable went 
up nearly four times the consumer 
prices people pay for everything else. 
You can only do that when you have a 
monopoly. 

Over the last 15 years, this rise in 
cost has become even more evident. Ac-
cording to the FCC, the price of ex-
panded basic cable has gone up at a 
compound average annual growth rate 
of 6.1 percent during the period from 
1995 to 2011. This means that the aver-
age annual cable price has gone up 
about $25 a month from 1995, to over $54 
today. That is a 100-percent price in-
crease. People are on fixed incomes. 
People are hurting. Why in the world 
should they have a 100-percent cost in-
crease? The only way it can be done is 
through monopolies. 

Those that provide video directly to 
consumers, such as cable and satellite 
companies, are not solely to blame for 
the high prices consumers face today. 
Many articles have been written about 
the packages of channels—commonly 
called bundles—that are sold to cable 
and satellite companies by video pro-
grammers such as Comcast, NBC, Time 
Warner, Viacom, and the Walt Disney 

Company, which owns 80 percent of 
ESPN. 

The worldwide leader in sports, as 
ESPN calls itself, thrives because of 
the advertising revenue it is able to 
generate and large subscriber fees. Ac-
cording to a January 2012 Newsweek 
article, ESPN charges $4.69 per house-
hold per month, citing a research com-
pany. By comparison, the next cost-
liest national network, TNT, costs 
$1.16. Again, $4.69 for ESPN and the 
next most expensive one is $1.16 for 
TNT. Whether or not you watch 
ESPN—and I do all the time—all cable 
subscribers are forced to absorb this 
cost. Not every American watches 
ESPN. Not every American should be 
forced to watch ESPN and pay $4.69 per 
household per month in order to have 
it carried into their homes when they 
do not view it. Because these channels 
are bundled into packages, all cable 
consumers, whether they watch sports 
or not, are paying for them anyway. 

Cable and satellite carriers that con-
sider dropping ESPN must also con-
template losing other channels in the 
bundle, such as the Disney Channel. 
Some have described this as ‘‘a tax on 
every American household.’’ 

Others, like the CEO of the American 
Cable Association, have said: 

My next-door neighbor is 74, a widow. She 
says to me, ‘‘Why do I have to get all that 
sports programming?’’ She has no idea that 
in the course of a year, for just ESPN and 
ESPN2, she is sending a check to Disney for 
about $70. She would be apoplectic if she 
knew . . . Ultimately there is going to be a 
revolt over the cost. Or policymakers will 
get involved because the cost of these things 
are so out of line with the cost of living that 
someone’s going to put up a stop sign. 

Today we are putting up a stop sign. 
We are going to find out how powerful 
these companies are, as opposed to 
clearly correcting an injustice that is 
being inflicted on the American people. 
This legislation would eliminate regu-
latory barriers to a la carte by freeing 
up multichannel video programming 
distributors, such as cable, satellite, 
and others offering video services, to 
offer any video programming service 
on an a la carte basis. But if they want 
to keep bundling, they can do that too. 
They can make both offers to the 
American subscriber. 

In order to give these companies an 
incentive to offer programming on an a 
la carte basis, the legislation links the 
availability of the compulsory copy-
right license to the voluntary offering 
of a la carte service by the MVPD. In 
other words, if these companies do not 
offer a broadcast station and any other 
channels owned by the broadcaster on 
an a la carte basis, then that company 
cannot rely on the compulsory license 
to carry those broadcast stations. The 
compulsory license is a benefit con-
ferred on these corporations, so it is 
reasonable to ask the recipients of that 
benefit to provide consumers with an a 
la carte option. I emphasize ‘‘an op-
tion.’’ 

To address the notion that a la carte 
options are being denied distributors, 
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the legislation conditions important 
regulatory benefits such as network 
nonduplication, syndicated exclusivity, 
blackout rights, and retransmission 
consent option on the programmers, al-
lowing MVPDs to sell their channels on 
an a la carte basis. 

It is time that the consumers got 
something in return, other than a high-
er bill at the end of the month. 

Furthermore, because not all pro-
grammers also own broadcast stations, 
the bill contains a provision that would 
create a wholesale a la carte market by 
allowing programmers to bundle their 
services in a package only if they also 
offer these services for the MVPDs to 
purchase on an individual channel 
basis. If a cable operator does not want 
to carry channels like MTV, it would 
have the option of not doing so and 
only buying and carrying the channels 
it thinks its consumers want to watch. 

Finally, the bill provides that if the 
parties cannot agree to the terms of a 
carriage agreement, the final offer 
made by each side must be disclosed to 
the FCC. 

The second section of the bill re-
sponds to statements by broadcast ex-
ecutives that they may downgrade the 
content of their over-the-air signals or 
pull them altogether so that the pro-
gram received by MVPD customers is 
preferable to that available over the 
air. Our country is facing a spectrum 
crunch. If broadcasters that are using 
the public airwaves in return for meet-
ing certain public interest obligations 
are going to deviate from those obliga-
tions, it is my view that we should con-
sider whether that is the most efficient 
use of our country’s spectrum. It would 
be a distortion of this basic social com-
pact if over-the-air viewers were treat-
ed as second-class citizens. 

This bill provides a legislative re-
sponse if broadcasters either down-
grade their signal or pull it altogether. 
The bill provides that a broadcaster 
will lose its spectrum allocation and 
that spectrum will be auctioned by the 
FCC if the broadcaster does not provide 
the same content over the air as it pro-
vides through MVPDs. 

Finally, my bill touches on sports 
blackout rules that can limit the abil-
ity of subscribers to see sporting 
events when they take place in their 
local community but are not broadcast 
on a local station. When the venues in 
which these sporting events take place 
have been the beneficiary of taxpayer 
funding, it is unconscionable to deny 
those taxpayers who paid for it the 
ability to watch the games on tele-
vision when they would otherwise be 
available. Therefore, the bill proposes 
to repeal the sports blackout rules so 
far as they apply to events taking 
place in publicly financed venues and/ 
or involve a publicly financed local 
sports team. 

In the end, this Television Consumer 
Freedom Act is about giving the con-
sumer more choices when watching tel-
evision. It is time for us to help shift 
the landscape to benefit television con-

sumers. I know the broadcasters and 
cable companies are likely to suggest 
that the government should not micro-
manage how they offer their product to 
customers and that bundling can pro-
mote diverse offerings. What those in-
terests fail to mention is that the gov-
ernment has already entered the mar-
ketplace and conferred certain rights 
and privileges, such as a compulsory li-
cense, network nonduplication, syn-
dicated exclusivity, and retransmission 
consent, which stack the deck in favor 
of everyone but the American con-
sumer. 

I hope the introduction of this act 
furthers the debate on issues such as a 
la carte channel selection. I look for-
ward to the Chamber’s consideration of 
the bill. 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Mr. WICKER): 

S. 914. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to permit di-
rect payment to pharmacies for certain 
compounded drugs that are prepared by 
the pharmacies for a specific bene-
ficiary for use through an implanted 
infusion pump; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, on 
January 1, 2013, the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services began im-
plementing a final rule to prohibit 
compounding pharmacies that prepare 
medications used in implanted infusion 
pumps from billing Medicare directly 
for these services. This reverses a pol-
icy that has been permissible in several 
States for over 20 years. Since the pro-
posed change in May 2011, I have 
worked with Senator WICKER and other 
Members of Congress to delay this 
change until its effects have been fully 
considered. 

During the public comment period 
for this rule, pharmacies, physicians, 
and patients overwhelmingly opposed 
this policy change. In Mississippi, the 
State board of pharmacy prohibits 
pharmacies from selling compounded 
pain medications to physicians, result-
ing in decreased access to effective 
treatments for chronic pain disorders. 
States across the nation are coming to 
realize the negative implications of 
this policy change. 

With this final rule, the Centers for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services has 
not fully taken into account patient 
impact or State regulations. In addi-
tion, pharmacies that bill Medicare 
must comply with Federal accredita-
tion rules, further enhancing patient 
safety. We should protect patient ac-
cess to effective treatments rather 
than hinder it. This bill would allow 
compounding pharmacies to continue 
to bill Medicare directly for their serv-
ices in the interest of helping patients 
receive the quality care they deserve. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
RUBIO, and Mr. WARNER): 

S. 915. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to update report-
ing requirements for institutions of 

higher education and provide for more 
accurate and complete data on student 
retention, graduation, and earnings 
outcomes at all levels of postsecondary 
enrollment; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, when my 
colleagues and I went to college, things 
were a lot different. We took out loans, 
but those loans were manageable, and 
there were jobs waiting after gradua-
tion. Today, too often, that’s simply 
not the case. In fact, the majority of 
students today will leave school 
weighed down with more than $26,000 in 
debt and will attempt to enter a labor 
market in an environment where there 
are more unemployed Americans than 
there are jobs available. 

For the first time in our Nation’s his-
tory, student loan debt exceeds credit 
card debt and now totals over $1 tril-
lion. 

James Garfield once said, ‘‘Next in 
importance to freedom and justice is 
popular education, without which nei-
ther freedom nor justice can be perma-
nently maintained.’’ He was right. In-
vestment in higher education is an eco-
nomic imperative. Education is the 
great equalizer. It enables upward eco-
nomic mobility and breaks down class 
structures. A highly skilled and edu-
cated workforce is the basis for any 
healthy economy. It is the foundation 
of our country’s future. 

In nearly every financial decision 
Americans make, individuals and fami-
lies try to evaluate the economic value 
of that decision. Like prospective 
homebuyers who inspect and assess the 
potential value of their future home, 
students should be able to compare col-
leges and programs based on what the 
likely return on their investment will 
be. 

Our capital markets work best when 
there is transparency so we can accu-
rately measure the value of what we 
choose to invest in. We saw what hap-
pens when this is not the case with the 
burst of the housing bubble. Our econ-
omy is still struggling to recover from 
the mortgage crisis. Misinformed con-
sumers bought a product based on mis-
leading information and, often times, 
fell victim to bad loans offered by pred-
atory lenders. 

Consumers must know what they can 
expect from their investments. Simi-
larly, students are entitled to know the 
value of their education before they 
borrow tens of thousands of dollars 
from banks and the government to fi-
nance their future. 

Right now, consumers don’t have this 
information. It is unavailable to stu-
dents and families who are making 
critical decisions that will impact not 
only their future, both their financial 
future and career path, but also the 
collective future of our country. That 
is why today, Senator RUBIO, Senator 
WARNER and I are introducing an up-
dated version of the Student Right to 
Know Before You Go Act which will 
help inform consumers and prevent 
market failures. 
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This proposal would ensure future 

students and their families can make 
well-informed decisions by creating a 
market in which specific schools and 
specific programs can be evaluated 
based on the average annual earnings 
and employment outcomes of grad-
uates; rates of remedial enrollment and 
success of students that participate in 
remedial education; the percent of stu-
dents that receive Federal, State, and 
institutional grant aid or loans; the av-
erage amount of total Federal loan 
debt of students upon graduation; the 
average amount of total Federal loan 
debt for students that do not complete 
a program; transfer success rates; and 
rates at which students continue on to 
higher levels of education. 

The Department of Education has 
created a College Scorecard which is a 
step in the right direction. The Score-
card, however, does not fully capture 
any of the metrics outlined above and 
includes no information to prospective 
students to evaluate the economic re-
turns of their program of study. The 
Wyden-Rubio-Warner bill generates 
this critical information. 

Markets fail when there is too little 
information and until now, it has been 
impossible to ‘‘Collect this data in a 
cost-effective way while ensuring stu-
dent privacy. 

This proposal makes it possible to se-
cure a return on investment for stu-
dents, parents, policy makers, and tax-
payers while creating a workforce that 
meets the demands of today’s busi-
nesses and ensures that American 
workers can successfully compete in 
the global economy. 

By Mr. KAINE (for himself, Mr. 
COCHRAN, and Mr. HEINRICH): 

S. 916. A bill to authorize the acquisi-
tion and protection of nationally sig-
nificant battlefields and associated 
sites of the Revolutionary War and the 
War of 1812 under the American Battle-
field Protection Program; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, the bat-
tlefields on American soil contain our 
national history and commemorate the 
events that made our nation what it is 
today. Too many of these sites are 
open to urban development that could 
1eave no trace of the sacrifices made 
there. 

That is why I am pleased to intro-
duce the American Battlefield Protec-
tion Program Amendments Act, which 
reauthorizes Federal competitive 
matching grants to protect these his-
toric lands. I was proud to have sup-
ported this program at the State level 
when I was Governor of Virginia, and I 
am proud to be joined on this bipar-
tisan legislation by my colleague, Sen-
ator THAD COCHRAN from Mississippi. 
Our States hosted key battles of the 
Civil War, and we have led the Nation 
in preserving the land on which these 
defining battles were fought. 

This bill extends the authorization 
for the American Battlefield Protec-

tion Program for 5 years at the current 
funding level and adds sites of the Rev-
olutionary War and the War of 1812 to 
the program’s eligibility. These grants 
have a 1/1 federal/non-federal match, 
which is often exceeded on the non-fed-
eral side by private contributions from 
people interested in American history. 

This program is strictly voluntary. 
The bill specifies that land will be ac-
quired only from willing sellers and 
only at fair market value. It also au-
thorizes funding solely for land acquisi-
tion and does not incur development or 
maintenance costs for the National 
Park Service. 

It would be worth protecting these 
battlefields for the historic value 
alone, but these activities also have 
economic value. Battlefield tourists do 
not simply pass through a region. They 
pay for guided tours. They stay in ho-
tels and bed and breakfasts. They dine 
at local restaurants. They browse the 
shops on town streets. According to a 
study by the Virginia Tourism Cor-
poration, Civil War tourists in Virginia 
stay twice as long and spend double the 
money of the average tourist. Of out- 
of-town visitors interviewed at 20 bat-
tlefields, two-thirds were visiting the 
area specifically to see the battlefield, 
and three-quarters said they would 
visit other Civil War sites while in the 
area. 

Virginia is a state where history is 
all around us, and to understand this 
history is to understand ourselves as 
Americans. This effort brings together 
federal, state, and private sector sup-
porters to ensure that future genera-
tions will be able to visit these sites 
and appreciate the historic deeds that 
transpired on this hallowed ground. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the junior Senator from 
Virginia in introducing the American 
Battlefield Protection Program 
Amendments Act. I doubt there has 
been a more defining period in this 
country’s history than the Civil War. 
The scars left by that conflict were 
deep and slow to heal. This year marks 
the 150th anniversary of the first major 
Civil War battle in the western theater 
and with Memorial Day approaching, 
the preservation of historic battlefields 
reminds Americans of those who have 
fought and died for freedom. Stressing 
preservation, commemoration, and 
education, the Civil War Battlefield 
Preservation Program, for almost 15 
years, has partnered with neighboring 
communities to promote resource pro-
tection and heritage tourism. By bring-
ing together local, State, and national 
stakeholders to preserve America’s 
most historically significant Civil War 
battlefields, the program has built a 
consensus to protect 19,000 acres of hal-
lowed ground in 16 states. In my state, 
more than 3,300 acres of related Civil 
War battles have been protected. 
Among the many other battlefields 
that have benefited from this program 
are: Antietam, Maryland; Averasboro, 
North Carolina; Chancellorsville, Vir-
ginia; Chattanooga, Tennessee; Gettys-

burg, Pennsylvania; Harpers Ferry, 
West Virginia; Mill Springs, Kentucky; 
and Prairie Grove, Arkansas. I am 
pleased that this legislation will ex-
tend program eligibility to Revolu-
tionary War and War of 1812 battle-
fields. This is an appropriate time for 
the Congress to embrace this legisla-
tion and to preserve and discover our 
history, our culture and our individual 
stories. By highlighting the history 
and cultural significance of these bat-
tle sites, we can help maintain our 
sense of place as Americans. With it, 
we can be more aware of our history 
and reflect upon how we have become 
who we are as individuals and who we 
are collectively as Americans. It is an 
investment in the preservation of our 
history and culture, which is well 
spent. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
COONS, Mr. COWAN, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. TESTER, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
PORTMAN, and Mr. KING): 

S. 917. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a re-
duced rate of excise tax on beer pro-
duced domestically by certain quali-
fying producers; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, next 
week is American Craft Beer Week so I 
am pleased to rise today with my 
friend and colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from Maine, Senator COLLINS, to 
introduce the Small Brewer Reinvest-
ment & Expanding Workforce Act of 
2013, otherwise known as the Small 
BREW Act. Our esteemed former col-
league, Senator Kerry, now Secretary 
of State, introduced this bill in the 
112th Congress. I am honored to take 
up the mantel. 

The Small BREW Act of 2013 would 
reduce the excise tax on America’s 
craft brewers. Under current federal 
law, brewers producing fewer than 2 
million barrels annually pay $7 per bar-
rel on the first 60,000 barrels they brew, 
and $18 per barrel on every barrel 
thereafter, one barrel = 31 gallons. The 
Small BREW Act would create a new 
excise tax rate structure that helps 
start-up and small breweries and re-
flects the evolution of the craft brew-
ing industry. The rate for the smallest 
packaging breweries and brewpubs 
would be $3.50 per barrel on the first 
60,000 barrels. For production between 
60,001 and 2 million barrels, the rate 
would be $16.00 per barrel. Thereafter, 
the rate would be $18.00 per barrel. 
Breweries with an annual production of 
6 million barrels or less would qualify 
for these recalibrated tax rates. 

The small brewer threshold and tax 
rate were established in 1976 and have 
never been updated. Since then, the an-
nual production of the largest U.S. 
brewery has increased from 45 million 
barrels to 105 million barrels. Raising 
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the ceiling that defines small breweries 
from 2 million barrels to 6 million bar-
rels more accurately reflects the intent 
of the original differentiation between 
large and small brewers in the U.S. Be-
cause of differences in economies of 
scale, small brewers have higher costs 
for raw materials, production, pack-
aging, and market entry compared to 
larger, well-established multi-national 
competitors. Adjusting the excise tax 
rate would provide small brewers with 
an additional $67 million each year 
they could use to start or expand their 
businesses on a regional or national 
scale. 

Three years ago, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, JCT, scored the 
bill at roughly $33 million annually and 
$324 million over 10 years. A more re-
cent, March 2013, study on the costs 
and benefits of the House companion 
bill that Harvard University economist 
John Friedman prepared on behalf of 
the Brewers Association indicates that 
the bill would directly reduce the ex-
cise tax revenue collected by the Fed-
eral Government by $67.0 million in 
2013. But Professor Friedman notes 
that such a loss would be offset in large 
part by $49.1 million in new payroll and 
income taxes collected on the in-
creased economic activity. As craft 
beer prices decline, demand would rise 
and the Federal Government would col-
lect an additional $1.1 million in excise 
taxes from the increased sales. The net 
yearly revenue loss, therefore, would 
be $16.9 million in 2013. The total net 
revenue loss over 5 years would be $95.9 
million. The bill would lead to the cre-
ation of 5,230 new jobs in the first 12–18 
months after passage and the cost of 
each new job in foregone revenue would 
be just $3,300. 

While some people may think this is 
a bill about beer, it is really about 
jobs. Small brewers are small business 
owners in communities in each and 
every State across the country. Na-
tionally, small and independent brew-
ers employ over 108,000 full and part- 
time employees, generate more than $3 
billion in wages and benefits, and pay 
more than $2.3 billion in business, per-
sonal and consumption taxes, accord-
ing to the Brewers Association. As the 
craft beer industry grows so, too, does 
the demand for American-grown barley 
and hops and American-made brewing, 
bottling, canning, and other equip-
ment. 

Maryland is home to 29 craft brewers, 
with at least 24 more in the planning 
stages. According to the Brewers Asso-
ciation of Maryland, there were 342 
people employed full-time who were di-
rectly involved in producing craft beer 
in the State last year, and another 
1,420 people employed full or part-time 
who were indirectly involved, including 
brew-pub restaurant staff and associ-
ated employees. The brewing industry 
accounted for $8.9 million in State ex-
cise taxes and $56.7 million in Federal 
excise taxes, paid some $13 million in 
wages, and generated nearly $95 million 
in economic activity. 

Small brewers have been anchors of 
local communities and America’s econ-
omy since the start of our history. In-
deed, there is a Mayflower document 
published in 1622 that explains why the 
Pilgrims landed at Plymouth Rock 
which states, ‘‘For we could not now 
take time for further search or consid-
eration: our victuals being much spent, 
especially our beer.’’ Presidents from 
George Washington to Barack Obama 
have been homebrewers. Going back 
much further, the oldest extant recipe 
is for beer. And many people would 
argue that our thirst for beer is what 
drove man from being a hunter-gath-
erer to a crop cultivator since the ear-
liest domesticated cereal grains were 
various types of barley better suited 
for beer production than making bread. 
Saint Arnulf of Metz, also known as St. 
Arnold, who lived from roughly 582 to 
640 AD, is known as the ‘‘Patron Saint 
of Brewers’’ because he recognized that 
beer, which is boiled first, contains al-
cohol and is slightly acidic, was much 
safer to consume than water. French 
chemist and microbiologist Louis Pas-
teur, who discovered yeast and pro-
pounded the germ theory that is the 
basis of so much of modern medicine, 
worked for breweries for much of his 
career. The pH scale, the standard 
measurement of acidity, was developed 
by the head of Carlsberg Laboratory’s 
Chemical Department in 1909. Dr. S<ren 
S<rensen developed the pH scale during 
his pioneering research into proteins, 
amino acids and enzymes—the basis of 
today’s protein chemistry. So it is fair 
to say that civilization and beer go 
hand-in-hand. 

