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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

————
PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal Lord God, our shelter in tur-
bulent times, as voices throughout the
Nation cry out for equal protection
under the law, use our lawmakers to
ensure that justice rolls down like
waters and righteousness like a mighty
stream.

Thank You for not leaving or for-
saking us, for You continue to be our
ever-present help in trouble. We are
Your people and the sheep of Your pas-
ture.

Shepherd of Love, continue to pro-
vide for our every need from the rich
bounties of Your grace. In a special
way bless the lawmakers who will take
the oath of office today.

We pray in Your great Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The President pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority leader is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Following my remarks
and those of the Republican leader, the
Senate will resume executive session.
There will be four rollcall votes at 10:30
a.m. on the confirmation of the Mamet
and Bell nominations and cloture on
the Coloretti and Adler nominations.

Senate

The Senate will recess from 12:30 p.m.
to 2:15 p.m. to allow for the weekly
caucus meetings.

There will be a series of three votes
at 4 p.m. on confirmation of the
Coloretti and Adler nominations and
cloture on the Burrows nomination.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

—————

CERTIFICATES OF ELECTION

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the certificates
of election to fill the unexpired terms
for the States of Hawaii and South
Carolina. The certificates, the Chair is
advised, are in the form suggested by
the Senate. If there be no objection,
the reading of the certificates will be
waived, and they will be printed in full
in the RECORD.

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

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR UNEXPIRED

TERM
To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November, 2014, Brian Schatz was duly cho-
sen by the qualified electors of the State of
Hawaii a Senator for the unexpired term
ending at noon on the 3rd day of January,
2017, to fill the vacancy in the representation
from said State in the Senate of the United
States caused by the death of Daniel K.
Inouye.

Witness: His excellency our governor Neil
Abercrombie, and our seal hereto affixed at
Honolulu this 24th day of November, in the
year of our Lord 2014.

By the Governor:
NEIL ABERCROMBIE,
Governor.
ScoTT T. NAGO,
Chief Election Officer.

[State Seal Affixed]

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION FOR UNEXPIRED
TERM
To the President of the Senate of the United

States:

This is to certify that on the fourth day of
November A.D. 2014, Tim Scott was duly cho-
sen by the qualified electors of the State of
South Carolina a Senator for the unexpired
term ending at noon on the third day of Jan-
uary, 2017, to fill the vacancy in the rep-
resentation from said State in the Senate of
the United States caused by the resignation
of Jim DeMint.

Witness: Her Excellency our governor
Nikki R. Haley and our seal hereto affixed at
Columbia, South Carolina, this twenty-
fourth day of November in the year of our
Lord 2014.

NIKKI R. HALEY,
Governor.
MARK HAMMOND,
Secretary of State.
[State Seal Affixed]

———

ADMINISTRATION OF OATH OF
OFFICE

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sen-
ators-elect will now present themselves
at the desk, the Chair will administer
the oath of office.

Mr. SCHATZ and Mr. SCOTT, escorted
by Mr. BEGICH and Mr. GRAHAM, respec-
tively, advanced to the desk of the Vice
President; the oath prescribed by law
was administered to them by the Vice
President; and they severally sub-
scribed to the oath in the Official Oath
Book.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Congratula-
tions, Senators.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BOOKER). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, 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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Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed to address the
Senate on the pending nominations be-
fore the Senate.

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

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF NOAH BRYSON
MAMET TO BE AMBASSADOR EX-
TRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE TUNITED
STATES OF AMERICA TO THE
ARGENTINE REPUBLIC

NOMINATION OF COLLEEN BRAD-
LEY BELL TO BE AMBASSADOR
EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENI-
POTENTIARY OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA TO HUN-
GARY

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 legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Noah Bryson Mamet, of Cali-
fornia, to be Ambassador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Argen-
tine Republic; and Colleen Bradley
Bell, of California, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to Hun-
gary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

BELL NOMINATION

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I don’t
usually object to the appointments and
nominations by the administration to
various ambassadorial positions around
the world. I also understand there are
numbers of political supporters, finan-
cial supporters, and that this is char-
acteristic of Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations alike. It has
never disturbed me when I have ob-
served nominees to a Caribbean coun-
try or maybe to London or Paris or
Berlin being rewarded for support both
financial and otherwise. But now we
are at a point where, according to the
Washington Post, modern Presidents
have generally followed a 70-30 rule on
ambassadorial appointments—where 70
percent are career foreign service and
30 percent are political appointees.
President Obama has defied this his-
toric bipartisan political practice, and
in his second term a shocking 53 per-
cent of ambassadorial nominees have
been political. This brings his 2-term
average to 37—far more than any ad-
ministration in the past. What is very
interesting is that some of these nomi-
nees are in very sensitive positions
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around the world. The nomination of
Ms. Colleen Bell is probably the most
egregious example of that.

Hungary is a close ally—in many re-
spects—but there is no doubt that since
taking office in 2010 the Hungarian
Prime Minister, Mr. Viktor Orban, has
centralized power, has faced scrutiny
due to actions that critics charge are
inconsistent with democratic prin-
ciples and practices. His government
has reduced the independence of Hun-
gary’s courts, pushed through con-
troversial changes to the constitution,
and placed acute restrictions on non-
governmental organizations. In other
words, this is a very important coun-
try. This is a very important country
where bad things are going on.

Ms. Bell’s experiences have been
largely relegated to producing the tele-
vision soap opera ‘“The Bold and the
Beautiful.” Now, I am sure television
viewing is important in Hungary, but
the fact is this nominee is totally un-
qualified for this position in this coun-
try.

Now, if it were, as I say, some Carib-
bean country or some other, I would
understand that. But here we are in a
relationship with a country where, ac-
cording to Bloomberg News, ‘‘Orban
says he seeks to end liberal democracy
in Hungary. Hungarian Prime Minister
Viktor Orban said he wants to abandon
liberal democracy in favor of an
‘illiberal state,’ citing Russia and Tur-
key as examples.”

By the way, we have an excellent
DCM there in Hungary who has been
doing a great job.

Ms. Bell has two qualifications. One
is she is a producer of a television soap
opera. She has no experience in foreign
policy or national security, no famili-
arity with the language, country, or
the region, has never been there, and
lacks meaningful knowledge of history
or economics. Her only significant
qualification is that she bundled, as
the word is used, $800,000 to President
Obama in the last election, and as part
of the California delegation to the 2012
Democratic convention, she bundled
more than $2.1 million for President
Obama’s reelection effort.

I want to repeat again that I under-
stand there are awards for political
support and it has grown with ‘‘bun-
dling.” But when we send a person who
doesn’t know the language—has never
been to the country, has no familiarity
in foreign policy or national security—
to a nation of this importance, then,
my friends, we are making a serious
mistake.

The Hungarian Prime Minister is
distancing himself from the values
shared by most European Union na-
tions. Orban said civil society orga-
nizers receiving funding from abroad
needed to be ‘‘monitored,” as he con-
sidered those to be agents of foreign
powers. We are talking about the Inter-
national Republican Institute, the Na-
tional Democratic Institute, Freedom
House, and others.