In addition to making high-quality 
beers, craft brewers such as Maryland’s 
Flying Dog, Clipper City, Union Craft, 
Ruddy Duck, and Baying Hound create 
jobs and reinvest their profits back 
into their local economies. The Federal 
Government needs to be investing in 
industries that invest in America and 
create real jobs here at home. With 
more than 2,400 small and independent 
breweries and brew-pubs currently op-
erating in the United States, and many 
more being planned, now is the time to 
take meaningful action to help them 
and our economy grow. 

I am proud to announce that Sen-
ators BALDWIN, BEGICH, CARPER, COCH-
RAN, COONS, COWAN, KING, MENENDEZ, 
MERKLEY, MIKULSKI, PORTMAN, SAND-
ERS, SCHUMER, TESTER, WICKER, and 
WYDEN have all signed on as original 
co-sponsors of the Small BREW Act, 
and I encourage the rest of my Senate 
colleagues to consider joining us in 
this worthwhile legislative endeavor. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 917 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Brew-

er Reinvestment and Expanding Workforce 
Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. REDUCED RATE OF EXCISE TAX ON BEER 

PRODUCED DOMESTICALLY BY CER-
TAIN QUALIFYING PRODUCERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
5051(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) as subparagraphs (C) and (D), respec-
tively, and 

(2) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-
serting the following new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a brewer 
who produces not more than 6,000,000 barrels 
of beer during the calendar year, the per bar-
rel rate of tax imposed by this section shall 
be— 

‘‘(i) $3.50 on the first 60,000 qualified barrels 
of production, and 

‘‘(ii) $16 on the first 1,940,000 qualified bar-
rels of production to which clause (i) does 
not apply. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED BARRELS OF PRODUCTION.— 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘qualified barrels of production’ means, with 
respect to any brewer for any calendar year, 
the number of barrels of beer which are re-
moved in such year for consumption or sale 
and which have been brewed or produced by 
such brewer at qualified breweries in the 
United States.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Subparagraph (C) of section 5051(a)(2) of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as redesig-
nated by this section, is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘2,000,000 barrel quantity’’ 
and inserting ‘‘6,000,000 barrel quantity’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘60,000 barrel quantity’’ and 
inserting ‘‘60,000 and 1,940,000 barrel quan-
tities’’. 

(2) Subparagraph (D) of such section, as so 
redesignated, is amended by striking 
‘‘2,000,000 barrels’’ and inserting ‘‘6,000,000 
barrels’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to beer re-
moved during calendar years beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
S. 922. A bill to require the Secretary 

of Labor to carry out a pilot program 
on providing wage subsidies to employ-
ers who employ certain veterans and 
members of the Armed Forces and re-
quire the Secretary of Veterans Affairs 
to carry out a pilot program on pro-
viding career transition services to 
young veterans, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, as the 
Chairman of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, I have pledged to improve 
and expand employment training and 
development programs for our Nation’s 
servicemembers and veterans. 

While our country continues with its 
economic recovery, we must ensure 
that veterans are not left behind. Vet-
erans possess the skills, the discipline, 
and the leadership necessary to succeed 
in a 21st century workforce. Coupled 
with an array of practical skills, it 
would seem that transitioning to civil-
ian employment after separation from 
service would be effortless. Yet we con-
tinue to find high unemployment rates 
among veterans, especially the young-
est generation. Through their service 
and sacrifice, each of our Nation’s vet-
erans have earned a fair shot at a job, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3333 May 9, 2013 
a fair shot at supporting their families, 
and a fair shot to prosper and resume 
their lives back home. 

Although unemployment numbers 
are getting better for everyone, there 
is still reason for concern and work to 
be done. The unemployment rate for 
our youngest veterans, ages 18–24, 
transitioning from the military, aver-
aged 20 percent in 2012, compared to 15 
percent for non-veterans between the 
ages 18–24. Furthermore, in 2012, the 
unemployment rate among post-9/11 
veterans was nearly 10 percent, while 
the unemployment rate for all veterans 
and non-veterans was less than 8 per-
cent. This trend continues into this 
year, with our younger post-9/11 vet-
erans encountering the most difficulty 
finding employment. 

Businesses in the private sector have 
shown an interest in hiring veterans, 
but often find that veterans who apply 
lack industry specific experience to 
compete with non-veteran candidates. 
While it is important to ensure we pro-
vide programs to help veterans trans-
late their military skills into the civil-
ian sector, there remains a need to: 
equip veterans with civilian skills and 
experience necessary to meet the chal-
lenges of competing with those who 
have years of experience in the civilian 
workforce; find employers who under-
stand military skills; and assist in 
helping them to readjust back to their 
local communities. 

The Department of Defense reports 
that approximately one in five enlisted 
servicemembers separating from active 
duty have a military-learned skill that 
is not easily transferable to a civilian 
occupation. Many of these servicemem-
bers will need to transition into a civil-
ian career field that is different than 
their military occupation. 

We have a responsibility to those 
who served in the military, and that 
includes providing practical solutions. 
I am proud to introduce legislation, 
The Veterans Equipped for Success Act 
of 2013, that would provide our veterans 
the tools necessary to transition to the 
civilian workforce. 

First, the legislation, establishes a 
three-year pilot program that will 
partner certain unemployed veterans 
with employers in the private-sector. 
In general, the program will provide 
employers a wage subsidy, up to 75 per-
cent of the wages paid, capped at 
$14,000 a year, and incentives to hire 
these veterans. Not only does the pro-
gram stimulate job creation, but will 
provide potentially more than 150,000 
veterans with the valuable work expe-
rience and civilian skills they need to 
obtain long-term employment. 

Second, The Veterans Equipped for 
Success Act of 2013 focuses on pro-
viding employment opportunities and 
civilian work experience to our young-
er veterans ages 18–30. Under another 
three-year pilot program, up to 50,000 
participating veterans, at a time, 
would be paired with private-sector 
employers for one year and provided a 
salary from the Department of Vet-

erans Affairs. Employers would provide 
veterans mentorship, job shadowing, 
and valuable civilian work experience, 
while having the opportunity to learn 
about the work veterans performed in 
the military and the skills they ac-
quired. The legislation also helps vet-
erans reintegrate into their commu-
nities and give back to other veterans. 

We have made a solemn commitment 
to aid veterans by creating job oppor-
tunities and providing them with the 
necessary skills to succeed. There is 
clearly a need for improved employ-
ment opportunities for veterans, par-
ticularly our younger transitioning 
veterans. This legislation would help 
veterans meet the challenges of com-
peting in the civilian workforce by fill-
ing gaps not addressed by current pro-
grams. We owe it to our veterans to en-
sure they have the opportunity to gain 
valuable skills and work experience to 
assist them in successfully 
transitioning into the civilian work-
force. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 922 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Veterans 
Equipped for Success Act of 2013’’. 
SEC. 2. PILOT PROGRAM ON PROVISION OF SUB-

SIDIES TO EMPLOYERS FOR EM-
PLOYMENT OF CERTAIN VETERANS 
AND MEMBERS OF THE ARMED 
FORCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Commencing not later 
than January 1, 2014, the Secretary of Labor 
shall, acting through the Assistant Sec-
retary of Labor for Veterans’ Employment 
and Training and in collaboration with the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, carry out a 
pilot program to assess the feasibility and 
advisability of providing subsidies to eligible 
employers to employ eligible individuals— 

(1) to provide eligible individuals with val-
uable work experience; 

(2) to increase the skills of eligible individ-
uals; and 

(3) to assist eligible individuals in obtain-
ing long-term employment. 

(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes of 
the pilot program, an eligible individual is 
an individual who— 

(1) is— 
(A) a veteran of the Armed Forces who was 

discharged or released from service therein 
under conditions other than dishonorable; or 

(B) a member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces (including the National 
Guard) who— 

(i) served on active duty in the Armed 
Forces (other than active duty for training) 
for more than 180 consecutive days during 
the two-year period ending on the date of 
commencement of the participation in the 
pilot program; and 

(ii) is not serving on active duty on the 
date of commencement of participation in 
the pilot program; 

(2) is, at the time at which the individual 
applies for participation in the pilot pro-
gram— 

(A) 18 years of age or more but not more 
than 34 years of age; or 

(B) 55 years of age or more but not more 
than 64 years of age; 

(3) is not in receipt of compensation under 
chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code, by 
reason of unemployability; 

(4) is not enrolled on the date of com-
mencement of participation in the pilot pro-
gram in a Federal or State job training pro-
gram; and 

(5) is considered by the Secretary to be un-
employed or underemployed. 

(c) ELIGIBLE EMPLOYER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the pilot 

program, an eligible employer is an em-
ployer determined by the Secretary to meet 
such criteria for participation in the pilot 
program as the Secretary shall establish for 
purposes of the pilot program, except that an 
employer may not be determined to be an el-
igible employer for that purpose if the em-
ployer— 

(A) has been investigated or subject to a 
case or action by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion during the 180-day period ending on the 
date the employer would otherwise com-
mence participation in the pilot program; 

(B) has not been in good standing with a 
State business bureau during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 

(C) is an agency of the Federal Government 
or a State or local government; 

(D) is delinquent with respect to payment 
of any taxes or employer contributions de-
scribed under sections 3301 and 3302(a)(1) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 
3301 and 3302(a)(1)) or with respect to any re-
lated reporting requirement; 

(E) has previously participated in the pilot 
program and, as determined by the Sec-
retary, failed to abide by a requirement of 
the pilot program; 

(F) does not provide assurances to the Sec-
retary at the time the employer would other-
wise commence participation in the pilot 
program that the employer will comply 
under the pilot program with the require-
ments for non-displacement of current em-
ployees specified in paragraph (2); or 

(G) receives more than 75 percent of its 
revenue from the Federal Government or a 
State or local government. 

(2) NON-DISPLACEMENT OF CURRENT EMPLOY-
EES.—The requirements specified in this 
paragraph are the following: 

(A) That an employer shall not use an indi-
vidual participating in the pilot program to 
displace any employee of the employer at 
the time of commencement of participation 
in the pilot program from employment or 
any employment benefits, including a partial 
displacement (such as a reduction in the 
hours of non-overtime work, wages, or em-
ployment benefits). 

(B) That an employer shall not permit an 
individual participating in the pilot program 
to perform work activities related to any job 
for which— 

(i) any other individual is on layoff from 
the same or any substantially-equivalent po-
sition; or 

(ii) the employer has terminated the em-
ployment of any employee or otherwise re-
duced the workforce of the employer with 
the intention of filling or partially filling 
the vacancy so created with the work activi-
ties to be performed by the individual par-
ticipating in the pilot program. 

(C) That an employer shall not create a job 
for an individual participating in the pilot 
program in a manner that will infringe in 
any way upon the opportunities for pro-
motion of individuals employed by the em-
ployer on the date of the employer’s com-
mencement of participation in the pilot pro-
gram. 

(D) That— 
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(i) an employer shall not, by means of as-

signing work activities under the pilot pro-
gram, impair an existing contract for serv-
ices or a collective bargaining agreement; 
and 

(ii) work activities that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall not be undertaken 
by an individual participating in the pilot 
program without the written concurrence of 
the labor organization that is signatory to 
the collective bargaining agreement. 

(d) DURATION AND NUMBER OF PARTICI-
PANTS.— 

(1) DURATION.—The Secretary shall carry 
out the pilot program during the three-year 
period beginning on the date of the com-
mencement of the pilot program. 

(2) NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS.—Not more 
than 50,000 eligible individuals may concur-
rently participate in the pilot program. 

(e) LOCATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 

out the pilot program in four locations se-
lected by the Secretary for purposes of the 
pilot program from among areas with popu-
lations the Secretary determines have high 
concentrations of veterans. 

(2) CONSULTATION WITH SECRETARY OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS.—In selecting locations under 
paragraph (1), the Secretary of Labor may 
consult with the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, particularly with respect to deter-
mining which areas have populations with 
high concentrations of veterans. 

(f) SUBSIDIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For each eligible em-

ployer approved by the Secretary to partici-
pate in the pilot program who employs on a 
full-time basis an eligible individual ap-
proved by the Secretary to participate in the 
pilot program, the Secretary shall provide a 
subsidy for the employment of such eligible 
individual by such eligible employer during 
such period as— 

(A) the eligible individual is employed by 
the eligible employer; 

(B) the eligible individual is participating 
in the pilot program; and 

(C) the eligible employer is participating 
in the pilot program. 

(2) AMOUNT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a subsidy provided by the 
Secretary under the pilot program to an eli-
gible employer for the employment of an eli-
gible individual shall be an amount equal 
to— 

(i) except as provided in clause (ii), 60 per-
cent of the basic pay provided by the eligible 
employer under the pilot program to the eli-
gible individual; and 

(ii) in the case in which the eligible em-
ployer provides employment that includes an 
apprenticeship (which must be approved for 
purposes of the pilot program not later than 
two years after the date of the commence-
ment of the pilot program), 75 percent of the 
basic pay provided by the eligible employer 
under the pilot program to the eligible indi-
vidual. 

(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Except as provided 
in subparagraph (D), the aggregate amount 
of subsidy provided under the pilot program 
to an eligible employer for the employment 
of an eligible individual may not exceed— 

(i) except as provided in clause (ii), $11,000; 
or 

(ii) in the case described in subparagraph 
(A)(ii), $14,000. 

(C) DISBURSEMENT OF PAYMENTS.— 
(i) PAYMENTS ON QUARTERLY BASIS.—Except 

as provided in clause (ii), subsidies paid to an 
eligible employer under subparagraph (A) 
shall be paid to the eligible employer on a 
quarterly basis. 

(ii) PAYMENTS ON MONTHLY BASIS.—In order 
to relieve financial burden on an eligible em-

ployer participating in the pilot program 
whom the Secretary determines has few em-
ployees, the Secretary may pay subsidies 
under subparagraph (A) to such employer on 
a monthly basis as the Secretary considers 
appropriate. 

(D) ADDITIONAL HIRING INCENTIVE.—If an el-
igible employer who received a subsidy under 
the pilot program for the employment of an 
eligible individual hires such eligible indi-
vidual on a full-time basis following the 
completion of the participation of such eligi-
ble individual in the pilot program, the Sec-
retary shall pay such eligible employer an 
additional amount equal to 10 percent of the 
aggregate amount of subsidy paid to the eli-
gible employer under subparagraph (A) dur-
ing the last six months of such eligible indi-
vidual’s employment with such eligible em-
ployer while participating in the pilot pro-
gram. Any amount paid under this subpara-
graph shall not apply against the aggregate 
maximum amount specified in subparagraph 
(B). 

(E) APPRENTICESHIPS.—The Secretary may 
establish guidelines or criteria for the ap-
proval or disapproval of apprenticeships for 
purposes of the pilot program. 

(3) DURATION.—A subsidy provided to an el-
igible employer to employ an eligible indi-
vidual under the pilot program shall be for 
the lesser of— 

(A) a period of one year; and 
(B) the duration of such eligible individ-

ual’s employment with the eligible em-
ployer. 

(4) CONSIDERATION CONCERNING RECEIPT OF 
CONCURRENT SUBSIDIES.—In the case of an eli-
gible employer who is already receiving one 
or more subsidies under the pilot program 
for the employment of one or more eligible 
individuals, when determining whether to 
provide an additional subsidy to such em-
ployer to employ an additional eligible indi-
vidual, the Secretary may take into consid-
eration, if after hiring such additional eligi-
ble individual, the number of eligible indi-
viduals for whom the employer is receiving a 
subsidy under the pilot program would con-
stitute more than 10 percent of the work-
force of the eligible employer. 

(5) MINIMUM WAGE.—No eligible employer 
may receive a subsidy under the pilot pro-
gram for the employment of an eligible indi-
vidual if the rate of pay for such employ-
ment is less than the greater of the rate 
specified in section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206(a)(1)) or 
the rate specified in the applicable State 
minimum wage law. 

(6) SENSE OF CONGRESS ON EXCLUSION OF 
CERTAIN EMPLOYMENT.—It is the sense of Con-
gress that an employer should not be pro-
vided a subsidy under the pilot program for 
employment of an eligible individual in a po-
sition under a contract, grant, or coopera-
tive agreement with the Federal Government 
or a State or local government that involves 
functions that are so inherently govern-
mental that the position would not provide 
the eligible individual with experience, 
training, or skills necessary for employment 
in the private sector in a position not involv-
ing such functions. 

(g) PARTICIPATION.— 
(1) APPLICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible employer or 

an eligible individual seeking to participate 
in the pilot program shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application therefor at such time 
and in such manner as the Secretary shall 
specify. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (C), each application submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall contain such 
information as the Secretary may specify. 

(C) REQUIREMENTS OF ELIGIBLE EMPLOY-
ERS.—An application submitted by an eligi-

ble employer under subparagraph (A) shall 
include assurance that the eligible employer 
will comply with the requirements for non- 
displacement of current employees specified 
in subsection (c)(2) under the pilot program. 

(2) SELECTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

view each application submitted by an appli-
cant under paragraph (1) and approve or dis-
approve the applicant for participation in 
the pilot program. 

(B) EMPLOYER SELECTION CONSIDERATIONS.— 
In approving or disapproving an eligible em-
ployer for participation in the pilot program, 
the Secretary may consider past perform-
ance of the eligible employer with respect to 
the following: 

(i) Job training, basic skills training, and 
related activities. 

(ii) Fiscal accountability. 
(iii) Demonstration of a high potential for 

growth and long-term job creation. 
(C) CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING SELECTION 

OF FOR-PROFIT AND NOT-FOR-PROFIT EMPLOY-
ERS.—The Secretary may consider approving 
both for-profit and not-for-profit employers 
who are eligible employers for participation 
in the pilot program. 

(D) CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING PARTICIPA-
TION OF SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—In se-
lecting eligible employers for participation 
in the pilot program, the Secretary may con-
sider the extent to which small business con-
cerns are afforded opportunities to partici-
pate in the pilot program. 

(3) EARLY TERMINATION OR SEPARATION OF 
ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANTS BY SEC-
RETARY.—If the Secretary determines that 
an eligible individual participating in the 
pilot program is not making satisfactory at-
tendance in employment, or has been re-
moved from placement for misconduct, the 
Secretary may terminate such eligible indi-
vidual’s status as a participant in the pilot 
program and bar such eligible individual 
from further participation in the pilot pro-
gram. 

(4) EMPLOYMENT STATUS.— 
(A) COMPENSATION FOR WORK INJURIES.—An 

eligible individual employed by an eligible 
employer who receives a subsidy for such 
employment under the pilot program shall 
be deemed, during the period of such subsidy, 
an employee of the United States for the 
purposes of the benefits of chapter 81 of title 
5, United States Code, but not for the pur-
poses of laws administered by the Office of 
Personnel Management. 

(B) HEALTH BENEFITS.—For purposes of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111–148), an eligible individual 
employed by an eligible employer shall be 
considered an employee of the Department of 
Labor and not the eligible employer during 
such period as the eligible employer receives 
a subsidy under the pilot program for the 
employment of such eligible individual. 

(h) TRANSPORTATION SUPPORT FOR PARTICI-
PATING ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—In accordance 
with criteria established by the Secretary 
for purposes of the pilot program, the Sec-
retary may pay an allowance based upon 
mileage, of any eligible individual whose em-
ployment is subsidized under the pilot pro-
gram not in excess of 75 miles to or from a 
facility of the eligible employer or other 
place in connection with such employment. 

(i) GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may award 

grants to not more than four eligible entities 
to assist the Secretary in carrying out the 
pilot program. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—For purposes of the 
pilot program, an eligible entity is a non-
profit organization. 

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In awarding grants 
under this subsection, the Secretary may 
consider whether an eligible entity— 
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(A) has an understanding of the unemploy-

ment problems of eligible individuals and 
members of the Armed Forces transitioning 
from service in the Armed Forces to civilian 
life; 

(B) is familiar with a location selected 
under subsection (e) and has an under-
standing of employment in such location and 
employment assistance available to eligible 
individuals in such location; and 

(C) has the capability to assist the Sec-
retary in administering effectively the pilot 
program and provide employment assistance 
to eligible individuals. 

(4) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received by a 
recipient of a grant under this subsection 
may be used as follows: 

(A) To assist the Secretary in carrying out 
the pilot program. 

(B) To recruit eligible employers and eligi-
ble individuals to participate in the pilot 
program. 

(C) To coordinate and implement job place-
ment and other employer outreach activities 
in connection with the pilot program. 

(D) To carry out such other activities as 
the Secretary considers appropriate for pur-
poses of the pilot program. 

(j) ADDITIONAL PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Under the pilot program, the Sec-
retary shall— 

(1) develop an objective assessment process 
that will identify the work experience, skill 
levels, and interests of eligible individuals 
participating in the pilot program; 

(2) ensure that employment and counseling 
services are available to eligible individuals 
participating in the pilot program, including 
by connecting eligible individuals with serv-
ices available to the eligible individuals 
through State or local employment service 
or other public agencies; 

(3) develop and implement procedures for 
evaluating job placement and employment of 
eligible individuals participating in the pilot 
program; and 

(4) carry out such other activities as the 
Secretary considers appropriate for purposes 
of the pilot program. 