He said:
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We’re not dealing with civil society mem-
bers but paid political activists who are try-
ing to help foreign interests here.

Amazing. Orban, who has fueled em-
ployment with public works projects,
said he wants to replace welfare soci-
eties with a workfare state. But the
main problem is that Mr. Orban is
cozying up to Vladimir Putin. He has
now entered into a nuclear deal, and he
is practicing the same kinds of anti-
democratic practices as what seems to
be his role model—Vladimir Putin.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter to Mr. REID from the
15 former presidents of the American
Foreign Service Association be printed
in the RECORD.

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

MARCH 6, 2014.

DEAR SENATOR REID, Among the nominees
for ambassadorships currently under consid-
eration by the Senate, three have generated
considerable public controversy: George
Tsunis (Norway), Colleen Bell (Hungary), and
Noah Mamet (Argentina). The nominations
of Mr. Tsunis and Ms. Bell have been for-
warded to the full Senate by the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

As former presidents of the American For-
eign Service Association, the professional as-
sociation and trade union of career members
of the Foreign Service, we urge you to op-
pose granting Senate consent to these three
candidates. Although we have no reason to
doubt that the nominees are conscientious
and worthy Americans, the fact that they
appear to have been chosen on the basis of
their service in raising money for electoral
campaigns, with minimal demonstrated
qualifications for their posts, has subjected
them to widespread public ridicule, not only
in the U.S. but also abroad. As a result, their
effectiveness as U.S. representatives in their
host countries would be severely impaired
from the start. Their nominations also con-
vey a disrespectful message, that relations
with the host country are not significant
enough to demand a chief of mission with
relevant expertise.

These three nominations represent a con-
tinuation of an increasingly unsavory and
unwise practice by both parties. In the words
of President Theodore Roosevelt, ‘“The spoils
or patronage theory is that public office is
primarily designed for partisan plunder.”
Sadly it has persisted, even after President
Nixon’s acknowledged rewarding of ambassa-
dorial nominations to major campaign do-
nors was exposed. Recognizing that the prac-
tice was inconsistent with democratic prin-
ciples, the U.S. Congress in the Foreign
Service Act of 1980 set the following guide-
lines:

SEC. 304. APPOINTMENT OF CHIEFS OF MISSION.—

(a)(1)An individual appointed or assigned
to be a chief of mission should possess clear-
ly demonstrated competence to perform the
duties of a chief of mission, including, to the
maximum extent practicable, a useful
knowledge of the principal language or dia-
lect of the country in which the individual is
to serve, and knowledge and understanding
of the history, the culture, the economic and
political institutions, and the interests of
that country and its people.

(2) Given the qualifications specified in
paragraph (1), positions as chief of mission
should normally be accorded to career mem-
bers of the Service, though circumstances
will warrant appointments from time to
time of qualified individuals who are not ca-
reer members of the Service.
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(3) Contributions to political campaigns
should not be a factor in the appointment of
an individual as a chief of mission.

(4) The President shall provide the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate,
with each nomination for an appointment as
a chief of mission, a report on the dem-
onstrated competence of that nominee to
perform the duties of the position in which
he or she is to serve.

(b)( 1) In order to assist the President in
selecting qualified candidates for appoint-
ment or assignment as chiefs of mission, the
Secretary of State shall from time to time
furnish the President with the names of ca-
reer members of the Service who are quali-
fied to serve as chiefs of mission, together
with pertinent information about such mem-
bers.

(2) Each individual nominated by the
President to be a chief of mission, ambas-
sador at large, or minister shall, at the time
of nomination, file with the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives a
report of contributions made by such indi-
vidual and by members of his or her imme-
diate family during the period beginning on
the first day of the fourth calendar year pre-
ceding the calendar year of the nomination
and ending on the date of the nomination.
The report shall be verified by the oath of
the nominee, taken before any individual au-
thorized to administer oaths. The chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate shall have each such report print-
ed in the Congressional Record. As used in
this paragraph, the term ‘‘contribution’ has
the same meaning given such term by sec-
tion 301(8) of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(8)), and the term
“immediate family’’ means the spouse of the
nominee, and any child, parent, grandparent,
brother, or sister of the nominee and the
spouses of any of them.

During his 2008 election campaign, Presi-
dent Obama recognized the appropriateness
of these guidelines, and promised to respect
them. The time for the Senate to begin en-
forcing its own guidelines set forth in law for
U.S. diplomatic chiefs of mission is now. The
nation cannot afford otherwise.

Sincerely,

Fifteen former presidents of the Amer-
ican Foreign Service Association—
Marshall Adair, Thomas Boyatt, Ken-
neth Bleakley, Theodore Eliot,
Franklyn A Harris, William Harrop,
Dennis Hays, J. Anthony Holmes, Lars
Hydle, Susan Johnson, Alphonse La
Porta, John Limbert, John Naland,
Lannon Walker, Theodore Wilkinson.

Mr. McCAIN. They say:

As former presidents of the American For-
eign Service Association, the professional as-
sociation and trade union career members of
the Foreign Service, we urge you to oppose
granting Senate consent to these three can-
didates . . .

They mention George Tsunis to Nor-
way, Colleen Bell to Hungary, and
Noah Mamet to Argentina. I think we
should pay attention to these former
distinguished members of the diplo-
matic corps.

I urge my colleagues for once to vote
against a totally unsuitable nominee
to be Ambassador to a very critical
country in a struggle that is going to
go on for a long time, as Colonel Vladi-
mir Putin tries to extend the reach of
Russia and restore the old Russian Em-
pire. We will be sending a message by
this appointment that it really isn’t
that important. I urge my colleagues
to cast a ‘‘no’’ vote.
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I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

The question is, will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Noah Bryson Mamet, of California, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to the Argentine Republic?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU), and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),
the Senator from Alaska (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI), and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. ROBERTS).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SCHATZ). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 293 Ex.]

The

YEAS—50
Baldwin Harkin Pryor
Begich Heitkamp Reed
Bennet Hirono Reid
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Sanders
Booker Kaine Schatz
Boxer Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Leahy Shaheen
Cardin Levin
Carper Manchin r?tabenow
ester
Casey Markey Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill
Donnelly Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Walsh
Feinstein Mikulski Warner
Franken Murphy Warren
Gillibrand Murray Whitehouse
Hagan Nelson Wyden
NAYS—43

Alexander Flake McConnell
Ayotte Graham Moran
Barrasso Grassley Paul
Blunt Hatch Portman
Boozman Heinrich Risch
Burr Heller Rubio
Chambliss Hoeven Scott
Coats Inhofe :
Collins Isakson Sessions

Shelby
Corker Johanns Thune
Cornyn Johnson (WI)
Crapo King Tgomey
Cruz Kirk V{tter
Enzi Lee Wicker
Fischer McCain

NOT VOTING—T7

Brown Landrieu Rockefeller
Coburn Murkowski
Cochran Roberts

The nomination was confirmed.
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BELL NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes of debate equally di-
vided prior to the vote on the Bell
nomination.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. We are about to vote on
a totally unqualified individual to be
Ambassador to a nation which is very
important to our national security in-
terests. Her qualifications are as the
producer of the television soap opera
“The Bold and the Beautiful.”” She con-
tributed $800,000 to Obama in the last
election and bundled more than $2.1
million for President Obama’s reelec-
tion effort.