(k) OUTREACH.—The Secretary of Labor 
and the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall 
jointly conduct a program of outreach to in-
form eligible employers and eligible individ-
uals about the pilot program and the bene-
fits of participating in the pilot program. 

(l) MINIMIZATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE BUR-
DEN ON PARTICIPATING EMPLOYERS.—The Sec-
retary of Labor shall take such measures as 
may be necessary to minimize administra-
tive burdens incurred by eligible employers 
in participating in the pilot program. 

(m) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 

after the completion of the first year of the 
pilot program and not later than 180 days 
after the completion of the second and third 
years of the pilot program, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report on the 
pilot program. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(A) An evaluation of the pilot program. 
(B) The number and characteristics of indi-

viduals participating in the pilot program. 
(C) The number and characteristics of em-

ployers participating in the pilot program. 
(D) The number and types of positions of 

employment in which eligible individuals 
were placed under the pilot program. 

(E) The number of individuals who ob-
tained long-term full-time employment posi-
tions as a result of the pilot program, the 
hourly wage and nature of such employment, 
and if available, whether such individuals 
were still employed in such positions three 
months after obtaining such positions. 

(F) A description of the outreach activities 
undertaken to raise awareness of the pilot 
program by potential eligible individuals and 
eligible employers, and an assessment of the 
effectiveness of such activities. 

(G) An assessment of the feasibility and 
advisability of providing subsidies to eligible 
employers to employ eligible individuals. 

(H) An assessment of the effect of the pilot 
program on earnings of eligible individuals 
and the employment of eligible individuals. 

(I) Such recommendations for legislative 
and administrative action as the Secretary 
considers appropriate to improve the pilot 
program, to expand the pilot program, or to 
improve the employment of eligible individ-
uals. 

(n) RELATION TO OTHER FEDERAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, wages received by an individual that 
are subsidized under the pilot program may 
not be used in any calculation to determine 
the eligibility of such individual for any Fed-
eral program for the purpose of obtaining 
child care assistance. 

(o) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.— 
(1) WAGE SUBSIDIES.—Not less than 95 per-

cent of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the pilot program shall be 
used to provide subsidies under subsection 
(f). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Not more than 5 per-
cent of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the pilot program may be 
used to administer the pilot program. 

(p) COORDINATION WITH WORK OPPORTUNITY 
TAX CREDIT.—Section 51 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(j) COORDINATION WITH PILOT PROGRAM ON 
PROVISION OF SUBSIDIES TO EMPLOYERS FOR 
EMPLOYMENT OF CERTAIN VETERANS AND 
MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES.—No credit shall 
be allowed under subsection (a) with respect 
to any wages paid to a qualified veteran if 
the taxpayer has received a subsidy under 
section 2(f) of the Veterans Equipped for Suc-
cess Act of 2013 with respect to such quali-
fied veteran.’’. 

(q) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPRENTICESHIP.—The term ‘‘appren-

ticeship’’ means a program of apprenticeship 
approved by the Office of Apprenticeship of 
the Department of Labor or a State appren-
ticeship as meeting the standards of appren-
ticeship published by the Secretary of Labor 
pursuant to section 2 of the Act of August 16, 
1937 (popularly known as the ‘‘National Ap-
prenticeship Act’’) (29 U.S.C. 50a). 

(2) FULL-TIME BASIS.—The term ‘‘full-time 
basis’’, with respect to employment, means 
employment of a minimum of 30 hours a 
week. 

(3) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
‘‘small business concern’’ has the meaning 
given that term under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)). 
SEC. 3. PILOT PROGRAM ON PROVISION OF CA-

REER TRANSITION SERVICES TO 
YOUNG VETERANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Commencing not later 
than January 1, 2014, the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall, in collaboration with the 
Secretary of Labor, carry out a pilot pro-
gram to assess the feasibility and advis-
ability of establishing a program to provide 
career transition services to eligible individ-
uals— 

(1) to provide eligible individuals with 
work experience in the civilian sector; 

(2) to increase the marketable skills of eli-
gible individuals; 

(3) to assist eligible individuals in obtain-
ing long-term employment; and 

(4) to assist in integrating eligible individ-
uals into their local communities. 

(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—For purposes of 
the pilot program, an eligible individual is 
an individual who— 

(1) is— 
(A) a veteran of the Armed Forces who was 

discharged or released from service therein 
under conditions other than dishonorable; or 

(B) a member of a reserve component of 
the Armed Forces (including the National 
Guard) who— 

(i) served on active duty in the Armed 
Forces (other than active duty for training) 
for more than 180 consecutive days during 
the two-year period ending on the date of the 
commencement of the individual’s participa-
tion in the pilot program; and 

(ii) is not serving on active duty on the 
date of the commencement of the individ-
ual’s participation in the pilot program; 

(2) is unemployed or underemployed, as de-
termined by the Secretary; and 

(3) is, at the time at which the individual 
applies for participation in the pilot pro-
gram, 18 years of age or older, but not more 
than 30 years of age. 

(c) DURATION AND NUMBER OF PARTICI-
PANTS.— 

(1) DURATION.—The Secretary shall carry 
out the pilot program during the three-year 
period beginning on the date of the com-
mencement of the pilot program. 

(2) NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS.—Not more 
than 50,000 eligible individuals may concur-
rently participate in the pilot program. 

(d) LOCATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The pilot program shall be 

carried out in four locations selected by the 
Secretary for purposes of the pilot program 
and in accordance with the provisions of this 
subsection. 

(2) CONSIDERATION OF AREAS OF HIGH CON-
CENTRATIONS OF YOUNG ELIGIBLE INDIVID-
UALS.—In selecting locations under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall consider areas 
with populations the Secretary determines 
have high concentrations of eligible individ-
uals, particularly those with high concentra-
tions of eligible individuals who are age 25 or 
younger. 

(e) CAREER TRANSITION SERVICES.—For pur-
poses of the pilot program, career transition 
services are the following: 

(1) Internships under subsection (f). 
(2) Mentorship and job-shadowing under 

subsection (g). 
(3) Volunteer opportunities under sub-

section (h). 
(4) Professional skill workshops under sub-

section (i). 
(5) Skills assessment under subsection (j). 
(6) Additional services under subsection 

(k). 
(f) INTERNSHIPS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—For each eligible indi-

vidual whom the Secretary approves for par-
ticipation in the pilot program, the Sec-
retary shall attempt to place such eligible 
individual in an internship on a full-time 
basis with an eligible employer whom the 
Secretary has approved for participation in 
the pilot program. 

(2) ELIGIBLE EMPLOYER.—For purposes of 
the pilot program, an eligible employer is an 
employer determined by the Secretary to 
meet such criteria for participation in the 
pilot program as the Secretary shall estab-
lish for purposes of the pilot program, except 
that an employer may not be determined to 
be an eligible employer for that purpose if 
the employer— 

(A) has been investigated or subject to a 
case or action by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion during the 180-day period ending on the 
date the employer would otherwise com-
mence participation in the pilot program; 

(B) has not been in good standing with a 
State business bureau during the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 

(C) is an agency of the Federal Government 
or a State or local government; 
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(D) is delinquent with respect to payment 

of any taxes or employer contributions de-
scribed under sections 3301 and 3302(a)(1) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 
3301 and 3302(a)(1)) or with respect to any re-
lated reporting requirement; 

(E) has previously participated in the pilot 
program and, as determined by the Sec-
retary, failed to abide by a requirement of 
the pilot program; or 

(F) receives more than 75 percent of its 
revenue from the Federal Government or a 
State or local government. 

(3) DURATION.—Each internship under the 
pilot program shall be for a period of one 
year. 

(4) WAGES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the Secretary shall furnish 
pay to each eligible individual participating 
in an internship under the pilot program for 
the duration of such participation at a rate 
equal to the greater of— 

(i) the rate specified in section 6(a)(1) of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 
U.S.C. 206(a)(1)) or the rate specified in the 
applicable State minimum wage law; and 

(ii) if the eligible individual was receiving 
unemployment compensation before being 
placed in the internship, the rate of such un-
employment compensation. 

(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—An eligible indi-
vidual may not receive an aggregate amount 
of more than $30,000 in pay from the Sec-
retary under this paragraph. 

(5) EMPLOYMENT STATUS.— 
(A) COMPENSATION FOR WORK INJURIES.—An 

eligible individual placed in an internship 
with an eligible employer under the pilot 
program shall be deemed, during the period 
of such internship under the pilot program, 
an employee of the United States for the 
purposes of the benefits of chapter 81 of title 
5, United States Code, but not for the pur-
poses of laws administered by the Office of 
Personnel Management. 

(B) HEALTH BENEFITS.—For purposes of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act 
(Public Law 111–148), an eligible individual 
placed in an internship with an eligible em-
ployer under the pilot program shall be con-
sidered an employee of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs and not the eligible em-
ployer during the period of such internship 
under the pilot program. 

(6) RELATION TO OTHER FEDERAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, pay received by an individual under 
this subsection may not be used in any cal-
culation to determine the eligibility of such 
individual for any Federal program for the 
purpose of obtaining child care assistance. 

(7) LIMIT ON NUMBER OF INTERN PLACE-
MENTS.—In the case of an eligible employer 
at which one or more eligible individuals 
have been placed for an internship under the 
pilot program, the Secretary may consider, 
in determining whether to place an addi-
tional eligible individual at such employer 
for an internship under the pilot program, 
whether if after such additional placement, 
the number of eligible individuals placed in 
internships at such employer under the pilot 
program would constitute more than 10 per-
cent of the eligible employer’s workforce. 
For purposes of the previous sentence, being 
an intern under the pilot program placed at 
the eligible employer shall be considered 
part of the employer’s workforce. 

(g) MENTORSHIP AND JOB-SHADOWING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of an eligi-

ble employer’s participation in the pilot pro-
gram and the placement of an eligible indi-
vidual in an internship at the eligible em-
ployer, the eligible employer shall provide 
each eligible individual placed in an intern-
ship at the eligible employer under the pilot 

program with at least one mentor who is an 
employee of the eligible employer. 

(2) JOB-SHADOWING AND CAREER COUN-
SELING.—To the extent practicable, a mentor 
assigned to an eligible individual partici-
pating in the pilot program shall provide 
such eligible individual with job shadowing 
and career counseling. 

(h) VOLUNTEER OPPORTUNITIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—As a condition on partici-

pation in the pilot program, each eligible in-
dividual who participates in the pilot pro-
gram shall, not less frequently than once 
each month in which the eligible individual 
participates in the pilot program, engage in 
a qualifying volunteer activity in accordance 
with guidelines the Secretary shall establish. 

(2) QUALIFYING VOLUNTEER ACTIVITIES.—For 
purposes of this subsection, a qualifying vol-
unteer activity is any activity the Secretary 
considers related to providing assistance to, 
or for the benefit of, a veteran. Such activi-
ties may include the following: 

(A) Outreach. 
(B) Assisting an organization recognized by 

the Secretary for the representation of vet-
erans under section 5902 of title 38, United 
States Code, on a volunteer basis. 

(C) Service benefitting a veteran in a State 
home or a Department of Veterans Affairs 
medical facility. 

(D) Service benefitting a veteran at an in-
stitution of higher education. 

(i) PROFESSIONAL SKILLS WORKSHOPS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide eligible individuals participating in the 
pilot program with workshops for the devel-
opment and improvement of the professional 
skills of such eligible individuals. 

(2) TAILORED.—The workshops provided by 
the Secretary shall be tailored to meet the 
particular needs of eligible individuals par-
ticipating in the pilot program as deter-
mined under subsection (j). 

(3) TOPICS.—The workshops provided to eli-
gible individuals participating in the pilot 
program may include workshops for the de-
velopment of such professional skills as the 
Secretary considers appropriate, which may 
include the following: 

(A) Written and oral communication skills. 
(B) Basic word processing and other com-

puter skills. 
(C) Interpersonal skills. 
(4) MANNER OF PRESENTATION.—Workshops 

on particular topics shall be provided 
through such means as may be appropriate, 
effective, and approved of by the Secretary 
for purposes of the pilot program. Such 
means may include use of electronic commu-
nication. 

(5) ASSESSMENTS.—The Secretary shall 
conduct an assessment of a participant in a 
workshop conducted under this subsection to 
assess the participant’s knowledge acquired 
as a result of participating in the workshop. 

(j) SKILLS ASSESSMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Under the pilot program, 

the Secretary shall develop and implement 
an objective assessment of eligible individ-
uals participating in the pilot program to as-
sist in the placement of such individuals in 
internships under subsection (f) and to assist 
in the tailoring of workshops under sub-
section (i). 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The assessment may in-
clude an assessment of the skill levels and 
service needs of each participant, which may 
include a review of basic professional entry- 
level skills, prior work experience, employ-
ability, and the individual’s interests. 

(k) ADDITIONAL SERVICES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the Secretary shall, under the 
pilot program, furnish the following services 
to an eligible individual participating in the 
pilot program when assessment under sub-

section (j) indicates such services are appro-
priate: 

(A) Counseling, such as job counseling and 
career counseling. 

(B) Job search assistance. 
(C) Follow-up services with participants 

that are offered unsubsidized employment by 
the employer with whom they were assigned. 

(D) Transportation, as described in para-
graph (2). 

(2) REFERRALS.—In lieu of furnishing a 
service to an eligible individual under para-
graph (1), the Secretary may refer such eligi-
ble individual to another Federal, State, or 
local government program that provides 
such service. 

(3) TRANSPORTATION.—In accordance with 
criteria established by the Secretary for pur-
poses of the pilot program, the Secretary 
may pay an allowance based upon mileage, of 
any eligible individual placed in an intern-
ship under the pilot program not in excess of 
75 miles to or from a facility of the eligible 
employer or other place in connection with 
such internship. 

(l) PARTICIPATION.— 
(1) APPLICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible employer, eli-

gible individual, or member of the Armed 
Forces described in subparagraph (B) seeking 
to participate in the pilot program shall sub-
mit to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs an 
application therefor at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as 
the Secretary shall specify. 

(B) MEMBERS OF ARMED FORCES.—A member 
of the Armed Forces described in this sub-
paragraph is a member of the Armed Forces 
who— 

(i) is expected, within 180 days, to be dis-
charged or released from service in the ac-
tive military, naval, or air service under con-
ditions other than dishonorable; and 

(ii) has not accepted an offer of employ-
ment that would begin after such discharge 
or release. 

(2) SELECTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

view each application submitted by an appli-
cant under paragraph (1) and approve or dis-
approve the applicant for participation in 
the pilot program. 

(B) CONSIDERATION OF EMPLOYER PERFORM-
ANCE.—In approving or disapproving an eligi-
ble employer for participation in the pilot 
program, the Secretary may consider past 
performance of the eligible employer with 
respect to the following: 

(i) Job training, basic skills training, and 
related activities. 

(ii) Fiscal accountability. 
(iii) Demonstration of a high potential for 

growth and long-term job creation. 
(C) CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING SELECTION 

OF FOR-PROFIT AND NOT-FOR-PROFIT EMPLOY-
ERS.—The Secretary may consider approving 
both for-profit and not-for-profit employers 
who are eligible employers for placement of 
interns under the pilot program. 

(D) CONSIDERATIONS CONCERNING PARTICIPA-
TION OF SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS.—In se-
lecting eligible employers for participation 
in the pilot program, the Secretary may con-
sider the extent to which small business con-
cerns are afforded opportunities to partici-
pate in the pilot program. 

(m) GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may award 

grants to not more than four eligible entities 
to assist the Secretary in carrying out the 
pilot program. 

(2) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—For purposes of the 
pilot program, an eligible entity is a non-
profit organization. 

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In awarding grants 
under this subsection, the Secretary may 
consider whether an eligible entity— 
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(A) has an understanding of the unemploy-

ment problems of eligible individuals and 
members of the Armed Forces transitioning 
from service in the Armed Forces to civilian 
life; 

(B) is familiar with one or more locations 
selected under subsection (d); and 

(C) have the capability to assist the Sec-
retary in administering effectively the pilot 
program and providing career transition 
services to eligible individuals. 

(4) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts received by a 
recipient of a grant under this subsection 
may be used as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate for purposes of the pilot program, 
including as follows: 

(A) To assist the Secretary in carrying out 
the pilot program. 

(B) To recruit eligible employers and eligi-
ble individuals to participate in the pilot 
program. 

(C) To match eligible individuals partici-
pating in the pilot program with internship 
opportunities at eligible employers partici-
pating in the pilot program. 

(D) To coordinate and carry out job place-
ment and other employer outreach activi-
ties. 

(n) OUTREACH.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs and the Secretary of Labor shall 
jointly carry out a program of outreach to 
inform eligible employers and eligible indi-
viduals about the pilot program and the ben-
efits of participating in the pilot program. 

(o) AWARDS FOR OUTSTANDING CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO PILOT PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each year of the pilot pro-
gram, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs may 
recognize one or more eligible employers or 
one or more eligible individuals partici-
pating in the pilot program for dem-
onstrating outstanding achievement in car-
rying out or in contributing to the success of 
the pilot program. 

(2) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish such selection procedures and criteria as 
the Secretary considers appropriate for the 
award of recognition under this subsection. 

(p) MINIMIZATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE BUR-
DEN ON PARTICIPATING EMPLOYERS.—The Sec-
retary shall take such measures as may be 
necessary to minimize administrative bur-
dens incurred by eligible employers due to 
participation in the pilot program. 

(q) REPORTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 

after the completion of the first year of the 
pilot program and not later than 180 days 
after the completion of the second and third 
years of the pilot program, the Secretary 
shall submit to Congress a report on the 
pilot program. 

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under paragraph (1) shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(A) An evaluation of the pilot program. 
(B) The number and characteristics of par-

ticipants in the pilot program. 
(C) The number and types of internships in 

which eligible individuals were placed under 
the pilot program. 

(D) The number of individuals who ob-
tained long-term full-time unsubsidized em-
ployment positions as a result of the pilot 
program, the hourly wage and nature of such 
employment, and if available, whether such 
individuals were still employed in such posi-
tions three months after obtaining such posi-
tions. 

(E) An assessment of the feasibility and ad-
visability of providing career transition 
services to eligible individuals. 

(F) An assessment of the effect of the pilot 
program on earnings of eligible individuals 
and the employment of eligible individuals. 

(G) Such recommendations for legislative 
and administrative action as the Secretary 
may have to improve the pilot program, to 

expand the pilot program, or to improve the 
employment of eligible individuals. 

(r) FUNDING LIMITATIONS.— 
(1) WAGES FOR INTERNSHIPS.—Not less than 

95 percent of amounts appropriated or other-
wise made available for the pilot program 
shall be used to provide pay under subsection 
(f)(4). 

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Not more than 5 per-
cent of amounts appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the pilot program may be 
used to administer the pilot program. 

(s) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ACTIVE DUTY, ACTIVE MILITARY, NAVAL, 

OR AIR SERVICE, RESERVE COMPONENT, AND 
VETERAN.—The terms ‘‘active duty’’, ‘‘active 
military, naval, or air service’’, ‘‘reserve 
component’’, and ‘‘veteran’’ have the mean-
ings given such terms in section 101 of title 
38, United States Code. 

(2) FULL-TIME BASIS.—The term ‘‘full-time 
basis’’, with respect to an internship, means 
participation in the internship of not fewer 
than 30 hours per week and not more than 40 
hours per week. 

(3) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term 
‘‘small business concern’’ has the meaning 
given that term under section 3(a) of the 
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(a)). 

(4) UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION.—The 
term ‘‘unemployment compensation’’ means 
regular compensation (as defined in section 
205 of the Federal-State Extended Unemploy-
ment Compensation Act of 1970), compensa-
tion under the Federal-State Extended Com-
pensation Act of 1970, and compensation 
under the emergency unemployment com-
pensation program under title IV of the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 2008. 

By Mr. SANDERS: 
S. 928. A bill to amend title 38, 

United States Code, to improve the 
processing of claims for compensation 
under laws administered by the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, it is 
my belief that the inability to provide 
compensation benefits in a timely 
manner tarnishes the reputation of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs and 
overshadows much of the good work 
done there. As I have said before, I 
never want a veteran’s negative experi-
ence with the claims system to prevent 
him or her from seeking mental health 
care or help in battling homelessness. 
That is why, today, I am introducing 
the Claims Processing Improvement 
Act of 2013, a bill that would help to 
provide veterans and their family 
members with the timely and accurate 
claims decisions they deserve. 

The fact that nearly 70 percent of 
claims are pending longer than the De-
partment’s goal of 125 days is com-
pletely unacceptable. VA knows this, 
and the Department has set ambitious 
goals, put forward a plan, and has been 
working hard to transform the com-
pensation claims system. Despite these 
efforts, it is clear that much work re-
mains to be done. That is why we must 
continue to work together to find inno-
vative solutions until the claims sys-
tem is transformed into one fit for the 
21st century. 

Now is the time to truly apply all of 
the latest technological advances, the 
insight and experience of veterans serv-
ice organizations, the lessons learned 

from the wealth of studies that have 
already looked at the claims system, 
and the resources of the Federal Gov-
ernment to tackle this problem from 
all angles and to finally make real 
progress. 

The Claims Processing Improvement 
Act of 2013 is a critical part of the solu-
tion. This bill is a holistic approach to 
addressing the challenges of the claims 
system and would provide long-term 
reforms that will improve VA’s claims 
process from start to finish—from the 
regional offices located across the na-
tion to the Board of Veterans’ Appeals. 
I would like to highlight just a few of 
the important provisions in this legis-
lation. 

VA must do a better job of showing 
not only Congress, but also veterans 
and their survivors about how VA plans 
to accomplish the ambitious goal of 
eliminating the claims backlog by 2015. 
That is why this bill, for the first time, 
would require VA to publicly report on 
a quarterly basis information on both 
VA’s quarterly goals and actual pro-
duction. This would allow Congress and 
the public to see both the successes and 
failures of VA’s transformation efforts, 
measure VA’s progress, and allow for 
quicker course corrections when nec-
essary. 

At VA regional offices across this 
country, employees are trying to adapt 
to a changing work environment as VA 
continues its transition to a paperless 
claims processing system. These em-
ployees are given credit for work in a 
manner that does not accurately re-
flect the realities of an electronic 
claims processing system. VA’s work 
credit system also focuses almost ex-
clusively on speed, often to the det-
riment of quality. 

During a hearing held by the Senate 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs earlier 
this year, Mr. Bart Stichman, Joint 
Executive Director of the National 
Veterans Legal Services Program, 
commented that ‘‘VA regional office 
adjudicators prematurely decide 
claims—without taking the time to ob-
tain and assemble the evidence nec-
essary to properly decide a claim—in 
an effort to ensure that the average 
time for deciding an initial claim that 
is reported to VA managers and Con-
gress is a low number of days.’’ I have 
heard from other veterans service orga-
nizations about the need for a cultural 
change at VA. In order for this change 
to occur, employees must operate with-
in an environment that accurately re-
flects the important tasks they are 
asked to accomplish and an environ-
ment that focuses equally on speed and 
quality. 

This bill would facilitate that cul-
tural change through the establish-
ment of a work group designed to reas-
sess the way employees are credited for 
their work. The work group, tasked 
with providing solutions, would include 
the very employees and organizations 
with the necessary expertise to finally 
establish a work credit system based 
on a data driven methodology and one 
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that is updated on a consistent and 
predictable basis. VA employees, many 
of whom are veterans themselves, de-
serve nothing less. 

This bill would also address the 
workforce needs of VA and other Fed-
eral agencies with claims adjudication 
responsibilities. In fiscal year 2012, VA 
lost approximately 6 percent of its 
claims staff. This legislation would ad-
dress employee attrition by estab-
lishing a task force to develop a stra-
tegic plan and initiate training to sup-
port the hiring of veterans in claims 
processing and adjudication positions 
throughout the Federal Government. 
This task force would simultaneously 
prepare servicemembers for the jobs 
that consistently need to be filled and 
create a generation of adjudicators 
throughout VA who can identify with 
the experiences of the population they 
serve. 

This bill would address concerns 
raised by the Disabled American Vet-
erans by ensuring appropriate over-
sight of the disability examination sys-
tem and encouraging the use of private 
medical evidence when appropriate. As 
Mr. Violante, the National Legislative 
Director of Disabled American Vet-
erans, pointed out at a Veterans’ Af-
fairs hearing on the disability claims 
system in March, disability benefits 
questionnaires were ‘‘designed to allow 
private physicians to submit medical 
evidence on behalf of veterans they 
treat in a format that aids rating spe-
cialists.’’ Making better use of private 
medical evidence, and awarding appro-
priate work credit for doing so, would 
save VA adjudicators precious time, 
taxpayers the added expense, and 
would relieve veterans from the stress 
of excessive medical exams. 

While providing veterans with timely 
and accurate initial claims decisions 
has been the focus of much attention, I 
remain very concerned about the stag-
gering number of appeals pending at 
the Board of Veterans’ Appeals. Ac-
cording to the Report of the Chairman 
of the Board of Veterans’ Appeals, 
there were 45,959 cases pending before 
the Board at the end of fiscal year 2012. 
The Chairman’s Report also provided 
the average length of time between the 
filing of an appeal and the Board’s dis-
position, which was 1,040 days in fiscal 
year 2012. It is 2 unconscionable that a 
veteran or a family member had to 
wait, on average, nearly three years for 
a decision on an appeal. This bill con-
tains a number of provisions that 
would improve efficiency at the Board 
of Veterans’ Appeals. 

This legislation would expand the use 
of video hearings in order to serve 
more veterans, reduce an appellant’s 
wait time for a hearing, and increase 
efficiency in issuing final decisions on 
appeals by reducing the number of 
travel days for employees issuing deci-
sions. However, the right to an in-per-
son hearing would be preserved should 
the veteran desire such a hearing. This 
bill would also streamline the appel-
late process by requiring veterans to 

more quickly file a notice of disagree-
ment. Many veterans already take 
quick action but to ensure veterans are 
protected this legislation would pro-
vide a good cause exception in the 
event a notice of disagreement is not 
filed in a timely manner, such as in 
cases where a physical, mental, edu-
cational, or linguistic limitation pre-
vented timely filing. 

These are just a few of the provisions 
of this bill, which would positively im-
pact the claims system. This legisla-
tion is the result of a collective body of 
information and insight gathered from 
Congressional hearings, meetings with 
veterans service organizations and VA 
staff, correspondence from veterans, 
and aggressive oversight by the Senate 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

The challenges of the claims system 
are enormously complex and there is 
no single silver bullet that will magi-
cally solve every problem. The Claims 
Processing Improvement Act of 2013 
would, however, provide a number of 
the solutions necessary to ensure vet-
erans and their family members re-
ceive timely and accurate benefit deci-
sions. 

Clearly there is much work yet to be 
done. I ask my colleagues to join with 
me in working together to find innova-
tive solutions until we have truly cre-
ated a claims system fit for the 21st 
century. As a nation we have asked 
more of these individuals than most of 
us can comprehend. We must now 
honor the promise we made as a na-
tion—to take care of those who have 
taken care of us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 928 

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Claims Processing Improvement Act of 
2013’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—AGENCY OF ORIGINAL 
JURISDICTION 

Sec. 101. Establishment of working group to 
improve employee work credit 
and work management systems 
of Veterans Benefits Adminis-
tration. 

Sec. 102. Establishment of task force on re-
tention and training of Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs claims 
processors and adjudicators. 

Sec. 103. Streamlining non-Department of 
Veterans Affairs Federal 
records requests. 

Sec. 104. Recognition of representatives of 
Indian tribes in the prepara-
tion, presentation, and prosecu-
tion of claims under laws ad-
ministered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs. 

Sec. 105. Pilot program on participation of 
local and tribal governments in 
improving quality of claims for 
disability compensation sub-
mitted to Department of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

Sec. 106. Quarterly reports on progress of 
Department of Veterans Affairs 
in eliminating backlog of 
claims for compensation that 
have not been adjudicated. 

TITLE II—BOARD OF VETERANS’ AP-
PEALS AND COURT OF APPEALS FOR 
VETERANS CLAIMS 

Sec. 201. Modification of filing period for no-
tice of disagreement to initiate 
appellate review of decisions of 
Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

Sec. 202. Determination of manner of ap-
pearance for hearings before 
Board of Veterans’ Appeals. 

Sec. 203. Disclosure of certain medical 
records in appellate proceedings 
in certain courts. 

TITLE III—OTHER MATTERS 
Sec. 301. Extension of authority for oper-

ations of Manila Department of 
Veterans Affairs Regional Of-
fice. 

Sec. 302. Extended period for scheduling of 
medical exams for veterans re-
ceiving temporary disability 
ratings for severe mental dis-
order. 

Sec. 303. Extension of marriage delimiting 
date for surviving spouses of 
Persian Gulf War veterans to 
qualify for death pension. 

Sec. 304. Making effective date provision 
consistent with provision for 
benefits eligibility of a vet-
eran’s child based upon termi-
nation of remarriage by annul-
ment. 

Sec. 305. Extension of temporary authority 
for performance of medical dis-
abilities examinations by con-
tract physicians. 

TITLE I—AGENCY OF ORIGINAL 
JURISDICTION 

SEC. 101. ESTABLISHMENT OF WORKING GROUP 
TO IMPROVE EMPLOYEE WORK 
CREDIT AND WORK MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS OF VETERANS BENEFITS 
ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall es-
tablish a working group to assess and de-
velop recommendations for the improvement 
of the employee work credit and work man-
agement systems of the Veterans Benefits 
Administration. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The working group shall 
be composed of the following: 

(1) The Secretary or the Secretary’s des-
ignee. 

(2) Individuals selected by the Secretary 
from among employees of the Department of 
Veterans Affairs who— 

(A) handle claims for compensation and 
pension benefits; and 

(B) are recommended to the Secretary by a 
labor organization for purposes of this sec-
tion. 

(3) Not fewer than three individuals se-
lected by the Secretary to represent dif-
ferent organizations recognized by the Sec-
retary for the representation of veterans 
under section 5902 of title 38, United States 
Code. 

(c) DUTIES.—The duties of the working 
group are as follows: 

(1) To assess and develop recommendations 
for the improvement of the employee work 
credit and work management systems of the 
Veterans Benefits Administration. 
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(2) To develop a data based methodology to 

be used in revising the employee work credit 
system of the Department and a schedule by 
which revisions to such system should be 
made. 

(3) To assess and develop recommendations 
for improvement of the resource allocation 
model of the Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion. 

(d) REVIEW AND INCORPORATION OF FINDINGS 
FROM PRIOR STUDY.—In carrying out its du-
ties under subsection (c), the working group 
shall review the findings and conclusions of 
the Secretary regarding previous studies of 
the employee work credit and work manage-
ment systems of the Veterans Benefits Ad-
ministration. 

(e) REPORTS.— 
(1) INTERIM REPORT.—Not later than 180 

days after the date of the establishment of 
the working group, the working group shall 
submit to Congress a report on the progress 
of the working group. 

(2) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the establishment of the 
working group, the working group shall sub-
mit to Congress the methodology and sched-
ule developed under subsection (c)(2). 

(f) IMPLEMENTATION OF METHODOLOGY AND 
SCHEDULE.—After submitting the report 
under subsection (e), the Secretary shall 
take such actions as may be necessary to 
apply the methodology developed under sub-
section (c)(2) and apply such methodology 
according to the schedule developed under 
such subsection. 
SEC. 102. ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE ON 

RETENTION AND TRAINING OF DE-
PARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS 
CLAIMS PROCESSORS AND ADJU-
DICATORS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs shall establish a task force to 
assess retention and training of claims proc-
essors and adjudicators that are employed by 
the Department of Veterans Affairs and 
other Federal agencies and departments. 

(b) COMPOSITION.—The task force shall be 
composed of the following: 

(1) The Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 
(2) The Director of the Office of Personnel 

Management. 
(3) The Commissioner of Social Security. 
(4) An individual selected by the Secretary 

of Veterans Affairs who represents an orga-
nization recognized by the Secretary for the 
representation of veterans under section 5902 
of title 38, United States Code. 

(5) Such other individuals selected by the 
Secretary who represent such other organi-
zations and institutions as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

(c) DURATION.—The task force established 
under subsection (a) shall terminate not 
later than two years after the date on which 
the task force is establish under such sub-
section. 

(d) DUTIES.—The duties of the task force 
are as follows: 

(1) To identify key skills required by 
claims processors and adjudicators to per-
form the duties of claims processors and ad-
judicators in the various claims processing 
and adjudication positions throughout the 
Federal Government. 

(2) To identify reasons for employee attri-
tion from claims processing positions. 

(3) Not later than one year after the date of 
the establishment of the task force, to de-
velop a Government-wide strategic and oper-
ational plan for promoting employment of 
veterans in claims processing positions in 
the Federal Government. 

(4) To coordinate with educational institu-
tions to develop training and programs of 
education for members of the Armed Forces 
to prepare such members for employment in 
claims processing and adjudication positions 
in the Federal Government. 

(5) To identify and coordinate offices of the 
Department of Defense and the Department 
of Veterans Affairs located throughout the 
United States to provide information about, 
and promotion of, available claims proc-
essing positions to members of the Armed 
Forces transitioning to civilian life and to 
veterans with disabilities. 

(6) To establish performance measures to 
assess the plan developed under paragraph 
(3), to assess the implementation of such 
plan, and revise such plan as the task force 
considers appropriate. 

(7) To establish performance measures to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the task force. 

(e) REPORTS.— 
(1) SUBMITTAL OF PLAN.—Not later than one 

year after the date of the establishment of 
the task force, the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs shall submit to Congress a report on 
the plan developed by the task force under 
subsection (d)(3). 

(2) ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION.—Not 
later than 120 days after the termination of 
the task force, the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress a report that assesses the imple-
mentation of the plan developed by the task 
force under subsection (d)(3). 

SEC. 103. STREAMLINING NON-DEPARTMENT OF 
VETERANS AFFAIRS FEDERAL 
RECORDS REQUESTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
5103A(c) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2)(A) Whenever the Secretary attempts 
to obtain records from a Federal department 
or agency, other than the Department, under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall make 
not fewer than two attempts to obtain the 
records, unless the records are obtained or 
the response to the first request makes evi-
dent that a second request for such records 
would be futile. 

‘‘(B) The notification requirements under 
subsection (b)(2) of this section shall apply if 
the Secretary is unable to obtain all of the 
records sought from a Federal department or 
agency other than the Department.’’. 

(b) SUBSEQUENT ATTAINMENT OF RECORDS.— 
Such section is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) If, after adjudicating a claim for a ben-
efit under a law administered by the Sec-
retary, the Secretary receives a record rel-
evant to such claim (or associates with the 
file for such claim a record) that the Sec-
retary requested from a Federal department 
or agency before the adjudication, the record 
received (or associated) shall be deemed to 
have been in the file for such claim as of the 
date of the original filing of the claim for 
such benefit.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date that is 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act and shall apply with re-
spect to any claim that— 

(1) is filed on or after the date that is 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act; or 

(2) was filed before the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and was not final as of such 
date. 

SEC. 104. RECOGNITION OF REPRESENTATIVES 
OF INDIAN TRIBES IN THE PREPARA-
TION, PRESENTATION, AND PROS-
ECUTION OF CLAIMS UNDER LAWS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE SECRETARY 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

Section 5902(a)(1) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘Indian tribes 
(as defined in section 4 of the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b))’’ after ‘‘Foreign Wars,’’. 

SEC. 105. PILOT PROGRAM ON PARTICIPATION 
OF LOCAL AND TRIBAL GOVERN-
MENTS IN IMPROVING QUALITY OF 
CLAIMS FOR DISABILITY COMPENSA-
TION SUBMITTED TO DEPARTMENT 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) PILOT PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall carry out a 
pilot program to assess the feasibility and 
advisability of entering into memorandums 
of understanding with local governments and 
tribal organizations— 

(1) to improve the quality of claims sub-
mitted to the Secretary for compensation 
under chapter 11 and pension under chapter 
15 of title 38, United States Code; and 

(2) to provide assistance to veterans who 
may be eligible for such compensation or 
pension in submitting such claims. 

(b) MINIMUM NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING 
TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.—In carrying out the 
pilot program required by subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall enter into memorandums of 
understanding with at least— 

(1) two tribal organizations; and 
(2) 10 State or local governments. 
(c) TRIBAL ORGANIZATION DEFINED.—In this 

section, the term ‘‘tribal organization’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 3765 
of title 38, United States Code. 
SEC. 106. QUARTERLY REPORTS ON PROGRESS 

OF DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS IN ELIMINATING BACKLOG OF 
CLAIMS FOR COMPENSATION THAT 
HAVE NOT BEEN ADJUDICATED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and not less frequently than quarterly there-
after through calendar year 2015, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall submit to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs of the House of Representatives a re-
port on the backlog of claims filed with the 
Department of Veterans Affairs for com-
pensation that have not been adjudicated by 
the Department. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted 
under subsection (a) shall include the fol-
lowing: 

(1) For each month through calendar year 
2015, a projection of the following: 

(A) The number of claims completed. 
(B) The number of claims received. 
(C) The number of claims backlogged at 

the end of the month. 
(D) The number of claims pending at the 

end of the month. 
(E) A description of the status of the im-

plementation of initiatives carried out by 
the Secretary to address the backlog. 

(2) For each quarter through calendar year 
2015, a projection of the average accuracy of 
disability determinations for compensation 
claims that require a disability rating (or 
disability decision). 

(3) For each month during the most re-
cently completed quarter, the following: 

(A) The number of claims completed. 
(B) The number of claims received. 
(C) The number of claims backlogged at 

the end of the month. 
(D) The number of claims pending at the 

end of the month. 
(E) A description of the status of the im-

plementation of initiatives carried out by 
the Secretary to address the backlog. 

(4) For the most recently completed quar-
ter, an assessment of the accuracy of dis-
ability determinations for compensation 
claims that require a disability rating (or 
disability decision). 

(c) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.—The Sec-
retary shall make each report submitted 
under subsection (a) available to the public. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) BACKLOGGED.—The term ‘‘backlogged’’, 

with respect to a claim for compensation re-
ceived by the Secretary, means a claim that 
has been pending for more than 125 days. 
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(2) PENDING.—The term ‘‘pending’’, with re-

spect to a claim for compensation received 
by the Secretary, means a claim that has not 
been adjudicated by the Secretary. 
TITLE II—BOARD OF VETERANS’ APPEALS 

AND COURT OF APPEALS FOR VET-
ERANS CLAIMS 

SEC. 201. MODIFICATION OF FILING PERIOD FOR 
NOTICE OF DISAGREEMENT TO INI-
TIATE APPELLATE REVIEW OF DECI-
SIONS OF DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS. 

(a) FILING OF NOTICE OF DISAGREEMENT BY 
CLAIMANTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
7105(b) of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘one year’’ and inserting 
‘‘180 days’’ in the first sentence; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘one-year’’ and inserting 
‘‘180-day’’ in the third sentence. 

(2) ELECTRONIC FILING.—Such paragraph is 
further amended by inserting ‘‘or trans-
mitted by electronic means’’ after ‘‘post-
marked’’. 

(3) GOOD CAUSE EXCEPTION FOR UNTIMELY 
FILING OF NOTICES OF DISAGREEMENT.—Such 
section 7105(b) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3)(A) A notice of disagreement not filed 
within the time prescribed by paragraph (1) 
shall be treated by the Secretary as timely 
filed if— 

‘‘(i) the Secretary determines that the 
claimant, legal guardian, or other accredited 
representative, attorney, or authorized agent 
filing the notice had good cause for the lack 
of filing within such time; and 

‘‘(ii) the notice of disagreement is filed not 
later than 186 days after the period pre-
scribed by paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, good 
cause shall include the following: 

‘‘(i) Circumstances relating to any phys-
ical, mental, educational, or linguistic limi-
tation of the claimant, legal guardian, rep-
resentative, attorney, or authorized agent 
concerned (including lack of facility with 
the English language). 

‘‘(ii) Circumstances relating to significant 
delay in the delivery of the initial decision 
or of the notice of disagreement because of 
natural disaster or factors relating to geo-
graphic location. 

‘‘(iii) A change in financial circumstances, 
including the payment of medical expenses 
or other changes in income or net worth that 
are considered in determining eligibility for 
benefits and services on an annualized basis 
for purposes of needs-based benefits under 
chapters 13, 15, and 17 of this title.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION BY DEPARTMENT FOR RE-
VIEW ON APPEAL.—Section 7106 of such title 
is amended in the first sentence by striking 
‘‘one-year period described in section 7105’’ 
and inserting ‘‘period described in section 
7105(b)(1)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to claims for compensation and benefits 
under laws administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs filed with the Secretary 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. DETERMINATION OF MANNER OF AP-

PEARANCE FOR HEARINGS BEFORE 
BOARD OF VETERANS’ APPEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7107 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (f) as sub-
section (g); 

(2) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘in sub-
section (f)’’ and inserting ‘‘in subsection 
(g)’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (d) and (e) and 
inserting the following new subsections: 

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
a hearing before the Board shall be con-
ducted through picture and voice trans-

mission, by electronic or other means, in 
such a manner that the appellant is not 
present in the same location as the members 
of the Board during the hearing. 

‘‘(2)(A) A hearing before the Board shall be 
conducted in person upon the request of an 
appellant. 

‘‘(B) In the absence of a request under sub-
paragraph (A), a hearing before the Board 
may also be conducted in person as the 
Board considers appropriate. 

‘‘(e)(1) In a case in which a hearing before 
the Board is to be held as described in sub-
section (d)(1), the Secretary shall provide 
suitable facilities and equipment to the 
Board or other components of the Depart-
ment to enable an appellant located at an 
appropriate facility within the area served 
by a regional office to participate as so de-
scribed. 

‘‘(2) Any hearing conducted as described in 
subsection (d)(1) shall be conducted in the 
same manner as, and shall be considered the 
equivalent of, a personal hearing. 

‘‘(f)(1) In a case in which a hearing before 
the Board is to be held as described in sub-
section (d)(2), the appellant may request that 
the hearing be held at the principal location 
of the Board or at a facility of the Depart-
ment located within the area served by a re-
gional office of the Department. 

‘‘(2) A hearing to be held within an area 
served by a regional office of the Department 
shall (except as provided in paragraph (3)) be 
scheduled to be held in accordance with the 
place of the case on the docket under sub-
section (a) relative to other cases on the 
docket for which hearings are scheduled to 
be held within that area. 