I am not against political appointees.
I understand how the game is played,
but here we are, a nation that is on the
verge of ceding its sovereignty to a
neofacist dictator—getting in bed with
Vladimir Putin—and we are going to
send the producer of ‘“The Bold and the
Beautiful”’ as our Ambassador.

I urge my colleagues to put a stop to
this foolishness. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, one
would think this is the first time any
President ever nominated someone who
is a political appointee. That is ridicu-
lous. Just because somebody is a pro-
ducer of a very popular show doesn’t
disqualify them. It is ridiculous. I
could point out people who had the
support of the Senator from Arizona
who perhaps didn’t work at all.

So let’s be clear. This nominee is an
intelligent woman. She knows how to
be successful. She will do a good job. I
think she will do very well in this posi-
tion because I know her well. She
knows how to make friends. She is not
angry.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Colleen
Bradley Bell to be Ambassador extraor-
dinary and plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to Hungary?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU), and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),
the Senator from Alaska (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI), and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. ROBERTS).

The PRESIDING OFFCIER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 42, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 294 Ex.]

YEAS—52
Baldwin Harkin Pryor
Begich Heinrich Reed
Bennet Heitkamp Reid
Blumenthal Hirono Sanders
Booker Johnson (SD) Schatz
Boxer Kaine Schumer
Brown Klobuchar Shaheen
Cantyvell Leahy Stabenow
Cardin Levin
: Tester
Carper Manchin
Casey Markey Udall (CO)
Coons McCaskill Udall (NM)
Donnelly Menendez Walsh
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Warren
Franken Murphy Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murray Wyden
Hagan Nelson
NAYS—42
Alexander Fischer McCain
Ayotte Flake McConnell
Barrasso Graham Moran
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Burr Heller Risch
Chambliss Hoeven Rubio
Coats Inhofe Scott
Collins Isakson Sessions
Corker Johanns Shelby
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Thune
Crapo King Toomey
Cruz Kirk Vitter
Enzi Lee Wicker
NOT VOTING—6

Coburn Landrieu Roberts
Cochran Murkowski Rockefeller

The nomination was confirmed.

————

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes equally divided prior to
the cloture vote on the Coloretti nomi-
nation.

Who yields time?

Mrs. McCASKILL. I yield back all
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

Under the previous order, pursuant to
rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the ending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The bill 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 the nomination
of Nani A. Coloretti, of California, to be Dep-
uty Secretary of Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

Harry Reid, Tim Johnson, Patrick J.
Leahy, Patty Murray, Tom Udall,
Brian Schatz, Charles E. Schumer, Bar-
bara Boxer, Benjamin L. Cardin, Rich-
ard Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Al
Franken, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Martin
Heinrich, Elizabeth Warren, Richard J.
Durbin, Christopher Murphy.

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Nani A. Coloretti, of California, to
be Deputy Secretary of Department of
Housing and Urban Development, shall
be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.
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The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU) and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM), the Senator from Alaska
(Ms. MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS).

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

The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 34, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 295 Ex.]

YEAS—59
Ayotte Gillibrand Murray
Baldwin Hagan Nelson
Begich Harkin Pryor
Bennet Hatch Reed
Blumenthal Heinrich Reid
Booker Heitkamp Sanders
Boxer Hirono Schatz
Brown Johnson (SD)
Cantwell Kaine gﬁl;ﬁge;
Cardin King
Stabenow
Carper Klobuchar
Casey Leahy Tester
Coats Levin Toomey
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Markey Udall (NM)
Donnelly McCaskill Walsh
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Warren
Flake Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murphy Wyden
NAYS—34
Alexander Grassley Paul
Barrasso Heller Portman
Blunt Hoeven Risch
Boozman Inhofe Rubio
Burr Isakson Scott
Chambliss Johanns Sessions
Corker Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cornyn Kirk Thune
Crapo Lee Vitter
Cruz McCain R
Enzi McConnell Wicker
Fischer Moran
NOT VOTING—T7
Coburn Landrieu Rockefeller
Cochran Murkowski
Graham Roberts

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 59, the nays are 34.
The motion is agreed to.

————

NANI A. COLORETTI TO BE DEP-
UTY SECRETARY OF DEPART-
MENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Nani A. Coloretti, of
California, to be Deputy Secretary of
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With re-
spect to the nominations confirmed
under the previous order, the motions
to reconsider have been made and laid
upon the table, and the President will
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
actions.
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CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
now 2 minutes equally divided prior to
the cloture vote on the Adler nomina-
tion.

Who yields time?

Mr. DURBIN. I yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The bill 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 the nomination
of Robert S. Adler, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a Commissioner of the Consumer
Product Safety Commission.

Harry Reid, John D. Rockefeller IV, Rob-
ert Menendez, Patty Murray, Debbie
Stabenow, Benjamin L. Cardin, Amy
Klobuchar, Kirsten E. Gillibrand,
Christopher Murphy, Brian Schatz,
Richard J. Durbin, Richard
Blumenthal, Tom Harkin, Angus S.
King, Jr., Tom Udall, Mazie K. Hirono,
Patrick J. Leahy, Sheldon Whitehouse.

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Robert S. Adler, of the District of
Columbia, to be a Commissioner of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the role.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN), and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from OKklahoma (Mr. COBURN), the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN),
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM), the Senator from Alaska
(Ms. MURKOWSKI), and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS).

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52,
nays 40, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 296 Ex.]

YEAS—52
Baldwin Franken Menendez
Begich Gillibrand Merkley
Bennet Hagan Mikulski
Blumenthal Harkin Murphy
Booker Heinrich Murray
Boxer Heitkamp Nelson
Brown Hirono Pryor
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Reed
Cardin Kaine Reid
Carper King Sanders
Casey Klobuchar Schatz
Coons Leahy Schumer
Donnelly Manchin Shaheen
Durbin Markey Stabenow
Feinstein McCaskill Tester
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Udall (CO) Warner Wyden
Udall (NM) Warren
Walsh Whitehouse

NAYS—40
Alexander Fischer Moran
Ayotte Flake Paul
Barrasso Grassley Portman
Blunt Hatch Risch
Boozman Heller Rubio
Burr Hoeven Scott
Chambliss Inhofe Sessions
Coats Isakson
Collins Johanns ’?‘}11119111?3
Corker Johnson (WI)

. Toomey
Cornyn Kirk Vit
Crapo Lee 1, ber
Cruz McCain Wicker
Enzi McConnell

NOT VOTING—38
Coburn Landrieu Roberts
Cochran Levin Rockefeller
Graham Murkowski
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.

HEITKAMP). On this vote, the yeas are
52, the nays are 40.
The motion is agreed to.

———

NOMINATION OF ROBERT S.
ADLER TO BE A COMMISSIONER
OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT
SAFETY COMMISSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the nomination of Robert S. Adler, of
the District of Columbia, to be a Com-
missioner of the Consumer Product
Safety Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 4
p.m. will be equally divided in its usual
form.