‘‘(3) A hearing to be held within an area 
served by a regional office of the Department 
may, for cause shown, be advanced on mo-
tion for an earlier hearing. Any such motion 
shall set forth succinctly the grounds upon 
which the motion is based. Such a motion 
may be granted only— 

‘‘(A) if the case involves interpretation of 
law of general application affecting other 
claims; 

‘‘(B) if the appellant is seriously ill or is 
under severe financial hardship; or 

‘‘(C) for other sufficient cause shown.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to cases received by the Board of Vet-
erans’ Appeals pursuant to notices of dis-
agreement submitted on or after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 203. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN MEDICAL 

RECORDS IN APPELLATE PRO-
CEEDINGS IN CERTAIN COURTS. 

Section 7332(b)(2) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (E) 
through (G) as subparagraphs (F) through 
(H), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 
following new subparagraph (E): 

‘‘(E) To the Supreme Court of the United 
States, the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit, or the United States 
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims, and all 
parties of record, in a case that is appealed 
to such court and such records are included 
in the record on appeal. Upon disclosure of 
such records, the court concerned shall im-
pose appropriate safeguards against unau-
thorized disclosure that are consistent with 
the provisions of section 7268 of this title.’’. 

TITLE III—OTHER MATTERS 
SEC. 301. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR OPER-

ATIONS OF MANILA DEPARTMENT 
OF VETERANS AFFAIRS REGIONAL 
OFFICE. 

Section 315(b) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2013’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2014’’. 

SEC. 302. EXTENDED PERIOD FOR SCHEDULING 
OF MEDICAL EXAMS FOR VETERANS 
RECEIVING TEMPORARY DISABILITY 
RATINGS FOR SEVERE MENTAL DIS-
ORDER. 

Section 1156(a)(3) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘six months’’ 
and inserting ‘‘540 days’’. 
SEC. 303. EXTENSION OF MARRIAGE DELIMITING 

DATE FOR SURVIVING SPOUSES OF 
PERSIAN GULF WAR VETERANS TO 
QUALIFY FOR DEATH PENSION. 

Section 1541(f)(1)(E) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Janu-
ary 1, 2011’’ and inserting ‘‘the date that is 10 
years and one day after the date on which 
the Persian Gulf War was terminated, as pre-
scribed by Presidential proclamation or by 
law’’. 
SEC. 304. MAKING EFFECTIVE DATE PROVISION 

CONSISTENT WITH PROVISION FOR 
BENEFITS ELIGIBILITY OF A VET-
ERAN’S CHILD BASED UPON TERMI-
NATION OF REMARRIAGE BY ANNUL-
MENT. 

Section 5110(l) of title 38, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘, or of an 
award or increase of benefits based on rec-
ognition of a child upon termination of the 
child’s marriage by death or divorce,’’. 
SEC. 305. EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY AUTHOR-

ITY FOR PERFORMANCE OF MED-
ICAL DISABILITIES EXAMINATIONS 
BY CONTRACT PHYSICIANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 704(c) of the Vet-
erans Benefits Act of 2003 (Public Law 108– 
183; 38 U.S.C. 5101 note) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2013’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2014’’. 

(b) REPORT ON DISABILITY MEDICAL EXAMI-
NATIONS FURNISHED BY DEPARTMENT OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the Senate and the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs of the House of Representatives a re-
port on the furnishing of general medical and 
specialty medical examinations by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for purposes of 
adjudicating claims for benefits under laws 
administered by the Secretary. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) The number of general medical exami-
nations furnished by the Department during 
the period of fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
for purposes of adjudicating claims for bene-
fits under laws administered by the Sec-
retary. 

(B) The number of general medical exami-
nations furnished by the Department during 
the period of fiscal years 2009 through 2012 
for purposes of adjudicating a claim in which 
a comprehensive joint examination was con-
ducted, but for which no disability relating 
to a joint, bone, or muscle had been asserted 
as an issue in the claim. 

(C) The number of specialty medical ex-
aminations furnished by the Department 
during the period of fiscal years 2009 through 
2012 for purposes of adjudicating a claim. 

(D) The number of specialty medical ex-
aminations furnished by the Department 
during the period of fiscal years 2009 through 
2012 for purposes of adjudicating a claim in 
which one or more joint examinations were 
conducted. 

(E) A summary (including citations of) any 
medical and scientific studies which provide 
a scientific basis for determining that three 
repetitions is adequate to determine the ef-
fect of repetitive use on functional impair-
ments. 

(F) The names of all examination reports, 
including general medical examinations and 
Disability Benefits Questionnaires, used for 
evaluation of compensation and pension dis-
ability claims which require measurement of 
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repeated ranges of motion testing and the 
number of examinations requiring such 
measurements which were conducted in fis-
cal year 2012. 

(G) The average amount of time taken by 
an individual conducting a medical examina-
tion to perform the three repetitions. 

(H) A discussion of whether there are more 
efficient and effective scientifically reliable 
methods of testing for functional loss on re-
petitive use of an extremity other than the 
three time repetition currently used by the 
Department. 

(I) Recommendations as to the continu-
ation of the practice of measuring functional 
impairment by using three repetitions dur-
ing the examination as a criteria for evalu-
ating the effect of repetitive motion on func-
tional impairment with supporting ration-
ale. 

(c) REPORT ON PROGRESS OF ACCEPTABLE 
CLINICAL EVIDENCE INITIATIVE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of the House 
of Representatives a report on the progress 
of the Acceptable Clinical Evidence initia-
tive of the Department of Veterans Affairs in 
reducing the necessity for in-person dis-
ability examinations and other efforts to 
comply with the provisions of section 5125 of 
title 38, United States Code. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report required by 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) The number of claims eligible for the 
Acceptable Clinical Evidence initiative dur-
ing the period beginning on the date of the 
initiation of the initiative and ending on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, 
disaggregated by fiscal year. 

(B) The total number of claims eligible for 
the Acceptable Clinical Evidence initiative 
that required a medical examiner of the De-
partment to supplement the evidence with 
information obtained during a telephone 
interview with a claimant. 

(C) Information on any other initiatives or 
efforts of the Department to further encour-
age the use of private medical evidence and 
reliance upon reports of a medical examina-
tion administered by a private physician if 
the report is sufficiently complete to be ade-
quate for the purposes of adjudicating a 
claim. 

By Mr. CORNYN: 
S. 929. A bill to impose sanctions on 

individuals who are complicit in 
human rights abuses committed 
against nationals of Vietnam or their 
family members, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 929 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Vietnam 
Human Rights Sanctions Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The relationship between the United 

States and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
has grown substantially since the end of the 
trade embargo in 1994, with annual trade be-
tween the countries reaching more than 
$24,800,000,000 in 2012. 

(2) However, the transition by the Govern-
ment of Vietnam toward greater economic 
activity and trade, which has led to in-
creased bilateral engagement between the 
United States and Vietnam, has not been 
matched by greater political freedom or sub-
stantial improvements in basic human rights 
for the people of Vietnam. 

(3) Vietnam remains an authoritarian state 
ruled by the Communist Party of Vietnam, 
which continues to deny the right of the peo-
ple of Vietnam to participate in free and fair 
elections. 

(4) According to the Department of State’s 
2012 Country Reports on Human Rights Prac-
tices, Vietnam’s ‘‘most significant human 
rights problems . . . continued to be severe 
government restrictions on citizens’ polit-
ical rights, particularly their right to change 
their government; increased measures to 
limit citizens’ civil liberties; and corruption 
in the judicial system and police’’. 

(5) The Country Reports also state that the 
Government of Vietnam ‘‘increasingly lim-
ited freedoms of speech and press and sup-
pressed dissent; further restricted Internet 
freedom; reportedly continued to be involved 
in attacks against Web sites containing crit-
icism; maintained spying on dissident 
bloggers; and continued to limit privacy 
rights and freedoms of assembly, association, 
and movement’’. 

(6) Furthermore, the Department of State 
documents that ‘‘arbitrary arrest and deten-
tion, particularly for political activists, re-
mained a problem’’, with the Government of 
Vietnam sentencing ‘‘at least 35 arrested ac-
tivists during [2012] to a total of 131 years in 
jail and 27 years of probation for exercising 
their rights’’. 

(7) At the end of 2012, the Government of 
Vietnam reportedly held more than 120 polit-
ical prisoners, and diplomatic sources main-
tained that 4 reeducation centers in Vietnam 
held approximately 4,000 prisoners. 

(8) On September 24, 2012, 3 prominent Vi-
etnamese bloggers—Nguyen Van Hai (also 
known as Dieu Cay), Ta Phong Tan, and 
Phan Thanh Hai (also known as Anh Ba Sai-
gon)—were sentenced to prison based on 3- 
year-old blog postings criticizing the Gov-
ernment and leaders of Vietnam and the 
Communist Party of Vietnam. 

(9) United Nations High Commissioner for 
Human Rights Navi Pillay responded to the 
sentencing of the bloggers on September 25, 
2012, stating that ‘‘[t]he harsh prison terms 
handed down to bloggers exemplify the se-
vere restrictions on freedom of expression in 
Vietnam’’ and calling the sentences an ‘‘un-
fortunate development that undermines the 
commitments Vietnam has made inter-
nationally . . . to protect and promote the 
right to freedom of expression’’. 

(10) On March 21, 2013, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Democracy, Human 
Rights, and Labor Daniel B. Baer testified 
before the Subcommittee on East Asian and 
Pacific Affairs of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate that ‘‘in Vietnam 
we’ve been disappointed in recent years to 
see backsliding, particularly on . . . freedom 
of expression issues . . . people are being 
prosecuted for what they say online under 
really draconian national security laws . . . 
that is an issue that we continue to raise, 
both in our human rights dialogue with the 
Vietnamese as well as in other bilateral en-
gagements’’. 

(11) Although the Constitution of Vietnam 
provides for freedom of religion, the Depart-
ment of State’s 2012 Country Reports on 
Human Rights Practices maintains that ‘‘Vi-
etnamese who exercise their right to free-
dom of religion continued to be subject to 
harassment, differing interpretations and ap-
plications of the law, and inconsistent legal 

protection, especially at provincial and vil-
lage levels’’. 

(12) Likewise, the United States Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom 2013 
Annual Report states that ‘‘[r]eligious free-
dom conditions remain very poor’’ in Viet-
nam and the ‘‘Vietnamese government con-
tinues to imprison individuals for religious 
activity or religious freedom advocacy’’ 
using a ‘‘specialized religious police force 
. . . and vague national security laws to sup-
press independent Buddhist, Protestant, Hoa 
Hao, and Cao Dai activities, and seeks to 
stop the growth of ethnic minority Prot-
estantism and Catholicism via discrimina-
tion, violence and forced renunciations of 
their faith’’. 

(13) The 2013 Annual Report notes that in 
2004 the United States designated Vietnam 
as a country of particular concern for reli-
gious freedom pursuant to section 402(b)(1) of 
the International Religious Freedom Act of 
1998 (22 U.S.C. 6442(b)(1)), and that Vietnam 
responded at that time by releasing pris-
oners, prohibiting the policy of forced renun-
ciations of faith, and expanding protections 
for religious groups, and that ‘‘[m]ost reli-
gious leaders in Vietnam attributed these 
positive changes to the [country of par-
ticular concern] designation and the priority 
placed on religious freedom concerns in U.S.- 
Vietnamese bilateral relations’’. 

(14) However, the 2013 Annual Report con-
cludes that since the designation as a coun-
try of particular concern was lifted from 
Vietnam in 2006, ‘‘religious freedom condi-
tions in Vietnam remain mixed’’, and there-
fore recommends to the Department of State 
that Vietnam should be redesignated as a 
country of particular concern. 

(15) Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
Baer likewise testified that ‘‘[i]n Vietnam 
the right to religious freedom, which seemed 
to be improving several years ago, has been 
stagnant for several years’’. 

SEC. 3. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS ON CERTAIN 
INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE COMPLICIT 
IN HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES COM-
MITTED AGAINST NATIONALS OF 
VIETNAM OR THEIR FAMILY MEM-
BERS. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ADMITTED; ALIEN; IMMIGRATION LAWS; 

NATIONAL; SPOUSE.—The terms ‘‘admitted’’, 
‘‘alien’’, ‘‘immigration laws’’, ‘‘national’’, 
and ‘‘spouse’’ have the meanings given those 
terms in section 101 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101). 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Finance, the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, and the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Committee on Financial Services, and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House 
of Representatives. 

(3) CONVENTION AGAINST TORTURE.—The 
term ‘‘Convention against Torture’’ means 
the United Nations Convention against Tor-
ture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment, done at New 
York on December 10, 1984. 

(4) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a United States citizen or an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence to 
the United States; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
the United States or of any jurisdiction 
within the United States, including a foreign 
branch of such an entity. 

(b) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—Except as 
provided in subsections (e) and (f), the Presi-
dent shall impose the sanctions described in 
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subsection (d) with respect to each indi-
vidual on the list required by subsection 
(c)(1). 

(c) LIST OF INDIVIDUALS WHO ARE 
COMPLICIT IN CERTAIN HUMAN RIGHTS 
ABUSES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a list of in-
dividuals who are nationals of Vietnam that 
the President determines are complicit in 
human rights abuses committed against na-
tionals of Vietnam or their family members, 
regardless of whether such abuses occurred 
in Vietnam. 

(2) UPDATES OF LIST.—The President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees an updated list under paragraph 
(1) as new information becomes available and 
not less frequently than annually. 

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The list required 
by paragraph (1) shall be made available to 
the public and posted on the websites of the 
Department of the Treasury and the Depart-
ment of State. 

(4) CONSIDERATION OF DATA FROM OTHER 
COUNTRIES AND NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—In preparing the list required by 
paragraph (1), the President shall consider 
data already obtained by other countries and 
nongovernmental organizations, including 
organizations in Vietnam, that monitor the 
human rights abuses of the Government of 
Vietnam. 

(d) SANCTIONS.— 
(1) PROHIBITION ON ENTRY AND ADMISSION TO 

THE UNITED STATES.—An individual on the 
list required by subsection (c)(1) may not— 

(A) be admitted to, enter, or transit 
through the United States; 

(B) receive any lawful immigration status 
in the United States under the immigration 
laws, including any relief under the Conven-
tion Against Torture; or 

(C) file any application or petition to ob-
tain such admission, entry, or status. 

(2) FINANCIAL SANCTIONS.—The President 
shall freeze and prohibit all transactions in 
all property and interests in property of an 
individual on the list required by subsection 
(c)(1) if such property and interests in prop-
erty are in the United States, come within 
the United States, or are or come within the 
possession or control of a United States per-
son. 

(e) EXCEPTIONS TO COMPLY WITH INTER-
NATIONAL AGREEMENTS.—The President may, 
by regulation, authorize exceptions to the 
imposition of sanctions under this section to 
permit the United States to comply with the 
Agreement between the United Nations and 
the United States of America regarding the 
Headquarters of the United Nations, signed 
June 26, 1947, and entered into force Novem-
ber 21, 1947, and other applicable inter-
national agreements. 

(f) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
requirement to impose or maintain sanctions 
with respect to an individual under sub-
section (b) or the requirement to include an 
individual on the list required by subsection 
(c)(1) if the President— 

(1) determines that such a waiver is in the 
national interest of the United States; and 

(2) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report describing the 
reasons for the determination. 

(g) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The provi-
sions of this section shall terminate on the 
date on which the President determines and 
certifies to the appropriate congressional 
committees that the Government of Vietnam 
has— 

(1) unconditionally released all political 
prisoners; 

(2) ceased its practices of violence, unlaw-
ful detention, torture, and abuse of nationals 

of Vietnam while those nationals are engag-
ing in peaceful political activity; and 

(3) conducted a transparent investigation 
into the killings, arrest, and abuse of peace-
ful political activists in Vietnam and pros-
ecuted those responsible. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DESIGNATION 

OF VIETNAM AS A COUNTRY OF PAR-
TICULAR CONCERN WITH RESPECT 
TO RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the relationship between the United 

States and Vietnam cannot progress while 
the record of the Government of Vietnam 
with respect to human rights and the rule of 
law continues to deteriorate; 

(2) the designation of Vietnam as a country 
of particular concern for religious freedom 
pursuant to section 402(b)(1) of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998 (22 
U.S.C. 6442(b)(1)) would be a powerful and ef-
fective tool in highlighting abuses of reli-
gious freedom in Vietnam and in encour-
aging improvement in the respect for human 
rights in Vietnam; and 

(3) the Secretary of State should, in ac-
cordance with the recommendation of the 
United States Commission on International 
Religious Freedom, designate Vietnam as a 
country of particular concern for religious 
freedom. 

By Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
KIRK, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. HEINRICH, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. MURPHY, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
BEGICH, and Ms. HIRONO): 

S.J. Res. 15. A joint resolution re-
moving the deadline for the ratifica-
tion of the equal rights amendment; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, as we 
prepare to celebrate Mother’s Day this 
Sunday, I am today introducing a joint 
resolution which would remove the 
deadline for the ratification by the 
States of the equal rights amendment, 
the ERA. 

I thank my cosponsors. As of this 
morning my cosponsors included Sen-
ator KIRK, Senator MIKULSKI, Senator 
MURKOWSKI, Senator HARKIN, Senator 
SANDERS, Senator LEVIN, Senator 
MENENDEZ, Senator STABENOW, Senator 
HEINRICH, Senator BOXER, Senator 
GILLIBRAND, Senator DURBIN, Senator 
LAUTENBERG, Senator MURPHY, Senator 
BALDWIN, Senator LANDRIEU, Senator 
BROWN, and Senator BEGICH. 

When Congress passed the ERA in 
1972, it provided that the measure had 
to be ratified by three-fourths of the 
States, or 38 States, within 7 years. 
This deadline was later extended to 10 
years by a joint resolution enacted by 
Congress, but ultimately only 35 of the 
38 States required ratified the ERA 
when the deadline expired in 1982. Con-
gress has the authority to give the 
States another chance, and should do 
so. I want to point out to my col-
leagues that in 1992, the 27th Amend-
ment to the Constitution prohibiting 
immediate Congressional pay raises 
was ratified after 203 years. So this ad-
ditional delay is certainly in keeping 
with our prior precedent. 

Article 5 of the Constitution contains 
no time limit for the ratification of 
constitutional changes, and the ERA 
time limit was contained in a joint res-
olution, not the actual text of the 
amendment. 

The 14th Amendment of the Constitu-
tion requires equal protection of the 
laws, and so far the Supreme Court has 
held most sex and gender classifica-
tions are subject only to intermediate 
scrutiny when analyzing the laws that 
have a discriminatory impact. In other 
words, right now gender discrimination 
does not have the strict interpretation 
standard; it is not subject to the higher 
standard which it should be. 

In 2011, Supreme Court Justice Scalia 
gave an interview in which he stated: 

Certainly the Constitution does not re-
quire discrimination on the basis of sex. The 
only issue is whether it prohibits it. It 
doesn’t. 

In other words, we don’t have that 
protection in the Constitution today. 
Ratification of the ERA by State legis-
latures would provide the courts with a 
clearer guidance in holding gender or 
sex clarification to the strict scrutiny 
standard. 

The ERA is a simple and straight-
forward constitutional amendment. It 
reads: 

Equality of rights under the law shall not 
be denied or abridged by the United States or 
by any State on account of sex. 

The amendment gives power to Con-
gress to enforce its provisions by ap-
propriate legislation, and the amend-
ment would take effect 2 years after 
ratification. 

Today nearly half the States have a 
version of ERA written into their State 
constitutions. The constitution of my 
own State of Maryland reads that 
‘‘Equality of rights under the law shall 
not be abridged or denied because of 
sex.’’ 

I am therefore pleased to introduce 
this joint resolution today, and I thank 
Representative ANDREWS for intro-
ducing a companion version in the 
House today as well. This legislation is 
endorsed by a wide variety of groups, 
including United 4 Equality, the Na-
tional Council of Women’s Organiza-
tions, the American Association of 
University Women, Business & Profes-
sional Women’s Foundation, Federally 
Employed Women, and the U.S. Wom-
en’s Chamber of Commerce. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 135—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF OCTOBER 
7 THROUGH OCTOBER 13, 2013, AS 
‘‘NATUROPATHIC MEDICINE 
WEEK’’ TO RECOGNIZE THE 
VALUE OF NATUROPATHIC MEDI-
CINE IN PROVIDING SAFE, EF-
FECTIVE, AND AFFORDABLE 
HEALTH CARE 
Ms. MIKULSKI submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary: 
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S. RES. 135 

Whereas, in the United States, 75 percent 
of all health care spending is for the treat-
ment of preventable chronic illnesses, in-
cluding high blood pressure, which affects 
68,000,000 people in the United States, and di-
abetes, which affects 26,000,000 people in the 
United States; 

Whereas nearly two-thirds of adults in the 
United States are overweight or obese and, 
consequently, at risk for serious health con-
ditions, such as high blood pressure, diabe-
tes, cardiovascular disease, arthritis, and de-
pression; 

Whereas 70 percent of people in the United 
States experience physical or nonphysical 
symptoms of stress, which can contribute to 
chronic health conditions, such as high blood 
pressure, obesity, and diabetes; 

Whereas the aforementioned health condi-
tions are among the most preventable health 
conditions and are especially responsive to 
the preventive, whole-person approach fa-
vored by naturopathic medicine; 

Whereas naturopathic medicine provides 
noninvasive, holistic treatments that sup-
port the inherent self-healing capacity of the 
human body and encourage self-responsi-
bility in health care; 

Whereas naturopathic medicine reduces 
health care costs because of its focus on pa-
tient-centered care, the prevention of chron-
ic illnesses, and early intervention in the 
treatment of chronic illnesses; 

Whereas naturopathic physicians attend 4- 
year, graduate level programs with rigorous 
admission requirements at institutions that 
are recognized by the Department of Edu-
cation; 

Whereas naturopathic physicians are espe-
cially skilled in treating chronic illnesses, 
such as diabetes, asthma, autoimmune dis-
orders, and gastrointestinal disorders, be-
cause of their focus on whole-body medicine 
rather than symptom management; 

Whereas naturopathic physicians are 
trained to serve as primary care physicians 
and can help redress the shortage of primary 
care providers in the United States; 

Whereas naturopathic physicians are 
trained to refer patients to conventional 
physicians and specialists when necessary; 

Whereas patients of naturopathic physi-
cians report higher patient satisfaction and 
health improvement than patients of conven-
tional medicine; 

Whereas the profession of naturopathic 
medicine is dedicated to providing health 
care to underserved populations; 

Whereas naturopathic medicine provides 
consumers in the United States with more 
choice in health care, in line with the in-
creased use of a variety of integrative med-
ical treatments; and 

Whereas the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act (Public Law 111–148; 124 
Stat. 119) requires that insurers include and 
reimburse licensed health care providers, in-
cluding naturopathic physicians, in health 
insurance plans: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of October 7 

through October 13, 2013, as ‘‘Naturopathic 
Medicine Week’’; 

(2) recognizes the value of naturopathic 
medicine in providing safe, effective, and af-
fordable health care; and 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to learn about naturopathic medicine 
and the role that naturopathic physicians 
play in preventing chronic and debilitating 
illnesses and conditions. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 136—RECOG-
NIZING THE 60TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE KOREAN WAR ARMI-
STICE AND THE MUTUAL DE-
FENSE TREATY OF 1953, AND 
CONGRATULATING PARK GEUN- 
HYE ON HER ELECTION TO THE 
PRESIDENCY OF THE REPUBLIC 
OF KOREA 
Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. RUBIO, 

Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
BEGICH, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. ISAKSON, and 
Mr. MURPHY) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 136 
Whereas the Governments and people of 

the United States and the Republic of Korea 
share a comprehensive alliance, a dynamic 
partnership, and a personal friendship rooted 
in the common values of freedom, democ-
racy, and a free market economy; 

Whereas the relationship between the peo-
ple of the United States and the Republic of 
Korea stretches back to Korea’s Chosun Dy-
nasty, when the United States and Korea es-
tablished diplomatic relations under the 1882 
Treaty of Peace, Amity, Commerce, and 
Navigation. 

Whereas July 27, 2013, will mark the 60th 
anniversary of the cessation of hostilities 
and the armistice of the Korean War, signed 
at Panmunjom, and 60 years in which the pe-
ninsula has seen no major hostilities, despite 
tensions and provocations from the Govern-
ment of North Korea; 

Whereas the United States-Republic of 
Korea alliance was forged in blood, with cas-
ualties of the United States during the Ko-
rean War of 54,246 dead (of whom 33,739 were 
battle deaths) and more than 103,284 wound-
ed, and casualties of the Republic of Korea of 
over 50,000 soldiers dead and over 10,000 
wounded; 

Whereas the Korean War Veterans Rec-
ognition Act (Public Law 111–41) was enacted 
on July 27, 2009, and President Barack 
Obama issued a proclamation to designate 
the date as the National Korean War Vet-
erans Armistice Day and called upon Ameri-
cans to display flags at half-staff in memory 
of the Korean War veterans; 

Whereas October 1, 2013, will mark the 60th 
anniversary of the Mutual Defense Treaty of 
1953, to which the Senate gave its advice and 
consent to ratification on January 26, 1954; 

Whereas the Republic of Korea has stood 
shoulder-to-shoulder alongside the United 
States in all 4 major engagements the United 
States has faced since World War II—the 
Vietnam War, the Persian Gulf War, in Af-
ghanistan, and in Iraq; 

Whereas the Republic of Korea has shown 
global leadership in humanitarian and peace-
keeping missions in Lebanon, the Gulf of 
Aden, and other nations around the world, 
such as Haiti; 

Whereas the Governments and people of 
the United States and the Republic of Korea 
are working closely together to promote 
international peace and security, economic 
prosperity, human rights, and the rule of 
law; 

Whereas the Government of the Republic 
of Korea is consistently a top-10 purchaser of 
United States defense articles and equip-
ment, and is a member of the NATO+4 group 
for United States foreign military sales 
through the enactment on October 15, 2008, of 
the Naval Vessel Transfer Act of 2008 (Public 
Law 110–429); 

Whereas, in the 60 years since the Korean 
War armistice and the founding of the alli-
ance, the Republic of Korea emerged from 
war-torn poverty into a $1,000,000,000,000 

economy with a $30,000 per capita GDP, a 
success of the post-World War II era built by 
South Koreans’ perseverance and supported 
by the strength of the United States-Repub-
lic of Korea partnership; 

Whereas the Republic of Korea is a member 
of the Organization for Economic Co-oper-
ation and Development (OECD) and a non-
permanent member of the United Nations 
Security Council and has hosted global fo-
rums, such as the G–20 Summit and the 2012 
Nuclear Security Summit; 

Whereas the Republic of Korea is a major 
economic and trade partner of the United 
States and cemented a Free Trade Agree-
ment (Public Law 112–41) on October 21, 2011, 
which entered into force on March 15, 2012; 

Whereas there are deep cultural and per-
sonal ties between the peoples of the United 
States and the Republic of Korea, as exem-
plified by the large flow of visitors and ex-
changes each year between the two coun-
tries, including Korean students studying in 
United States colleges and universities, and 
nearly 2,000,000 Korean-Americans that re-
side in the United States; 

Whereas the Implementing Recommenda-
tions of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 
(Public Law 110–53) set the criteria for Ko-
rea’s successful entry into the United States 
visa waiver program on November 17, 2008; 

Whereas the election on December 19, 2012, 
and the inauguration on February 17, 2013, of 
Park Geun-Hye to the presidency of the Re-
public of Korea marks an historic milestone 
as the first female head of state ever demo-
cratically elected in the Northeast Asia re-
gion; 

Whereas the United States looks forward 
to the next 60 years and beyond of an in-
creasingly solid and enduring partnership 
with the Republic of Korea with expanded 
cooperation on security, economic, environ-
mental, and cultural issues bilaterally and in 
the region; and 

Whereas, on May 8, 2013, President Park 
will address a Joint Meeting of Congress at 
the invitation of the Speaker of the House: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the 60th anniversary of the 

Korean War Armistice and the Mutual De-
fense Treaty of 1953; 

(2) reaffirms the importance and resiliency 
of the United States-Korea alliance as a 
linchpin in maintaining peace and stability 
on the Korean Peninsula and in the greater 
East Asia region; and 

(3) congratulates Park Geun-Hye on her 
historic election to the presidency of the Re-
public of Korea and wishes her well during 
her tenure of leadership. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 137—DESIG-
NATING MAY 2013 AS ‘‘OLDER 
AMERICANS MONTH’’ 
Mr. NELSON (for himself, Ms. COL-

LINS, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. COONS) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 137 
Whereas President John F. Kennedy first 

designated May as ‘‘Senior Citizens Month’’ 
in 1963; 

Whereas, in 1963, only 17,000,000 living peo-
ple in the United States had reached their 
65th birthday, approximately 1⁄3 of older peo-
ple in the United States lived in poverty, and 
there were few programs to meet the needs 
of older people in the United States; 

Whereas, as of 2013, there are more than 
41,000,000 people in the United States who are 
65 years of age or older; 

Whereas, as of 2013, there are more than 
9,000,000 veterans of the Armed Forces who 
are 65 years of age or older; 
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Whereas older people in the United States 

rely on Federal programs such as Social Se-
curity, Medicare, Medicaid, and, in the case 
of veterans, TRICARE and the health care 
system of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, for financial security and high-quality, 
affordable health care; 

Whereas the Older Americans Act of 1965 
(42 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.) provides federally 
funded community-based social services and 
nutritional support programs to nearly 
2,600,000 older people in the United States 
each year; 

Whereas many people in the United States 
are living longer, working longer, and enjoy-
ing healthier, more active lifestyles than in 
past generations; 

Whereas older people play an important 
role by continuing to contribute experience, 
knowledge, wisdom, and accomplishments; 

Whereas older people are active commu-
nity members involved in volunteering, 
mentorship, arts and culture, and civic en-
gagement; and 

Whereas recognizing the successes of older 
people in the community encourages ongoing 
participation and further accomplishments: 
Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates May 2013 as ‘‘Older Ameri-

cans Month’’; 
(2) recognizes May 2013 as the 50th anniver-

sary of ‘‘Older Americans Month’’; and 
(3) encourages the people of the United 

States to provide opportunities for older peo-
ple to continue to flourish by— 

(A) emphasizing the importance of older 
people and their leadership by publicly rec-
ognizing their continued achievements; 

(B) presenting opportunities for older peo-
ple to share their wisdom, experience, and 
skills; and 

(C) recognizing older people as a valuable 
asset in strengthening the communities of 
the United States. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 138—CON-
GRATULATING THE STUDENTS, 
PARENTS, TEACHERS, AND AD-
MINISTRATORS OF CHARTER 
SCHOOLS ACROSS THE UNITED 
STATES FOR THEIR ONGOING 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO EDUCATION, 
AND SUPPORTING THE IDEALS 
AND GOALS OF THE 14TH AN-
NUAL NATIONAL CHARTER 
SCHOOLS WEEK, TO BE CELE-
BRATED THE WEEK OF MAY 5 
THROUGH MAY 11, 2013 

Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, Mr. BURR, Mr. CARPER, Mr. 
KIRK, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. 
RUBIO, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. CRUZ, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. MCCONNELL) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 138 

Whereas charter schools are public schools 
that do not charge tuition and that enroll 
any student who wants to attend, often 
through a random lottery when too many 
students want to attend a single charter 
school; 

Whereas charter schools deliver high-qual-
ity public education and challenge all stu-
dents to reach their potential; 

Whereas charter schools promote innova-
tion and excellence in public education; 

Whereas charter schools provide thousands 
of families with diverse and innovative edu-
cational options for their children; 

Whereas charter schools are authorized by 
a designated public entity and— 

(1) respond to the needs of communities, 
families, and students in the United States; 
and 

(2) promote the principles of quality, ac-
countability, choice, and innovation; 

Whereas, in exchange for flexibility and 
autonomy, charter schools are held account-
able by their sponsors for improving student 
achievement and for the financial and other 
operations of the charter schools; 

Whereas charter schools are required to 
meet the student achievement account-
ability requirements under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) in the same manner as 
traditional public schools; 

Whereas charter schools often set higher 
expectations for students in addition to the 
requirements under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 
et seq.) to ensure that charter schools are of 
high quality and are truly accountable to 
the public; 

Whereas 42 States and the District of Co-
lumbia have enacted laws authorizing char-
ter schools; 

Whereas more than 6,000 charter schools 
are serving more than 2,300,000 children; 

Whereas, in the United States— 
(1) in 110 school districts, more than 10 per-

cent of public school students are enrolled in 
charter schools; 

(2) in 25 school districts, more than 20 per-
cent of public school students are enrolled in 
charter schools; and 

(3) in 7 districts, at least 30 percent of pub-
lic school students are enrolled in charter 
schools; 

Whereas charter schools improve the 
achievement of students they enroll and 
stimulate improvement in traditional public 
schools; 

Whereas charter schools— 
(1) give parents the freedom to choose pub-

lic schools; 
(2) routinely measure parental satisfaction 

levels; and 
(3) must prove their ongoing success to 

parents, policymakers, and the communities 
they serve; 

Whereas an estimated 610,000 students were 
on waiting lists to attend charter schools be-
fore the beginning of the 2011–2012 academic 
year; and 

Whereas the 14th annual National Charter 
Schools Week is scheduled to be celebrated 
the week of May 5 through May 11, 2013: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) congratulates the students, parents, 

teachers, and administrators of charter 
schools across the United States for— 

(A) their ongoing contributions to edu-
cation; 

(B) impressive strides made in closing the 
academic achievement gap in schools in the 
United States; and 

(C) improving and strengthening the public 
school system in the United States; 

(2) supports the ideals and goals of the 14th 
annual National Charter Schools Week, a 
weeklong celebration to be held the week of 
May 5 through May 11, 2013, in communities 
throughout the United States; and 

(3) encourages the people of the United 
States to hold appropriate programs, cere-
monies, and activities during National Char-
ter Schools Week to demonstrate support for 
charter schools. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 858. Mr. COBURN (for himself and Mr. 
INHOFE) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, to 
provide for the conservation and develop-

ment of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United States, and 
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 859. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. PRYOR, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. WICKER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 860. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 861. Mr. CARDIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 862. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr. 
THUNE, Ms. HEITKAMP, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
601, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 863. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, Mr. 
THUNE, Ms. HEITKAMP, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
601, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 864. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself and Mr. 
FLAKE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by her to the bill S. 601, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 865. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 866. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 867. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 868. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. 
FISCHER, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. JOHANNS) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 869. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 870. Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr. 
MERKLEY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill S. 
601, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 871. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 872. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 873. Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
KAINE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, supra. 

SA 874. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. BROWN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 875. Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
KING, and Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 876. Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
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to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 877. Mr. NELSON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 878. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 879. Mr. KAINE (for himself and Mr. 
WARNER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 880. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 881. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 882. Mr. CARPER (for himself, Mr. 
CASEY, Mr. COONS, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. SCHU-
MER) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 883. Mr. REID (for Mr. LAUTENBERG (for 
himself, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. SCHUMER)) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by Mr. REID of NV to the bill S. 601, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 884. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. FRANKEN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
601, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 885. Mr. COONS submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 886. Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, and Mr. CASEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 887. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr. 
VITTER, and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill S. 601, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 888. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. LAUTENBERG) 
submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by her to the bill S. 601, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 889. Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 858. Mr. COBURN (for himself and 
Mr. INHOFE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 5llll. LAND CONVEYANCE AT OPTIMA 

LAKE, TEXAS COUNTY, OKLAHOMA. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) FAIR MARKET VALUE.—The term ‘‘fair 

market value’’ means the amount for which 
a willing buyer would purchase and a willing 
seller would sell a parcel of land, as deter-
mined by a qualified, independent land ap-
praiser. 

(2) PREVIOUS OWNER OF LAND.—The term 
‘‘previous owner of land’’ means a person (in-
cluding a corporation) that conveyed, or a 
direct descendant of an individual who con-
veyed, land to the Corps of Engineers for use 
in the Optima Lake project in Texas County, 
Oklahoma. 

(b) DEAUTHORIZATION OF PROJECT.—The 
Corps of Engineers project relating to Op-
tima Lake in Texas County, Oklahoma is de-
authorized, including any operation, mainte-
nance, or other activities relating to the 
project that are ongoing as of the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) CONVEYANCES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

vey all right, title, and interest of the United 
States in and to the land acquired by the 
United States for the Optima Lake project in 
Texas County, Oklahoma in accordance with 
this subsection. 

(2) FIRST PURCHASE OPTIONS.— 
(A) STATE OF OKLAHOMA.—The Secretary 

shall give the State of Oklahoma through an 
Act passed by the legislature of that State 
and signed by the Governor of that State the 
first option to purchase the land described in 
paragraph (1). 

(B) PREVIOUS OWNERS OF LAND.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—If the State of Okla-

homa has not acted to purchase the land by 
the date that is 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secretary shall give 
a previous owner of land the option to pur-
chase the land described in paragraph (1). 

(ii) APPLICATION.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the official date of notice to the pre-
vious owner of land under paragraph (5), a 
previous owner of land who desires to pur-
chase the land described in paragraph (1) 
that was owned by that previous owner of 
land, or by the individual from whom the 
previous owner of land is descended, shall 
file an application to purchase the land with 
the Secretary. 

(II) FIRST TO FILE HAS FIRST OPTION.—If 
more than 1 application is filed to purchase 
a parcel of land described in paragraph (1), 
the first option to purchase the parcel of 
land shall be determined based on the order 
in which applications for the parcel of land 
were filed. 

(iii) IDENTIFICATION OF PREVIOUS OWNERS 
OF LAND.—If the State of Oklahoma has 
failed to purchase the land within the period 
described in clause (i), the Secretary shall, 
not later than 90 days after that date, iden-
tify each previous owner of the land de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(iv) CONSIDERATION.—Consideration for 
land conveyed under this section shall be an 
amount equal to the fair market value of the 
land. 

(3) DISPOSAL.—Any land described in 
paragraph (1) that is not purchased under 
paragraph (2) within the applicable time pe-
riod shall be disposed of in accordance with 
applicable Federal law. 

(4) EXTINGUISHMENT OF EASEMENTS.—All 
flowage easements acquired by the United 
States for use in the Optima Lake project in 
Texas County, Oklahoma, are extinguished. 

(5) NOTICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the State of Okla-

homa has failed to purchase the land within 
the period described in paragraph (2)(B)(i), 
the Secretary shall notify of the conveyance 
under this section— 

(i) by United States mail, each person 
identified as a previous owner of land under 
paragraph (2)(B)(iii) by not later than 90 days 
after the date of identification; and 

(ii) by publication in the Federal Reg-
ister, the general public by not later than 90 
days after the date that is 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) CONTENTS OF NOTICE.—Notice under 
this subsection shall include— 

(i) a copy of this section; 
(ii) information sufficient to separately 

identify each parcel of land subject to this 
section; and 

(iii) specification of the fair market 
value of each parcel of land subject to this 
section. 

(C) OFFICIAL DATE OF NOTICE.—The offi-
cial date of notice under this section shall be 
the later of— 

(i) the date on which actual notice is 
mailed; or 

(ii) the date of publication of the notice 
in the Federal Register. 

(d) FLOOD CONTROL GATES.—Prior to the 
conveyance of any land under this section, 
the Secretary shall disable or remove, 
whichever option is most cost-effective, any 
flood control gate on the dam constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers in carrying out the 
Optima Lake project. 

(e) RESTRICTION.—The Secretary shall 
carry out this section, including all land 
conveyances under this section, not later 
than 3 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(f) EFFECT OF ACT.—Nothing in this sec-
tion affects the jurisdiction of the State of 
Oklahoma (including localities) over any ex-
isting road or rights-of-way on the land de-
scribed in subsection (c)(1). 

(g) OFFSET.—An amount that equals the 
amount necessary to offset, in the aggregate, 
any net increase in spending and foregone 
revenues resulting from the implementation 
of this section shall be derived from the pro-
ceeds of the sale of the land described in sub-
section (c)(1). 

SA 859. Mr. DURBIN (for himself, Mr. 
BLUNT, Mr. PRYOR, Mrs. MCCASKILL, 
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. KIRK, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. 
WICKER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 5lllll. GREATER MISSISSIPPI RIVER 

BASIN SEVERE FLOODING AND 
DROUGHT MANAGEMENT STUDY. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) GREATER MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN.—The 

term ‘‘greater Mississippi River Basin’’ 
means the area covered by hydrologic units 
5, 6, 7, 8, 10, and 11, as identified by the 
United States Geological Survey as of the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER.—The term 
‘‘lower Mississippi River’’ means the portion 
of the Mississippi River that begins at the 
confluence of the Ohio River and flows to the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

(3) MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVER.—The term 
‘‘middle Mississippi River’’ means the por-
tion of the Mississippi River that begins at 
the confluence of the Missouri River and 
flows to the lower Mississippi River. 

(4) SEVERE FLOODING AND DROUGHT.—The 
term ‘‘severe flooding and drought’’ means 
severe weather events that threaten personal 
safety, property, and navigation on the in-
land waterways of the United States. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 
out a study of the greater Mississippi River 
Basin— 

(1) to improve the coordinated and com-
prehensive management of water resource 
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projects in the greater Mississippi River 
Basin relating to severe flooding and drought 
conditions; and 

(2) to evaluate the feasibility of any modi-
fications to those water resource projects 
and develop new water resource projects to 
improve the reliability of navigation and 
more effectively reduce flood risk. 

(c) CONTENTS.—The study shall— 
(1) identify any Federal actions necessary 

to prevent and mitigate the impacts of se-
vere flooding and drought, including changes 
to authorized channel dimensions, oper-
ational procedures of locks and dams, and 
reservoir management within the Mississippi 
River Basin; 

(2) evaluate the effect on navigation and 
flood risk management to the Mississippi 
River of all upstream rivers and tributaries, 
especially the confluence of the Illinois 
River, Missouri River, Arkansas River, 
White River, and Ohio River; 

(3) identify and make recommendations to 
remedy challenges to the Corps of Engineers 
presented by severe flooding and drought, in-
cluding river access, in carrying out its mis-
sion to maintain safe, reliable navigation; 
and 

(4) identify and locate natural or other po-
tential impediments to maintaining naviga-
tion on the middle and lower Mississippi 
River during periods of low water. 

(d) CONSULTATION AND USE OF EXISTING 
DATA.—In carrying out the study, the Sec-
retary shall— 

(1) consult with appropriate committees of 
Congress, Federal, State, tribal, and local 
agencies, environmental interests, river 
navigation industry representatives, other 
shipping and business interests, organized 
labor, and nongovernmental organizations; 

(2) to the maximum extent practicable, use 
data in existence as of the date of enactment 
of this Act; and 

(3) incorporate lessons learned and best 
practices developed as a result of past severe 
flooding and drought events, including major 
floods and the successful effort to maintain 
navigation during the near historic low 
water levels on the Mississippi River during 
the winter of 2012–2013. 