The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, are
we in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
postcloture on the Adler nomination.

OBAMACARE

Mr. THUNE. Very good.

Madam President, I wish to speak
today about some of what is happening
here with the agenda and where we
might be headed. I think it is impor-
tant to point out that the Democrats
here, after this election, seem to be in
disarray. We have fractures emerging
on the left and the right.

Senate Democrats and the President
are blaming each other for the Demo-
crats’ devastating election loss. The
President is threatening a veto on a bi-
partisan tax extenders package that
was negotiated by the House Ways and
Means Committee chairman and the
Senate Democratic leader.

The senior Senator from New York
told an audience last week that passing
ObamaCare was a mistake. To quote
the Senator:

But unfortunately, Democrats blew the op-
portunity the American people gave them.

We took their mandate and put all of our
focus on the wrong problem—health-care re-
form.

. it wasn’t the change we were hired to
make.

I could not agree more, but it is quite
an admission from the third-ranking
Democrat in the Senate.

Back in 2009, Republicans tried to
tell Democrats we should focus on the
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economy and that any health care re-
form should be targeted at helping
those struggling to afford health care
rather than upsetting our entire sys-
tem, but Democrats refused to listen.
Now it appears at least some of them
are wishing they had.

The President tried to sell the health
care law as a benefit for the middle
class. At a 2010 tele-town hall, he told
his listeners that ‘‘once this reform is
fully in effect, middle-class families
are going to pay less for their health
care.”

Unfortunately, as far too many
Americans have found, the President’s
health care law has actually forced
them to pay more. I have lost count of
the number of letters I have gotten
from constituents in South Dakota
telling me how much their health in-
surance has gone up since the so-called
Affordable Care Act passed.

One constituent emailed me in No-
vember to tell me:

Please do something about the Affordable
Care Act. Health insurance is no longer af-
fordable. In March our family health insur-
ance policy went up $150.00/month. Now
[we’ve] received notice [of] another $112.00
increase effective January 1, 2015, for a total
monthly premium of $857.00. This is more
than our mortgage and we cannot afford it!!

Let me just repeat part of that last
line. ““This is more than our mort-
gage.”” How are middle-class families
supposed to afford what amounts to a
second mortgage payment each month?
The answer of course is they can’t.

The President can talk all he wants
about the supposed benefits of his
health care law, but the fact is
ObamaCare has made life worse for this
South Dakota family and it has made
things worse for millions of families
across the United States.

Since ObamaCare was signed into
law, family health insurance premiums
have risen by about $3,000. That is a
strain on any family budget just by
itself, but it is even worse when we re-
alize that the average family’s income
has dropped by nearly $3,000 over the
course of the Obama Presidency.

On top of this, ObamaCare has forced
millions of Americans off health insur-
ance plans they had and they liked.
Frequently, they have been forced to
pay more for their new plans while get-
ting less.

Thanks to ObamaCare, Americans
have lost access to doctors they liked
and trusted, they have lost access to
convenient hospitals and they have
lost access to medications and that is
just the damage ObamaCare is doing to
Americans’ health care. That is not to
mention the damage it is doing to the
economy at large.

As the Senator from New York made
clear in his comments, he thinks the
Democratic Party erred in passing
ObamaCare because what Americans
wanted was not health care legislation
but jobs legislation, and he is right.
But Democrats went ahead with
ObamaCare anyway, and not only has
it not helped the economy, as the
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President said it would, it is actually
hurting the economy.

Take one small part of ObamaCare,
the tax on lifesaving medical devices
such as pacemakers and insulin pumps.
This tax has already been responsible
for putting thousands of Americans out
of work, and it is on track to eliminate
thousands more jobs if it isn’t repealed.

Then there is the ObamaCare 30-hour
workweek rule, which is eliminating
hours and reducing wages for thou-
sands of American workers, and the nu-
merous ObamaCare regulations that
are making it difficult for small busi-
nesses to hire new workers.

As Democrats are now realizing,
ObamaCare was a big mistake. What
Democrats should have done, as the
senior Senator from New York admits,
was focus on creating jobs and opportu-
nities for middle-class families.

The recent Gallup poll listing the
overall health of the economy as Amer-
icans’ top economic concern was just
the latest poll in which Americans
have listed jobs and the economy
among their main worries. Yet Demo-
crats have spent years ignoring the
need for jobs and focusing on their own
political priorities.

As the senior Senator from New York
said:

When Democrats focused on health care,
the average middle class person thought,
‘“‘the Democrats aren’t paying enough atten-
tion to me.”

That average middle-class person is
right.

In a few short weeks Republicans will
take over the Senate, and we will be
running things very differently.

Our first priority will be passing leg-
islation to create jobs and opportuni-
ties for American workers. A signifi-
cant part of that will be working to
undo the damage ObamaCare has done
to the economy. We will work to repeal
the medical device tax and restore the
40-hour workweek. I hope Democrats
will join us. I have a feeling many of
them will.

As we have seen, opposition to these
damaging ObamaCare provisions is not
limited to Republicans. Democrats
have joined us before to attempt to ad-
dress these issues, and I look forward
to working with these same Democrats
and others in the new Congress.

As for the President, I hope he will fi-
nally admit his law is hurting Ameri-
cans and join us in undoing the dam-
age. Unfortunately, his actions so far
have not demonstrated much openness
to cooperation or any sign that he un-
derstands the American people are
calling for a new era in Washington.

Democrats have spent the past sev-
eral years focusing on the priorities of
the far leftwing of their party instead
of the American people’s priorities—
the economy and jobs. That is what the
American people have been saying over
and over they want their elected lead-
ers to be focused on.

I hope the new Congress will mark
the start of a new era in which Demo-
crats join Republicans to help create
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jobs and opportunities for Americans
and remove obstacles to success. The
American people have waited a long
time for relief. It is time for Congress
to give it to them.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

ECONOMIC AGENDA FOR AMERICA

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, it
seems to me the American people at
this particular moment in our history
must make a very fundamental deci-
sion, and that decision is do we con-
tinue the status quo—which includes a
40-year decline of our middle class and
a huge and growing gap between the
very rich and everyone else—or do we
fight for a bold and meaningful eco-
nomic agenda that creates jobs, raises
wages, protects our environment, and
provides health care for every Amer-
ican?

The question of our time is whether
we are prepared to take on the enor-
mous economic and political power of
the billionaire class or do we continue
to slide into economic and political oli-
garchy?

That is the question which the Amer-
ican people must answer. I hope and ex-
pect they are prepared to answer with
a resounding yes and a desire to move
this country in a very different direc-
tion.

The long-term deterioration of the
middle class, accelerated by the Wall
Street crash of 2008, has not been a
pretty picture. Today we have more
wealth and income inequality than any
other major country on Earth, with the
top 1 percent owning more wealth than
the bottom 90 percent, with one family,
the Walton family of Walmart, owning
more wealth itself than the bottom 40
percent.

Today in the United States we have
the highest rate of childhood poverty
of any major country on Earth, and we
are the only major country on this
planet that does not guarantee health
care to all people as a right.

The United States once led the world
in terms of the percentage of our peo-
ple who graduated college, and that in
a global economy is an enormously im-
portant issue. We can’t create jobs un-
less we have a well-educated work-
force. We were once in first place in
terms of percentage of our people who
graduated college. Today we are in 12th
place.

I think, as most Americans under-
stand, we once were the envy of the
world in terms of the quality of our in-
frastructure—our roads, bridges, waste
water plants, water system, rail—but
today, as all Americans know, our
physical infrastructure is literally col-
lapsing before our eyes.

Real unemployment today is not 5.8
percent. That is official unemploy-
ment. When we include those people
who have given up looking for work
and those people who are working part
time when they want to work full time,
real unemployment is 11.5 percent,
youth unemployment is 18.6 percent,
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and African-American youth unem-
ployment is over 30 percent.

Today millions of Americans are
working longer hours for lower wages.
When we try to understand why the
American people are angry, it is impor-
tant to understand that, in inflation
adjusted for dollars, the median male
worker—that male worker right in the
middle of the economy—earned $783
less last year than he made 41 years
ago, despite all of the increases in pro-
ductivity. The median woman worker
made $1,300 less last year than she
earned in 2007. Since 1999, the median
middle-class family has seen its income
go down by almost $5,000 after adjust-
ing for inflation, now earning less than
it did 25 years ago.

Why are the American people angry?
That is why: a huge increase in produc-
tivity, all of the global economy, and
yet the median family income in Amer-
ica is $5,000 less than it was in 1999.

It seems clear to me that the Amer-
ican people must demand that Congress
and the White House start protecting
the interests of working families and
not just wealthy campaign contribu-
tors. We need Federal legislation to put
millions of our unemployed workers
back to work, to raise wages, and make
certain that all Americans have the
health care and education they need
for healthy and productive lives.

In other words, we must have a vision
for the future, which talks about what
this Nation can become in terms of
jobs, in terms of income, in terms of
education, and in terms of health care.

Let me very briefly describe some of
the major initiatives that I intend to
fight for in the new Congress. There
are 12 major initiatives which, if en-
acted, will transform the middle class
of this country.

No. 1, we need a major investment to
rebuild our crumbling infrastructure—
our roads, bridges, water systems,
waste water plants, airports, railroads,
schools, et cetera.

It has been estimated that the cost of
the Bush-Cheney war in Iraq, a war we
should never have gotten into in the
first place, will end up costing us some
$3 trillion. If we invested $1 trillion in
rebuilding our crumbling infrastruc-
ture, we could create 13 million decent-
paying jobs and make this country
more efficient and more productive. We
need to invest in infrastructure, not in
war.

No. 2, the United States must lead
the world in reversing climate change
and making certain this planet is hab-
itable for our children and grand-
children.

We must transform our energy sys-
tem away from fossil fuels and into en-
ergy efficiency and sustainable ener-
gies. When we do that—make our
transportation system energy efficient,
make our homes more energy efficient,
move to wind, solar, geothermal bio-
mass—we can also create a significant
number of good-paying jobs.

No. 3, we need to develop new eco-
nomic models to increase job creation
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and productivity. Instead of giving
huge tax breaks to corporations which
ship our jobs to China and other low-
wage countries, we need to provide as-
sistance to workers who want to pur-
chase their own businesses by estab-
lishing worker-owned cooperatives.

Study after study shows that when
workers have an ownership stake in
the businesses in which they work, pro-
ductivity goes up, absenteeism goes
down, and employees are much more
satisfied with their jobs.

No. 4, union workers who are able to
collectively bargain for higher wages
and benefits earn substantially more
than nonunion workers.

Today, corporate opposition to union
organizing makes it extremely difficult
for workers to join a union. We need
legislation which makes it clear that
when a majority of workers sign cards
in support of a union, they can form
that union.

No. 5, the current Federal minimum
wage of $7.256 an hour is a starvation
wage. We need to raise the minimum
wage to a living wage. No one in this
country who works 40 hours a week
should live in poverty.

No. 6, women workers today earn 78
percent of what their male counter-
parts earn. We need pay equity in this
country—equal pay for equal work.

No. 7, since 2001 we have lost more
than 60,000 factories in this country
and more than 4.9 million decent-pay-
ing manufacturing jobs. We once led
the world in terms of our manufac-
turing capability. Yet in State after
State, we have seen significant losses
in manufacturing jobs. When people
walk into a store, it is harder and hard-
er for them to purchase products made
in the United States of America.

The time is now for us to end our dis-
astrous trade policies—NAFTA,
CAFTA, Permanent Normal Trade Re-
lations with China—because these poli-
cies simply enable corporate America
to shut down plants in this country and
move to China and other low-wage
countries.

We need to end the race to the bot-
tom and to develop trade policies
which protect the interests of Amer-
ican workers and not just multi-
national corporations. American com-
panies should start investing in this
country and not simply in China and
other low-wage countries.

No. 8, in today’s highly competitive
global economy, millions of Americans
are unable to afford the higher edu-
cation they need in order to get good-
paying jobs. About 40 or 50 years ago
we had a situation in this country
where some of the great public univer-
sities of our Nation—the University of
California, City University of New
York, and State colleges all over Amer-
ica were virtually tuition free, and
anybody could go to those schools re-
gardless of the income of their fami-
lies.

Today, for many, many families and
young people the cost of higher edu-
cation is simply unaffordable. Either
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students choose not to go to college be-
cause they can’t afford it or they come
out of school deeply in debt—a debt
fastened on their shoulders for decades.

Quality education in America—from
child care to higher education—must
be affordable for all. Without a high-
quality and affordable educational sys-
tem, we will be unable to compete
globally in the international economy
and our standard of living will con-
tinue to decline. We have to invest in
education. The idea that we are laying
off teachers is completely absurd.

No. 9, the function of banking—the
banking system—is to facilitate the
flow of capital into a productive and
job-creating economy. That is what
banking is supposed to be. People save,
people put money in banks, and that
money goes out into the economy so
that people can buy homes and create
businesses.

Financial institutions cannot be an
island unto themselves, standing as
huge profit centers outside of the real
productive economy. In other words,
banking must be a means to an end by
improving society, creating jobs, pro-
viding people with decent housing, and
not simply a means by which financial
institutions make more and more prof-
it.

Today, six huge Wall Street financial
institutions have assets equivalent to
61 percent of our gross domestic prod-
uct. There is close to $10 trillion in 6 fi-
nancial institutions. These institutions
underwrite more than one-half of the
mortgages in this country and more
than two-thirds of the credit cards. The
greed, recklessness, and illegal behav-
ior of major Wall Street firms plunged
this country into the worst financial
crisis since the 1930s, and every day
when we open up our newspapers, we
see another major banking scandal.

The truth of the matter is that these
financial institutions on Wall Street
are too powerful to be reformed. They
have too much money, too much
wealth, too many lobbyists, and make
too much in campaign contributions.
Our goal must be to break them up.
They have too much power and too
much wealth. They must be broken up
so that our financial institutions begin
to serve the needs of the American peo-
ple and not simply the CEOs and the
stockholders of Wall Street firms.