(e) COST-SHARING.—The Federal share of 
the cost of carrying out the study under this 
section shall be 100 percent. 

(f) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the study carried out under this section. 

SA 860. Mrs. FEINSTEIN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill S. 601, to provide for 
the conservation and development of 
water and related resources, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 149, strike lines 13 through 16 and 
insert the following: 
Section 214 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–541; 33 
U.S.C. 2201 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘or public utility’’ after 

‘‘public entity’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or utility’’ after ‘‘that 

entity’’; and 
(2) by striking subsections (d) and (e) and 

inserting the following: 

SA 861. Mr. CARDIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 

conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 121, strike lines 1 through 3, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(II) conflict with the ability of a cooper-
ating agency to carry out applicable Federal 
laws (including regulations). 

SA 862. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, 
Mr. THUNE, Ms. HEITKAMP, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 601, to provide for 
the conservation and development of 
water and related resources, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 190, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 2060. RESTRICTION ON CHARGES FOR CER-

TAIN WATER STORAGE. 
Notwithstanding section 6 of the Act of De-

cember 22, 1944 (33 U.S.C. 708) and section 301 
of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (43 U.S.C. 
390b), no fee for water storage shall be 
charged under a contract for water storage if 
the contract is for water storage stored on 
the Missouri River. 

SA 863. Mr. HOEVEN (for himself, 
Mr. THUNE, Ms. HEITKAMP, and Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 601, to provide for 
the conservation and development of 
water and related resources, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 190, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 2060. RESTRICTION ON CHARGES FOR CER-

TAIN SURPLUS WATER. 
Notwithstanding section 6 of the Act of De-

cember 22, 1944 (33 U.S.C. 708) and section 301 
of the Water Supply Act of 1958 (43 U.S.C. 
390b), no fee for surplus water shall be 
charged under a contract for surplus water if 
the contract is for surplus water stored on 
the Missouri River. 

SA 864. Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself 
and Mr. FLAKE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill S. 601, to provide for the con-
servation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 167, strike line 19, and insert the 
following: 

element of the project during that period. 
‘‘(D) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—For each fis-

cal year, 5 percent of the funds appropriated 

to the Chief of Engineers for general ex-
penses shall not be obligated until the date 
on which the list under paragraph (1) is sub-
mitted.’’; and 

SA 865. Mrs. SHAHEEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 301, strike lines 19 through 22 and 
insert the following: 

(33 U.S.C. 2211(b)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

SA 866. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Mr. BROWN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title X, add the following: 
SEC. 100ll. USE OF AMERICAN IRON, STEEL, 

AND MANUFACTURED GOODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), none of the amounts made 
available under this Act may be used for the 
construction, alteration, maintenance, or re-
pair of a project eligible for assistance under 
this title unless all of the iron, steel, and 
manufactured goods used in the project are 
produced in the United States. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply in any case or category of cases in 
which the Secretary finds that— 

(1) applying subsection (a) would be incon-
sistent with the public interest; 

(2) iron, steel, and the relevant manufac-
tured goods are not produced in the United 
States in sufficient and reasonably available 
quantities and of a satisfactory quality; or 

(3) inclusion of iron, steel, and manufac-
tured goods produced in the United States 
will increase the cost of the overall project 
by more than 25 percent. 

(c) PUBLIC NOTICE.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that it is necessary to waive the appli-
cation of subsection (a) based on a finding 
under subsection (b), the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a detailed 
written justification as to why the provision 
is being waived. 

(d) INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.—This sec-
tion shall be applied in a manner consistent 
with United States obligations under inter-
national agreements. 

SA 867. Mr. INHOFE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title XI, add the following: 
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SEC. 11004. AUTHORITY TO ACCEPT AND EXPEND 

NON-FEDERAL AMOUNTS. 
The Secretary is authorized to accept and 

expend amounts provided by non-Federal in-
terests for the purpose of repairing, restor-
ing, or replacing water resources projects 
that have been damaged or destroyed as a re-
sult of a major disaster or other emergency 
if the Secretary determines that the accept-
ance and expenditure of those amounts is in 
the public interest. 

SA 868. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mrs. FISCHER, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. 
JOHANNS) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 452, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 2055. IDENTIFICATION OF WATERS PRO-

TECTED BY THE CLEAN WATER ACT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Neither the Secretary of 

the Army nor the Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency shall— 

(1) finalize the proposed guidance described 
in the notice of availability and request for 
comments entitled ‘‘EPA and Army Corps of 
Engineers Guidance Regarding Identification 
of Waters Protected by the Clean Water Act’’ 
(EPA–HQ–OW–2011–0409) (76 Fed. Reg. 24479 
(May 2, 2011)); or 

(2) use the guidance described in paragraph 
(1), or any substantially similar guidance, as 
the basis for any decision regarding the 
scope of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.) or any rule-
making. 

(b) RULES.—The use of the guidance de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1), or any substan-
tially similar guidance, as the basis for any 
rule shall be grounds for vacation of the rule. 

SA 869. Mr. MERKLEY (for himself 
and Mr. BROWN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title X, add the following: 
SEC. 100ll. USE OF AMERICAN IRON, STEEL, 

AND MANUFACTURED GOODS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), none of the amounts made 
available under this Act may be used for the 
construction, alteration, maintenance, or re-
pair of a project eligible for assistance under 
this title unless all of the iron, steel, and 
manufactured goods used in the project are 
produced in the United States. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not 
apply in any case or category of cases in 
which the Secretary finds that— 

(1) applying subsection (a) would be incon-
sistent with the public interest; 

(2) iron, steel, and the relevant manufac-
tured goods are not produced in the United 
States in sufficient and reasonably available 
quantities and of a satisfactory quality; or 

(3) inclusion of iron, steel, and manufac-
tured goods produced in the United States 

will increase the cost of the overall project 
by more than 25 percent. 

(c) PUBLIC NOTICE.—If the Secretary deter-
mines that it is necessary to waive the appli-
cation of subsection (a) based on a finding 
under subsection (b), the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register a detailed 
written justification as to why the provision 
is being waived. 

(d) INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS.—This sec-
tion shall be applied in a manner consistent 
with United States obligations under inter-
national agreements. 

SA 870. Mr. WYDEN (for himself and 
Mr. MERKLEY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

Beginning on page 299, strike line 9 and all 
that follows through page 301, line 16, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(D) LOW-USE PORT.—The term ‘low-use 
port’ means a port at which not more than 
1,000,000 tons of cargo are transported each 
calendar year. 

‘‘(E) MODERATE-USE PORT.—The term ‘mod-
erate-use port’ means a port at which more 
than 1,000,000, but fewer than 10,000,000, tons 
of cargo are transported each calendar year. 

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—Of the amounts made avail-
able under this section to carry out projects 
described in subsection (a)(2) that are in ex-
cess of the amounts made available to carry 
out those projects in fiscal year 2012, the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, shall give priority to 
those projects in the following order: 

‘‘(A)(i) In any fiscal year in which all 
projects subject to the harbor maintenance 
fee under section 24.24 of title 19, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or a successor regula-
tion) are not maintained to their con-
structed width and depth, the Secretary 
shall prioritize amounts made available 
under this section for those projects that are 
high-use deep draft and are a priority for 
navigation in the Great Lakes Navigation 
System. 

‘‘(ii) Of the amounts made available under 
clause (i)— 

‘‘(I) 80 percent shall be used for projects 
that are high-use deep draft; and 

‘‘(II) 20 percent shall be used for projects 
that are a priority for navigation in the 
Great Lakes Navigation System. 

‘‘(B) In any fiscal year in which all projects 
identified as high-use deep draft are main-
tained to their constructed width and depth, 
the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) equally divide among each of the dis-
tricts of the Corps of Engineers in which eli-
gible projects are located 10 percent of re-
maining amounts made available under this 
section for moderate-use and low-use port 
projects— 

‘‘(I) that have been maintained at less than 
their constructed width and depth during the 
preceding 8 fiscal years; and 

‘‘(II) for which significant State and local 
investments in infrastructure have been 
made at those projects during the preceding 
8 fiscal years; and 

‘‘(ii) prioritize any remaining amounts 
made available under this section for those 
projects that are not maintained to the min-
imum width and depth necessary to provide 
sufficient clearance for fully loaded commer-
cial vessels using those projects to maneuver 
safely. 

‘‘(3) ADMINISTRATION.—For purposes of this 
subsection, State and local investments in 
infrastructure shall include infrastructure 
investments made using amounts made 
available for activities under section 
105(a)(9) of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5305(a)(9)). 

‘‘(4) EXCEPTIONS.—The Secretary may 
prioritize a project not identified in para-
graph (2) if the Secretary determines that 
funding for the project is necessary to ad-
dress— 

‘‘(A) hazardous navigation conditions; or 
‘‘(B) impacts of natural disasters, includ-

ing storms and droughts. 
‘‘(5) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 

September 30, 2013, and annually thereafter, 
the Secretary shall submit to Congress a re-
port that describes, with respect to the pre-
ceding fiscal year— 

‘‘(A) the amount of funds used to maintain 
high-use deep draft projects and projects at 
moderate-use ports and low-use ports to the 
constructed depth and width of the projects; 

‘‘(B) the respective percentage of total 
funds provided under this section used for 
high use deep draft projects and projects at 
moderate-use ports and low-use ports; 

‘‘(C) the remaining amount of funds made 
available to carry out this section, if any; 
and 

‘‘(D) any additional amounts needed to 
maintain the high-use deep draft projects 
and projects at moderate-use ports and low- 
use ports to the constructed depth and width 
of the projects.’’. 

SA 871. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 316, line 20, strike ‘‘drinking 
water’’ and insert ‘‘water supply’’. 

On page 322, line 18, after ‘‘flood control’’ 
insert ‘‘, water supply,’’. 

On page 322, lines 23 and 24, strike ‘‘or pro-
tect natural resources’’ and insert ‘‘protect 
natural resources, or accomplish other water 
resource purposes’’. 

SA 872. Mr. BOOZMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 2llll. IMPROVING PLANNING AND AD-

MINISTRATION OF WATER SUPPLY 
STORAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry 
out activities to enable non-Federal inter-
ests to anticipate and accurately budget for 
annual operations and maintenance costs 
and, as applicable, repair, rehabilitation, and 
replacements costs, including through— 

(1) the formulation by the Secretary of a 
uniform billing statement format for those 
storage agreements relating to operations 
and maintenance costs, and as applicable, re-
pair, rehabilitation, and replacement costs, 
incurred by the Secretary, which, at a min-
imum, shall include— 
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(A) a detailed description of the activities 

carried out relating to the water supply as-
pects of the project; 

(B) a clear explanation of why and how 
those activities relate to the water supply 
aspects of the project; and 

(C) a detailed accounting of the cost of car-
rying out those activities; and 

(2) a review by the Secretary of the regula-
tions and guidance of the Corps of Engineers 
relating to criteria and methods for the equi-
table distribution of joint project costs 
across project purposes in order to ensure 
consistency in the calculation of the appro-
priate share of joint project costs allocable 
to the water supply purpose. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary shall submit to Congress a report on 
the findings of the reviews carried out under 
subsection (a)(2) and any subsequent actions 
taken by the Secretary relating to those re-
views. 

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The report under para-
graph (1) shall include an analysis of the fea-
sibility and costs associated with the provi-
sion by the Secretary to each non-Federal 
interest of not less than 1 statement each 
year that details for each water storage 
agreement with non-Federal interests at 
Corps of Engineers projects the estimated 
amount of the operations and maintenance 
costs and, as applicable, the estimated 
amount of the repair, rehabilitation, and re-
placement costs, for which the non-Federal 
interest will be responsible in that fiscal 
year. 

(3) EXTENSION.—The Secretary may delay 
the submission of the report under paragraph 
(1) for a period not to exceed 180 days after 
the deadline described in paragraph (1), sub-
ject to the condition that the Secretary sub-
mits a preliminary progress report to Con-
gress not later than 1 year after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

SA 873. Mr. WARNER (for himself 
and Mr. KAINE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

On page 216, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 3019. FOUR MILE RUN, CITY OF ALEXANDRIA 

AND ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA. 
Section 84(a)(1) of the Water Resources De-

velopment Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–251; 88 
Stat. 35) is amended by striking ‘‘twenty- 
seven thousand cubic feet per second’’ and 
inserting ‘‘18,000 cubic feet per second’’. 

SA 874. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Ms. BALDWIN, and Mr. 
BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Beginning on page 309, strike line 21 and 
all that follows through page 310, line 4, and 
insert the following: 

the amount that is equal to 10 percent of the 
amounts made available under section 210 to 

carry out projects described in subsection 
(a)(2) of that section that are in excess of the 
amounts made available to carry out those 
projects in fiscal year 2012. 

SA 875. Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
KING, and Mrs. SHAHEEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
SEC. 50lll. CAPE ARUNDEL DISPOSAL SITE, 

MAINE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Cape Arundel Dis-

posal Site selected by the Department of the 
Army as an alternative dredged material dis-
posal site under section 103(b) of the Marine 
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 
1972 (33 U.S.C. 1413(b)) (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘Site’’) is reopened, in concur-
rence with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and shall remain 
open and available until the earlier of— 

(1) the date on which the Site does not 
have any remaining disposal capacity; 

(2) the date on which an environmental im-
pact statement designating an alternative 
dredged material disposal site for southern 
Maine has been completed; or 

(3) the date that is 5 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The use of the Site as a 
dredged material disposal site under sub-
section (a) shall be subject to the conditions 
that— 

(1) conditions at the Site remain suitable 
for the continued use of the Site as a dredged 
material disposal site; and 

(2) the Site not be used for the disposal of 
more than 80,000 cubic yards from any single 
dredging project. 

SA 876. Mr. THUNE (for himself and 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill S. 601, to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 234, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 5009. UPPER MISSOURI BASIN SHORELINE 

EROSION PREVENTION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro-

vide planning, design, and construction as-
sistance to not more than 3 federally-recog-
nized Indian tribes in the Upper Missouri 
River Basin to undertake measures to ad-
dress shoreline erosion that is jeopardizing 
existing infrastructure resulting from oper-
ation of a reservoir constructed under the 
Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin Program 
(authorized by section 9 of the Act of Decem-
ber 22, 1944 (commonly known as the ‘‘Flood 
Control Act of 1944’’) (58 Stat. 891, chapter 
665)). 

(b) FEDERAL COST SHARE.—The Federal 
share of the costs of carrying out this sec-
tion shall be not less than 80 percent. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—The Secretary may pro-
vide the assistance described in subsection 
(a) only after— 

(1) consultation with the Department of 
the Interior; and 

(2) execution by the Indian tribe of a 
memorandum of agreement with the Sec-
retary that specifies that the tribe shall— 

(A) be responsible for— 
(i) all operation and maintenance activi-

ties required to ensure the integrity of the 
measures taken; and 

(ii) providing any required real estate in-
terests in and to the property on which such 
measures are to be taken; and 

(B) hold and save the United States free 
from damages arising from planning, design, 
or construction assistance provided under 
this section, except for damages due to the 
fault or negligence of the United States or 
its contractors. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
For each Indian tribe eligible under this sec-
tion, there is authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this section not more than 
$30,000,000. 

SA 877. Mr. NELSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. lllll. APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOO-

CHEE, AND FLINT RIVER PROJECTS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APALACHICOLA-CHATTAHOOCHEE-FLINT 

PROJECTS.—The term ‘‘Apalachicola-Chat-
tahoochee-Flint projects’’ means the Federal 
water resources projects on the Apalachi-
cola, Chattahoochee, and Flint Rivers in the 
States of Alabama, Florida, and Georgia au-
thorized by section 2 of the Act of March 2, 
1945 (59 Stat. 17, chapter 19; 60 Stat. 635, 
chapter 595) and section 203 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1182), including— 

(A) Buford Dam and Reservoir; 
(B) West Point Dam and Reservoir; 
(C) George W. Andrews Dam and Reservoir; 
(D) Walter F. George Dam and Reservoir; 

and 
(E) Jim Woodruff Dam and Reservoir. 
(2) FRESHWATER FLOWS.—The term ‘‘fresh-

water flows’’ means the quality, quantity, 
timing, and variability of freshwater flows 
required— 

(A) to support and reestablish— 
(i) the physical, chemical, biological, and 

overall ecological integrity of the compo-
nents, functions, and natural processes re-
quired for a thriving and resilient Apalachi-
cola River, Apalachicola River floodplain, 
and Apalachicola Bay; 

(ii) commercial and recreational fisheries 
dependent on freshwater flows into Apalachi-
cola Bay and adjacent waters, including the 
Gulf of Mexico; and 

(iii) thriving and diverse fish, wildlife, and 
plant populations having species composi-
tion, diversity, adaptability, and functional 
organization similar to those found in the 
Apalachicola River ecosystem prior to con-
struction of the Apalachicola-Chattahoo-
chee-Flint projects; 

(B) to restore and recover species that are 
endangered, threatened, or at risk; and 

(C) to prevent significantly harmful ad-
verse impacts to the Apalachicola River eco-
system. 

(b) PROJECT MODIFICATION.—Notwith-
standing any authorized purpose of the Apa-
lachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint projects, the 
Secretary shall operate the Apalachicola- 
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Chattahoochee-Flint projects in a manner 
that ensures the maintenance of freshwater 
flows. 

(c) REVISION OF WATER CONTROL MANU-
ALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall complete the ongoing revi-
sion of the water control manuals for the 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint projects 
and issue revised water control manuals for 
those projects that ensure the maintenance 
of freshwater flows. 

(2) INDEPENDENT PEER REVIEW OF WATER 
CONTROL MANUALS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter 
into an arrangement with the National 
Academy of Sciences under which the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences shall carry out 
an independent peer review of each revised 
water control manual, as required under sec-
tion 2034 of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2007 (33 U.S.C. 2343). 

(B) COMPLIANCE.—Each independent peer 
review under this paragraph shall comply 
with section 2034 of the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 2007 (33 U.S.C. 2343). 

(3) FINAL APPROVAL.—Before a final water 
control manual may be issued, the Secretary 
shall obtain written approval of each water 
control manual developed under this sub-
section from— 

(A) the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency; 

(B) the Director of the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service; 

(C) the Director of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration; and 

(D) the Director of the United States Geo-
logical Survey. 

(d) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER FEDERAL AND 
STATE LAWS.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), nothing in this section waives, 
limits, or otherwise affects the applicability 
of any provision of Federal or State law that 
would otherwise apply to the Apalachicola- 
Chattahoochee-Flint projects. 

SA 878. Mr. UDALL of New Mexico 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 227, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 5005. RIO GRANDE DROUGHT MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-

junction with the Secretary of the Interior 
and the United States Section of the Inter-
national Boundary and Water Commission, 
shall evaluate alternatives for operational 
changes and technically feasible structural 
modifications to completed water resources 
projects of the Corps of Engineers, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, and the United States 
Section of the International Boundary and 
Water Commission along the Rio Grande 
River— 

(1) to minimize evaporation, seepage, and 
other losses; and 

(2) to maximize the amount of water avail-
able to water users and the environment, in-
cluding the support of recovery efforts for 
threatened and endangered species, during 
periods of drought disaster in significant 
areas of the Rio Grande Basin, as designated 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION.—The Secretary, the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the United 

States Section of the International Bound-
ary and Water Commission may, after notifi-
cation to Congress and obtaining written 
consent from the appropriate State water re-
source agencies and tribal governments in 
which those completed projects are located, 
implement any operational changes or struc-
tural modifications identified under sub-
section (a). 

(c) APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section al-

ters, amends, repeals, interprets, or modi-
fies— 

(A) the Act entitled ‘‘Giving the consent 
and approval of Congress to the Rio Grande 
compact signed at Santa Fe, New Mexico, on 
March 18, 1938’’, approved May 31, 1939; or 

(B) the Treaty relating to the utilization of 
waters of the Colorado and Tijuana Rivers 
and of the Rio Grande, and supplementary 
protocol signed at Washington February 3, 
1944 (59 Stat. 1219). 

(2) EFFECT ON STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this 
section supersedes any State law. 

SA 879. Mr. KAINE (for himself and 
Mr. WARNER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 306, line 11, strike ‘‘2,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘1,850,000’’. 

SA 880. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3lll. EAST FORK OF TRINITY RIVER, 

TEXAS. 
The portion of the project for flood protec-

tion on the East Fork of the Trinity River, 
Texas, authorized by section 203 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1962 (76 Stat. 1185), that con-
sists of the 2 levees identified as ‘‘Kaufman 
County Levees K5E and K5W’’ shall no longer 
be authorized as a part of the Federal project 
as of the date of enactment of this Act. 

SA 881. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

In section 2014, add at the end the fol-
lowing: 

(h) EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL FACILI-
TIES.—This section shall not apply to a Fed-
eral facility located in a State or shared 
with a State if— 

(1) the State has enacted laws governing 
and is implementing— 

(A) environmental flows standards; and 
(B) an environmental flow regime; and 

(2) the Governor of the State certifies to 
the Secretary that it has met the require-
ments described in paragraph (1) and identi-
fies the facilities to be exempted from this 
section. 

SA 882. Mr. CARPER (for himself, 
Mr. CASEY, Mr. COONS, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, and Mr. SCHUMER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 190, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 20ll. RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS. 