No. 10, the United States must join
the rest of the industrialized world and
recognize that health care is a right of
all and not a privilege. I think many
Americans don’t know that we are the
only major country on Earth that does
not guarantee health care to all people
as a right. Yet, within this dysfunc-
tional health care system, we have 40
million people who have no health in-
surance, more people who are under-
insured, millions of people with high
premiums and high deductibles, and at
the end of all of that, we end up spend-
ing almost twice as much per capita on
health care as do the people of any
other major country on Earth.

The time is now for us to declare
that health care is a right of all people
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and not a privilege. We need to pass a
Medicare-for-all, single-payer system.

No. 11, millions of senior citizens in
this country live in poverty, and we
have the highest rate of childhood pov-
erty of any major country on Earth.

I hear a lot of discussion on the part
of my Republican colleagues—and
some Democrats—that we should be
cutting Social Security. Well, I strong-
ly disagree. In my view, we must
strengthen and expand Social Secu-
rity—not cut it. That is terribly impor-
tant, especially at a time when more
and more seniors are slipping into pov-
erty. We have millions of seniors who
are trying to survive on $12,000, $13,000
and $14,000 a year. They have to decide
every single day whether they should
buy the medicine they need, heat their
homes adequately or buy the food they
need. We should not be cutting these
programs; we should be expanding
these programs.

No. 12—and the last point I will make
as part of an agenda that rebuilds
America and rebuilds our middle
class—at a time of massive wealth and
income inequality, we need a progres-
sive tax system in this country which
is based on ability to pay. It is not ac-
ceptable that every single year we have
major, profitable corporations which
pay nothing in Federal income taxes. It
is not acceptable that we have cor-
porate CEOs in this country who make
millions of dollars every year and
enjoy an effective tax rate which is
lower than that of their secretaries.
That is grotesquely unfair, and it must
be changed.

Further, we have to address the dis-
grace that every single year our coun-
try loses over $100 billion in revenue
because corporations and the wealthy
stash their money in offshore tax ha-
vens all over the world. The time is
long overdue for real tax reform which
says to the wealthy and large, profit-
able corporations that they have to
begin paying their fair share of taxes.

I will conclude by getting back to the
point I made in the beginning of my re-
marks, and that is that we are in a piv-
otal moment in American history. The
very, very rich are becoming richer,
the middle class is disappearing, and
today we have more people living in
poverty than at almost any other time
in American history. With the wealth
of the billionaire class, they are exer-
cising their power politically because
Citizens United—a disastrous Supreme
Court decision—has given them the
power to buy elections and control, to
a significant degree, our political proc-
ess.

We, as a nation, have to ultimately
make a decision about whether we are
going to continue the process where
the middle class continues to decline
and the very, very richest people be-
come richer or whether we are pre-
pared—and this is not easy stuff—to
stand together to take on the billion-
aire class and their greed and to say:
Enough is enough. This country does
not just belong to the top 1 percent or
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the top one-tenth of 1 percent. It be-
longs to all of us.

I hope very much that the American
people make the right choice, because
if they do, we can bring about a trans-
formation of this country so the gov-
ernment begins to work for all of the
people and not just the billionaires who

are on top.
With that, I yield the floor.
———
RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in recess until 2:15 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:42 p.m.,
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Ms. BALDWIN).

————

NOMINATION OF ROBERT S.
ADLER TO BE A COMMISSIONER
OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT
SAFETY COMMISSION—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont.
IMMIGRATION

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I will
take just about a minute. I know we
are waiting for others to come. I have
heard some of the discussion on the
floor and in the hallways about
Thanksgiving. On Thursday, when I sat
down with my family over Thanks-
giving dinner, I thought about our his-
tory and how my grandparents came to
Vermont from Italy, my great-grand-
parents from Ireland, and my wife’s
family from the Province of Quebec in
Canada. We, similar to most Ameri-
cans, are a family of immigrants. It is
that rich melting-pot history that
makes our country so special, so
strong. Thanksgiving is a good time to
celebrate and honor that strength.

Far too many immigrant families
today, however, live in fear—fear of
being torn apart, of losing a mother or
father or sister or brother, to deporta-
tion. Bringing peace to those families
is one of the things that most moti-
vated me last year during the long de-
bate on immigration reform. Both
Democrats and Republicans in this
Chamber praised the fair and thorough
process that we had in the Judiciary
Committee on the immigration bill.

We had 6 hearings featuring 42 wit-
nesses. We debated bipartisan legisla-
tion a total of 37 hours over a 3-week
period. We considered 212 amendments,
and we adopted 136 of them—all but 3
on a bipartisan basis. The full Senate
then debated the bill and approved it
by an overwhelming bipartisan major-
ity.

But that effort was not good enough
for Republican leaders in the House.
They would not even allow a vote on
the bill. Today, they are batting zero
when it comes to addressing the broken
immigration system.

They now complain that the Presi-
dent is acting alone, but he is not. The
American people support immigration
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reform. That is why President Obama
acted. His actions are legal, but they
are only a temporary fix. Congress
must still act. The Republican House
leadership has chosen to hold hearings
attacking the President’s actions,
rather than simply stepping up and al-
lowing a vote on a bill to solve the
problem. Time is running out and they
are wasting it on political antics. I
hope that they use the remainder of
this month to take up and vote on the
comprehensive bill we sent them more
than a year and a half ago.

I applaud the President’s action to
keep families together. That is why
next week, the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee will again turn to the issue of
family unity. I have asked Astrid
Silva, whose remarkable story Presi-
dent Obama began to tell last week, to
come and share the rest of her story
and what the President’s actions will
mean to her family. The fact is we have
done the work for an immigration bill.
Why won’t the Republicans at least
vote—vote yes or vote no. We did, and
I applaud those Republicans and Demo-
crats in the Senate who stood and
voted. Let the House act.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
ator from South Dakota.

COLORETTI NOMINATION

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.
Madam President, I rise to urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of the nomi-
nation of Ms. Nani Coloretti to be Dep-
uty Secretary of the U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development.

The HUD Deputy Secretary is a crit-
ical component of the agency’s man-
agement team, overseeing HUD’s pro-
grams that provide affordable rental
housing, community and economic de-
velopment opportunities, and an oppor-
tunity for creditworthy families to
achieve the dream of home ownership.
I believe Ms. Coloretti has the skills
and experience necessary to take on
this role. The full Senate Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee
also approved Ms. Coloretti’s nomina-
tion for the position on April 29, 2014,
by voice vote.

Ms. Coloretti is currently the Assist-
ant Secretary for Management at the
U.S. Department of the Treasury. Dur-
ing her tenure at Treasury, Ms.
Coloretti helped create a new Treasury
Operations Excellence Team, which has
applied lean principles developed in the
private sector to improve performance
at Treasury. This work encompassed
dozens of process improvement out-
comes, saving the Department money
and staff time while engendering a cul-
ture of continual improvement.

Prior to joining the Treasury Depart-
ment, Ms. Coloretti held positions in
the San Francisco mayor’s office, in-
cluding budget director; the San Fran-
cisco Department of Children, Youth,
and Their Families; the U.S. Office of
Management and Budget; and the pri-
vate sector. She is also a recipient of
the National Public Service Award, the
Public Policy and International Affairs

The Sen-
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Achievement Award, and the Federal
100 Award.

In all, Ms. Coloretti would bring over
20 years of experience in budget and
program analysis, as well as more than
15 years of management experience, to
the position of Deputy Secretary of the
Department of HUD.

At a time when millions of American
families struggle to find affordable
rental housing, the market continues
to lock many creditworthy potential
borrowers out of homeownership, and
HUD’s State and local partners work to
provide greater opportunities with lim-
ited resources, it is critical that HUD
and the programs it oversees are run
efficiently and effectively. As HUD’s
Deputy Secretary, Ms. Coloretti would
be a valuable addition to Secretary
Castro’s management team. I urge my
fellow Senators to support her nomina-
tion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

———

CHESAPEAKE BAY ACCOUNT-
ABILITY AND RECOVERY ACT OF
2013

FEDERAL DUCK STAMP ACT OF
2014

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, in a
moment I am going to be asking a
unanimous consent request on some
legislation that combines some work I
have been doing and work the ranking
member of the EPW Committee, my
friend, the Senator from Alaska, has
been doing. I want to make a brief
statement first and then I am going to
turn the floor over to the Senator from
Louisiana.

I start by thanking Chairman BOXER
and Ranking Member VITTER for work-
ing with me on this important legisla-
tion. I also thank the bipartisan Vir-
ginia delegation on both sides of the
Capitol, especially my friend Congress-
man ROB WITTMAN. He and I have
worked on this initiative now for more
than 4 years.

As we all know, the Chesapeake Bay,
while located around Virginia and
Maryland and Delaware, is actually a
national treasure. It is the centerpiece
of the culture and economy of many
coastal communities in Virginia and in
several neighboring States.

Restoring the health of the Chesa-
peake Bay must be a national priority.
Virginia and five other States, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, 10 Federal agencies,
and more than 1,000 local governments
have spent decades on this shared pri-
ority.

We have joined together over the
years in a shared commitment to the
Bay. We have worked across jurisdic-
tional lines, across the political aisle,
across every level of government in
partnership with the private sector and
with nonprofit groups such as the
Chesapeake Bay Foundation.

This important bipartisan legislation
that we are going to be moving on
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shortly ensures that we maintain a
Federal commitment to the partner-
ship to restore the Chesapeake Bay. It
also makes sure that during these chal-
lenging fiscal times every dollar spent
on improving the health of the Bay
produces real results.

The Chesapeake Bay accountability
bill requires the U.S. Office of Manage-
ment and Budget to prepare a crosscut
budget. That means we will actually
track where and how Federal and State
restoration dollars are being spent
throughout the entire Chesapeake Bay
Watershed.

This will allow us to track costs and
match them to results. It means more
accountability and it means more
transparency to our combined efforts
to restore this national treasure.

This bipartisan legislation is an im-
portant step forward in ensuring that
the Chesapeake Bay restoration and
preservation efforts remain effective,
accountable, responsible, and trans-
parent. In a moment I am going to urge
all my colleagues to join us in approv-
ing it.

At this moment, I yield the floor to
the ranking member, the Senator from
Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I am
truly honored to join my colleagues on
the floor, Senators WARNER and
BEGICH. I am pleased to support Sen-
ator WARNER’s bill that he just de-
scribed and also a second bill Senator
BEGICH and I have been working very
diligently on that will be part of the
unanimous consent request. That is
H.R. 5069, the Federal Duck Stamp Act
of 2014. This bipartisan legislation is a
real victory for sportsmen and for con-
servation. It is a straightforward bill
that updates the fee paid by duck hunt-
ers for a duck stamp for the first time
since 1991, and that is a big win for the
hunters, it is a big win for conservation
because the cost of the duck stamp
goes directly toward conservation of
waterfowl habitat. In fact, 98 cents on
every $1 generated goes directly to pur-
chase or lease wetland habitat for
ducks, and where you have more habi-
tat, you have more ducks and you have
a healthier environment. It is as simple
as that.

I am very pleased to say our work on
this bill is exactly how this place and
American democracy is supposed to
work. I first heard about this real need
from duck hunters, from sportsmen
who live this and breathe this every
day. I am an occasional hunter, but
these folks absolutely live it and
breathe it every day and understand
the critical need.

I immediately got very involved. I
reached out to allies such as Senator
BEGICH, who had a great interest in it.
I met with the House sponsor, Rep-
resentative JOHN FLEMING, also from
Louisiana. We met with the House Nat-
ural Resources chairman, Doc HAS-
TINGS. We got a strong version of the
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bill that passed through the House re-
cently and that now comes to the Sen-
ate. Today, by this consent, we will
pass that House bill through the Sen-
ate and send it to the President.

As I said, that is the way the process
is supposed to work, and this is a real
win for hunters, for conservation, for
the environment.

I thank my colleague and partner on
this, Senator BEGICH, and yield the
floor to him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Madam President, I
thank my colleague, Senator VITTER,
for this incredible work. For several
years we have been focused on this
piece of legislation for two reasons;
one, not only is it important for the
hunters, the duck hunters, but a provi-
sion in there is also important for sub-
sistence users in my State of Alaska.

This is an important bill. As has been
mentioned, 98 cents of every $1 that
goes into a duck stamp goes back into
habitat protection for hunters cur-
rently and into the future.

Along with that, since 1934, almost $1
billion—three-quarters of a billion dol-
lars—has been spent in protecting wet-
land habitat, again for the purpose of
ensuring that we have this habitat pro-
tected not only for hunters but in my
case for subsistence users.

I agree with Senator VITTER, this is
the kind of legislation we want to see
done, where Democrats and Repub-
licans, the House and the Senate, are
working together. My colleague, Con-
gressman YOUNG, a Republican on the
House side from Alaska, worked on his
side of the equation, working with
other House Members, to figure out
how to move a bill. We had a Senate
version over here we were working on.
At the end of the day, it is not about
whose name is on the bill; it is about
getting the job done.

Here we have a piece of legislation
that will finally correct the pricing on
duck stamps to ensure that we keep up
with inflation, to ensure that the con-
tinued preservation of wetlands is done
for our hunters and our sportsmen. But
on top of that, for my State of Alaska,
this recognizes the needs of subsistence
hunters. Millions of acres in Alaska are
set aside as refuge and others are in
protected status. Our subsistence users
live off the land—not for extra gain for
their household, but literally for food
for the winter in order to survive. So
this allows a waiver to be put into
place that will have minimal impact on
the duck stamp program, but will en-
sure that subsistence users—people
who live off the land in Alaska—can
continue to do that without the threat
of a Federal agency fining them or
even dealing with them in some way
because they didn’t have the stamp.
This allows them to go for a waiver and
ensure they will be able to do their
subsistence hunting they have been
doing for generations before the gov-
ernment came along and locked up
their land they have been hunting. And
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we will make sure this happens not
only now but into the future.