Section 5019 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2007 (121 Stat. 1201) is amend-
ed by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION TO ALLOCATE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the Secretary shall allocate funds from the 
General Expenses account of the civil works 
program of the Army Corps of Engineers to 
the Susquehanna River Basin Commission, 
Delaware River Basin Commission, and the 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin to fulfill the equitable funding 
requirements of the respective interstate 
compacts on an annual basis and in amounts 
equal to the amount determined by Commis-
sion in accordance with the respective inter-
state compact. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Not more than 1.5 per-
cent of funds from the General Expenses ac-
count of the civil works program of the 
Army Corps of Engineers may be allocated in 
carrying out paragraph (1) for any fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(3) REPORT.—For any fiscal year in which 
funds are not allocated in accordance with 
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works of the Senate and the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House of Representatives a report that de-
scribes— 

‘‘(A) the reaso§ns why the Corps of Engi-
neers chose not to allocate funds in accord-
ance with that paragraph; and 

‘‘(B) the impact of the decision not to allo-
cate funds on water supply allocation, water 
quality protection, regulatory review and 
permitting, water conservation, watershed 
planning, drought management, flood loss 
reduction, and recreation in each area of ju-
risdiction of the respective Commission.’’. 

SA 883. Mr. REID (for Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG (for himself, Mr. MENENDEZ, and 
Mr. SCHUMER)) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by Mr. 
REID of NV to the bill S. 601, to provide 
for the conservation and development 
of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 20ll. USE OF FUNDS TO INCREASE FED-

ERAL SHARE FOR CERTAIN 
PROJECTS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary may use funds made 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:50 May 10, 2013 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A09MY6.049 S09MYPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3350 May 9, 2013 
available under Public Law 113–2 (127 Stat. 4) 
to increase the Federal share up to 100 per-
cent of the costs required for construction 
projects carried out by the Secretary under 
Public Law 113–2 that are not considered on-
going construction. 

SA 884. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself 
and Mr. FRANKEN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. llll. UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER PROTEC-

TION. 
(a) DEFINITION OF UPPER ST. ANTHONY 

FALLS LOCK AND DAM.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘Upper St. Anthony Falls Lock and 
Dam’’ means the lock and dam located on 
Mississippi River mile 853.9 in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota. 

(b) ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall submit to Con-
gress a report regarding the impact of clos-
ing the Upper St. Anthony Falls Lock and 
Dam on the economic and environmental 
well-being of the State of Minnesota. 

(c) MANDATORY CLOSURE.—Notwith-
standing subsection (b) and not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall close the Upper St. An-
thony Falls Lock and Dam if the Secretary 
determines that the annual average tonnage 
moving through the Upper St. Anthony Falls 
Lock and Dam for the preceding 5 years is 
not more than 1,500,000 tons. 

(d) EMERGENCY OPERATIONS.—Nothing in 
this section prevents the Secretary from car-
rying out emergency lock operations nec-
essary to mitigate flood damage. 

SA 885. Mr. COONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

On page 303, strike lines 13 through 16, and 
insert the following: 

‘‘(ii) STATE PRIORITY.—For each fiscal year, 
the operation and maintenance activities de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) may be carried 
out in any State, with priority given to 
those States— 

SA 886. Mr. COONS (for himself, Mr. 
CARPER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. CASEY) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by him to the bill S. 601, to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 

SEC. 50lll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
THE IMPORTANCE OF THE DELA-
WARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Delaware River Basin is the longest 

undammed river in the eastern United 
States, draining into portions of Delaware, 
New York, and Pennsylvania (in this section 
referred to as the ‘‘4 basin States’’) and pro-
viding drinking water to 15 million people, 
including the populations of New York City 
and Philadelphia; 

(2) over 8,500,000,000 gallons of water are 
withdrawn from the Delaware River Basin 
each day; 

(3) in 1961, the Delaware River Basin Com-
mission (in this section referred to as the 
‘‘DRBC’’) was formed to address problems of 
drought, floods, and pollution by bringing 
the Governors of the 4 basin States and the 
Federal Government together to manage the 
water resources of the Delaware River Basin 
by using the watershed boundary, not polit-
ical boundaries; 

(4) the formation of the DRBC was ap-
proved by Congress and signed into law by 
President John F. Kennedy and the 4 basin 
States, marking the first time that the Fed-
eral Government and a group of States 
joined together as equal partners in a river 
basin planning, development, and regulatory 
agency; 

(5) the DRBC serves Federal, State, and 
local interests by providing comprehensive 
and proactive water resources management 
for the 13,539 square mile Delaware River 
Basin through programs that address water 
quality protection, water supply allocation, 
flood loss reduction, drought management, 
water conservation, permitting, watershed 
planning, and recreation; 

(6) the DRBC has proven to be invaluable 
in preventing water conflict and finding ef-
fective solutions to complicated and critical 
water resource challenges; 

(7) after the multi year drought in the 
1960s, the DRBC facilitated a series of nego-
tiations that resulted in an agreement in the 
early 1980s to reduce water diversions to up-
stream and downstream users, create a water 
conservation program, and establish min-
imum flows to prevent saltwater from reach-
ing further up the Delaware river and de-
grading freshwater supplies and ecosystem 
function; 

(8) this agreement assisted the 4 basin 
States through numerous droughts without 
major water use changes or restrictions, and 
has conserved billions of gallons of water; 

(9) the DRBC model of watershed manage-
ment has proven to be so successful that 
other countries are interested learning from 
and replicating the DRBC model, and DRBC 
representatives have been invited to share 
knowledge with and offer technical assist-
ance to Australia, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Sri 
Lanka, the People’s Republic of China, Indo-
nesia, the United Kingdom, South Korea, the 
Czech Republic, Hungary, Jordan, Portugal, 
Sweden, Turkey, Uganda, Uruguay, India, 
and Japan; 

(10) the DRBC is funded by the 5 signatory 
parties to the Delaware River Basin Compact 
(Public Law 87–328; 75 Stat. 688), project re-
view fees, water use charges, and fines, as 
well as Federal, State, and private grants; 

(11) the 100-year Delaware River Basin 
Compact stipulates that the 5 signatory par-
ties agree to support the annual expense 
budget of the DRBC; 

(12) in 1988, the 5 members of the DRBC 
reached a tacit agreement to apportion sig-
natory party contributions to the annual ex-
pense budget of the DRBC as follows: 12.5 
percent for Delaware, 17.5 percent for New 
York, 25 percent for New Jersey, 25 percent 
for Pennsylvania, and 20 percent for the Fed-
eral Government; 

(13) the Federal Government has provided 
funding to support the 20 percent contribu-
tion to the annual expense budget of the 
DRBC only 1 Federal fiscal year since 1996; 

(14) the Federal Government is responsible 
for contributing $715,000 to the annual ex-
pense budget of the DRBC; and 

(15) the cumulative shortfall of the Federal 
Government contribution to the annual ex-
pense budget of the DRBC from October 1996 
through the DRBC fiscal year ending on 
June 30, 2013, is $10,709,250. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) it is the responsibility of the Federal 
Government to pay a 20 percent contribution 
to the annual expense budget of the DRBC; 

(2) the mission of the DRBC, as established 
in the Delaware River Basin Compact, is 
critical for local communities, business, and 
industry, States, and the region surrounding 
the Delaware River Basin, and for Federal 
interests such as emergency response, inter-
state commerce, and ecosystem manage-
ment; and 

(3) the President and Congress should pro-
vide Federal funding to the DRBC. 

SA 887. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 
Mr. VITTER, and Mr. SCHUMER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by her to the bill S. 601, to 
provide for the conservation and devel-
opment of water and related resources, 
to authorize the Secretary of the Army 
to construct various projects for im-
provements to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 20ll. DELAY IN IMPLEMENTATION OF SEC-

TION 100207 OF THE BIGGERT- 
WATERS FLOOD INSURANCE RE-
FORM ACT OF 2012. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, section 1308(h) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, as added by section 
100207 of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 
Stat. 919), shall have no force or effect until 
the date that is 5 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

SA 888. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 
Mr. VITTER, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
LAUTENBERG) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by her to the 
bill S. 601, to provide for the conserva-
tion and development of water and re-
lated resources, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Army to construct var-
ious projects for improvements to riv-
ers and harbors of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 20ll. DELAY IN IMPLEMENTATION OF SEC-

TION 100207 OF THE BIGGERT- 
WATERS FLOOD INSURANCE RE-
FORM ACT OF 2012. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, section 1308(h) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, as added by section 
100207 of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 
Stat. 919), shall have no force or effect until 
the date that is 5 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

SA 889. Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 601, to provide for the 
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conservation and development of water 
and related resources, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Army to construct 
various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United 
States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. RESTORATION OF CERTAIN PROP-

ERTIES IMPACTED BY NATURAL DIS-
ASTERS. 

For all major disasters declared under the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act on or after August 27, 
2011, the Corps of Engineers and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency shall con-
sider eligible the costs necessary to comply 
with any State stream or river alteration 
permit required for the repair or replace-
ment of otherwise eligible damaged infra-
structure, such as culverts and bridges, in-
cluding any design standards required to be 
met as a condition of permit issuance. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a meet-
ing of the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources has been sched-
uled to discuss natural gas issues. The 
meeting will be held on Tuesday, May 
14, 2013, at 10 a.m., in room 216 of the 
Hart Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of this meeting is to pro-
vide a forum to explore what the next 
applications are for natural gas and 
how this new demand will be met. Pipe-
line infrastructure and increased use of 
natural gas in the transportation sec-
tor will be specific points of interest. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the forum, witnesses may testify by 
invitation only. However, those wish-
ing to submit written testimony for 
the record may do so by sending it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150, or by e-mail 
to laurenlgoldschmidt@ 
energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Todd Wooten at (202) 224–4971 or 
Lauren Goldschmidt at (202) 224–5488. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a busi-
ness meeting has been scheduled before 
the Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. The business meet-
ing will be held on Thursday, May 16, 
2013, at 10 a.m., in room 366 of the Dirk-
sen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the business meeting 
is to consider pending calendar busi-
ness. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the business meeting, witnesses 
may testify by invitation only. How-
ever, those wishing to submit written 
testimony for the business meeting 
record may do so by sending it to the 

Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150, or by email to 
Abigaillcampbell@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Sam Fowler at (202) 224–7571 or 
Abigail Campbell at (202) 224–4905. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet, 
during the session of the Senate, to 
conduct a hearing entitled ‘‘Pharma-
ceutical Compounding: Proposed Legis-
lative Solution’’ on May 9, 2013, at 10 
a.m. in room 430 of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. 

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

COMMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, on May 9, 2013, at 9:30 a.m., in SH– 
216 of the Hart Senate Office Building, 
to conduct an executive business meet-
ing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on May 9, 2013, at 10 a.m. in 
room SR–418 of the Russell Senate of-
fice building. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on May 9, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON STRATEGIC FORCES 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Strategic Forces of the 
Committee on Armed Services be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on May 9, 2013, at 2:30 p.m. 

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

f 

FLOOD INSURANCE 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak for a few minutes in 
morning business to thank the leader 
for the remarks he has made and thank 
him and his staff for working with us 
throughout today, this afternoon, to 
try to mitigate against some of the dif-
ficulties that are being imposed not 
only on people in Louisiana but in 
many coastal States as these insurance 
rates rise because of new requirements 

in a bill this body never got to vote on 
because it never came to the Senate. 

I wish to correct something I said in 
the RECORD earlier. 

I am sorry. If the leader needs to fin-
ish his business, I will yield. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator would be kind enough, we can 
move through this in about 2 or 3 min-
utes and then we will put it on auto-
matic pilot for as long as the Senator 
cares to speak. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Of course. I thank 
the leader. 

Mr. REID. I appreciate the courtesy 
of my friend. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENTS—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that at a time to be de-
termined by me, in consultation with 
Senator MCCONNELL, the Senate pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
Calendar No. 40; that there be 1 hour 
for debate equally divided in the usual 
form; that upon the use or yielding 
back of time the Senate proceed to 
vote, without intervening action or de-
bate on the nomination; that the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table with no inter-
vening action or debate; that no fur-
ther motions be in order to the nomi-
nation; that any statements related to 
the nomination be printed in the 
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action 
and the Senate resume legislative ses-
sion. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. I now ask unanimous con-
sent that at a time to be determined by 
me, in consultation with Senator 
MCCONNELL, the Senate proceed to Cal-
endar No. 91; that there be 3 hours of 
debate equally divided in the usual 
form; that upon the use or yielding 
back of time the Senate proceed to 
vote without intervening action or de-
bate on the nomination; that the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate; that no fur-
ther motions be in order to the nomi-
nation; that any statements related to 
the nomination be printed in the 
RECORD; that President Obama be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion and the Senate then resume legis-
lative session. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

AWARDING OF THE 
CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of H.R. 360. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the bill by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 
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A bill (H.R. 360) to award posthumously a 

Congressional Gold Medal to Addie Mae Col-
lins, Denise McNair, Carole Robertson, and 
Cynthia Wesley to commemorate the lives 
they lost 50 years ago in the bombing of the 
Sixteenth Street Baptist Church, where 
these 4 little Black girls’ ultimate sacrifice 
served as a catalyst for the Civil Rights 
Movement. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be read a 
third time and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to this 
matter be printed in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The bill (H.R. 360) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

f 

RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration en bloc of the fol-
lowing resolutions which were sub-
mitted earlier today: S. Res. 136, S. 
Res. 137, and S. Res. 138. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolutions 
en bloc. 

S. RES. 137 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, today I 

rise in recognition of May as Older 
Americans Month. I am pleased to be 
submitting a resolution commemo-
rating the month with my colleagues, 
Senator COLLINS and Senator SANDERS. 
The 2010 Census estimated that 40 mil-
lion adults in the United States are 
over the age of 65. By 2030, there may 
be as many as 72 million seniors, or al-
most 20 percent of the entire U.S. popu-
lation. 

President John Kennedy recognized 
the first Older Americans Month 50 
years ago. By continuing to observe 
the month of May as Older Americans 
Month, we are not only reminding our-
selves of our duty to provide for the 
needs of this population, we are show-
ing our respect for the numerous valu-
able contributions and lessons these in-
dividuals give to us every day. 

Let me give one motivating example 
out of many from my home State of 
Florida. Cecil Daniels, a 70-year-old 
Miami resident, was recently recog-
nized in a nationwide competition as 
the 2012 Richard L. Swanson Inspira-
tion Award from the Healthways 
SilverSneakers Fitness Program. Mr. 
Daniels has successfully changed his 
lifestyle to better manage his diabetes 
and high blood pressure. Thanks to 
changing his diet and joining friends in 
fitness classes, he now receives encour-
aging reports from his physicians 
about his health. 

Mr. President, in honor of Cecil Dan-
iels and all older Americans, I am 
pleased to recognize May as Older 
Americans Month and celebrate the 
contributions and achievements of sen-
iors nationwide. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the resolutions be 
agreed to, the preambles be agreed to, 
and the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The resolutions were agreed to. 
The preambles were agreed to. 
(The resolutions, with their pre-

ambles, are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

APPOINTMENT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Re-
publican leader, pursuant to Public 
Law 112–275, appoints the following in-
dividual to be a member of the Com-
mission to Eliminate Child Abuse and 
Neglect Fatalities: Dr. Wade F. Horn of 
Maryland. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MAY 13, 
2013 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 2 p.m. on Monday, May 13, 
2013; that following the prayer and 
pledge, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, and the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that following any 
leader remarks, the Senate be in a pe-
riod of morning business until 5 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak for 
up to 10 minutes each; further, that the 
filing deadline for all first-degree 
amendments to S. 601, the Water Re-
sources Development Act, be 4 p.m. on 
Monday. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as pre-
viously announced, there will be no 
rollcall votes on Monday. The next 
rollcall vote will be on Tuesday prior 
to the caucus meetings. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is 
no further business to come before the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that 
it adjourn following the remarks of the 
Senator from Louisiana, Ms. LANDRIEU. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Louisiana. 

f 

WATER RESOURCES 
DEVELOPMENT ACT 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
wish to continue and again thank the 
majority leader for his kind comments 

and assure him I am working with the 
Republican leadership as well to try to 
find a way forward to minimize the im-
pact on many businesses and home-
owners who will be negatively affected 
by the new requirements of the Federal 
flood insurance program. 

I have an amendment which has been 
filed. It is amendment No. 888. I will be 
offering it for myself and Senator VIT-
TER. Senator SCHUMER and Senator 
LAUTENBERG are also cosponsors of this 
amendment. Hopefully we can get a 
vote. I do not mind trying to meet the 
60-vote threshold. I understand that 
would be a requirement should we be 
able to move to a vote next week on 
this amendment. 

We will be working very hard over 
the weekend to get additional cospon-
sors on the first amendment I filed, 
which had a multimillion-dollar cost to 
it. We had 62 people who had com-
mitted to vote. So we have a strong 
network of Senators, Republicans and 
Democrats, who are very supportive of 
the effort Senator VITTER and I are 
leading to try to mitigate some of the 
harshest provisions of this bill that 
passed last year. The bill never was 
voted on in this Chamber. It came out 
of the Banking Committee. A separate 
bill came out of the House with a 
strong bipartisan vote. Then what hap-
pened was both bills never went to a 
formal conference. It got pushed inside 
of a larger bill. A few things did not get 
pushed in the correct way, at least 
from the perspective of those of us who 
believe that, yes, our flood insurance 
program should be cost-effective, 
should be affordable, and should not 
run at deficit levels any longer. But 
there are certain ways to do that that 
are more equitable and fair than oth-
ers. So my amendment now—we have 
worked all throughout the day. I thank 
Senator CRAPO. Senator JOHNSON’s 
staff has been helpful as well. We are 
not quite there yet, but we are working 
on a fix to delay the implementation of 
some of these rate increases to give our 
communities—this is not just for Lou-
isiana. Texas is affected, Florida is af-
fected, the east coast is affected. Cali-
fornia is No. 3 in terms of policies that 
are related to flood insurance. 

It will give us some time to give our 
people a little bit more breathing room 
until we can get our levees con-
structed, until this new mapping can 
be put into place, as not to shock 
homeowners and owners of commercial 
real estate with these very high pre-
miums we hope to be able to avoid. 

Again, it is amendment No. 888. 
There is no score attached to it. We 
will accept a 60-vote threshold. I hope 
my colleagues will look at this. I thank 
Senator VITTER for his leadership. It is 
a Landrieu-Vitter amendment, again 
with Senator SCHUMER and Senator 
LAUTENBERG and their staffs giving us 
plenty of help and assistance through-
out the day. 

We will work on it over the weekend. 
Hopefully, we can come to a final reso-
lution early next week, and then get to 
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the passage of the WRDA bill which is 
so extremely important to people in 
Louisiana. I am very grateful for Sen-
ator BOXER’s leadership. Senator VIT-
TER is the ranking member. This bill 
came out of the EPW Committee with 
a fairly strong bipartisan and over-
whelming vote. 

We have millions of dollars of 
projects that are authorized in this 
bill. We have corps reform. It is impor-
tant for us to be able to build our lev-
ees more quickly, more efficiently, to 
avoid some of the terrible devastation 
that has happened. 

It is very important to get the WRDA 
bill passed. I am going to ask any col-
leagues, if you can join in helping on 
this flood insurance bill, please do. I 
look forward to working with people 
over the weekend on it. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
MAY 13, 2013, AT 2 P.M. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 

Senate stands adjourned until 2 p.m. on 
Monday, May 13, 2013. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 6:50 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, May 13, 2013, 
at 2 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

THE JUDICIARY 

MADELINE HUGHES HAIKALA, OF ALABAMA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF ALABAMA, VICE INGE PRYTZ JOHNSON, RE-
TIRED. 

GREGORY HOWARD WOODS, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, VICE BARBARA S. JONES, RE-
TIRED. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

THOMAS EDGAR WHEELER, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL COMMU-
NICATIONS COMMISSION FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE 
TERM EXPIRING JUNE 30, 2013, VICE JULIUS 
GENACHOWSKI. 

THOMAS EDGAR WHEELER, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL COMMU-
NICATIONS COMMISSION FOR A TERM OF FIVE YEARS 
FROM JULY 1, 2013. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

PENNY PRITZKER, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE SECRETARY OF 
COMMERCE, VICE JOHN EDGAR BRYSON, RESIGNED. 

UNITED STATES TAX COURT 

JOSEPH W. NEGA, OF ILLINOIS, TO BE A JUDGE OF THE 
UNITED STATES TAX COURT FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN 
YEARS, VICE THOMAS B. WELLS, RETIRED. 

MICHAEL B. THORNTON, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A JUDGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES TAX COURT FOR A TERM OF FIF-
TEEN YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ROSE EILENE GOTTEMOELLER, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE 
UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ARMS CONTROL AND 
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, VICE ELLEN O. TAUSCHER, 
RESIGNED. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

DAVITA VANCE–COOKS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE PUBLIC 
PRINTER, VICE WILLIAM J. BOARMAN. 

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICE 

MARK D. GEARAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORATION FOR 
NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE FOR A TERM EX-
PIRING DECEMBER 1, 2015. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 9, 2013: 

THE JUDICIARY 

SHELLY DECKERT DICK, OF LOUISIANA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF 
LOUISIANA. 

NELSON STEPHEN ROMAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK. 
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