Again, I wish to thank Senator VIT-
TER for his work and his efforts not
only in this body but on the other side
of the Capitol, working with House
Members to make sure we could all
work together and do this by unani-
mous consent. Along with them, Sen-
ator BOXER and the EPW staff did an
incredible job. It is an honor to be here
today.

The last thing I will say to Senator
WARNER is this: My son just had an op-
portunity to go to the bay. He did an
incredible field study there with some
of his staff. It was a great experience.
He was able to go into the mud. I am
not sure what that is exactly, but he
was able to go chest deep, and then he
decided not to do that, but to be there
to help people. But it was an incredible
experience, to experience that bay,
which is a national treasure. So having
that bill at the same time as this other
one is not only good for Senator WAR-
NER’s community but good for this
whole country. And for folks from my
State who come to visit this commu-
nity, it is another opportunity for
them to see a national treasure. So it
is an honor to have two pieces of legis-
lation that will pass by unanimous
consent.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska for his
comments and I will be happy to take
the Senator and his whole family out
to the bay again. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana and the Senator from
Alaska for working together. That is
the way this is supposed to work. There
are duck hunters in Virginia as well
and they firmly support this legisla-
tion. I appreciate also the special con-
siderations that need to be addressed in
terms of the State of Alaska.

I ask unanimous consent that the
EPW Committee be discharged from
further consideration of S. 1000, and
the Senate proceed to its immediate
consideration and the consideration of
H.R. 5069, which is at the desk, en bloc.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bills, en bloc.

Mr. WARNER. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the Warner sub-
stitute amendment to S. 1000, which is
at the desk, be agreed to; the bills, as
amended, if amended, be read a third
time and passed en bloc; and the mo-
tions to reconsider be considered made
and laid upon the table with no inter-
vening action or debate.

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

The amendment (No. 3965) in the na-
ture of a substitute was agreed to, as
follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Chesapeake
Bay Accountability and Recovery Act of
2014,

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator’” means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

(2) CHESAPEAKE BAY STATE.—The term
‘“‘Chesapeake Bay State’” or ‘“‘State’” means
any of—

(A) the States of Maryland, West Virginia,
Delaware, and New York;

(B) the Commonwealths of Virginia and
Pennsylvania; and

(C) the District of Columbia.

(3) CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED.—The term
‘““‘Chesapeake Bay watershed’” means all trib-
utaries, backwaters, and side channels, in-
cluding watersheds, draining into the Chesa-
peake Bay.

(4) CHESAPEAKE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL.—The
term ‘‘Chesapeake Executive Council” has
the meaning given the term by section 117(a)
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. 1267(a)).

(5) CHIEF EXECUTIVE.—The term ‘‘chief ex-
ecutive” means, in the case of a State or
Commonwealth, the Governor of the State or
Commonwealth and, in the case of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Mayor of the District
of Columbia.

(6) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’ means
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

(7) FEDERAL RESTORATION ACTIVITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Federal res-
toration activity’’ means a Federal program
or project carried out under Federal author-
ity in existence as of the date of enactment
of this Act with the express intent to di-
rectly protect, conserve, or restore living re-
sources, habitat, water resources, or water
quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, in-
cluding programs or projects that provide fi-
nancial and technical assistance to promote
responsible land use, stewardship, and com-
munity engagement in the Chesapeake Bay
watershed.

(B) CATEGORIZATION.—Federal restoration
activities may be categorized as follows:

(i) Physical restoration.

(ii) Planning.

(iii) Feasibility studies.

(iv) Scientific research.

(v) Monitoring.

(vi) Education.

(vii) Infrastructure development.

(8) STATE RESTORATION ACTIVITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘State restora-
tion activity’’ means any State program or
project carried out under State authority
that directly or indirectly protect, conserve,
or restore living resources, habitat, water re-
sources, or water quality in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed, including programs or
projects that promote responsible land use,
stewardship, and community engagement in
the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

(B) CATEGORIZATION.—State restoration ac-
tivities may be categorized as follows:

(i) Physical restoration.

(ii) Planning.

(iii) Feasibility studies.

(iv) Scientific research.

(v) Monitoring.

(vi) Education.

(vii) Infrastructure development.

SEC. 3. CHESAPEAKE BAY CROSSCUT BUDGET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in consulta-
tion with the Chesapeake Executive Council,
the chief executive of each Chesapeake Bay
State, and the Chesapeake Bay Commission,
shall submit to Congress a financial report
containing—

(1) an interagency crosscut budget that
displays, as applicable—
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(A) the proposed funding for any Federal
restoration activity to be carried out in the
succeeding fiscal year, including any planned
interagency or intra-agency transfer, for
each of the Federal agencies that carry out
restoration activities;

(B) to the extent that information is avail-
able, the estimated funding for any State
restoration activity to be carried out in the
succeeding fiscal year;

(C) all expenditures for Federal restoration
activities from the preceding 2 fiscal years,
the current fiscal year, and the succeeding
fiscal year;

(D) all expenditures, to the extent that in-
formation is available, for State restoration
activities during the equivalent time period
described in subparagraph (C); and

(E) a section that identifies and evaluates,
based on need and appropriateness, specific
opportunities to consolidate similar pro-
grams and activities within the budget and
recommendations to Congress for legislative
action to streamline, consolidate, or elimi-
nate similar programs and activities within
the budget;

(2) a detailed accounting of all funds re-
ceived and obligated by each Federal agency
for restoration activities during the current
and preceding fiscal years, including the
identification of funds that were transferred
to a Chesapeake Bay State for restoration
activities;

(3) to the extent that information is avail-
able, a detailed accounting from each State
of all funds received and obligated from a
Federal agency for restoration activities
during the current and preceding fiscal
years; and

(4) a description of each of the proposed
Federal and State restoration activities to
be carried out in the succeeding fiscal year
(corresponding to those activities listed in
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1)),
including—

(A) the project description;

(B) the current status of the project;

(C) the Federal or State statutory or regu-
latory authority, program, or responsible
agency;

(D) the authorization level for appropria-
tions;

(E) the project timeline, including bench-
marks;

(F) references to project documents;

(G) descriptions of risks and uncertainties
of project implementation;

(H) a list of coordinating entities;

(I) a description of the funding history for
the project;

(J) cost sharing; and

(K) alignment with the existing Chesa-
peake Bay Agreement, Chesapeake Execu-
tive Council goals and priorities, and Annual
Action Plan required by section 205 of Execu-
tive Order 13508 (33 U.S.C. 1267 note; relating
to Chesapeake Bay protection and restora-
tion).

(b) MINIMUM FUNDING LEVELS.—In describ-
ing restoration activities in the report re-
quired under subsection (a), the Director
shall only include—

(1) for the first 3 years that the report is
required, descriptions of—

(A) Federal restoration activities that
have funding amounts greater than or equal
to $300,000; and

(B) State restoration activities that have
funding amounts greater than or equal to
$300,000; and

(2) for every year thereafter, descriptions
of—

(A) Federal restoration activities that
have funding amounts greater than or equal
to $100,000; and

(B) State restoration activities that have
funding amounts greater than or equal to
$100,000.
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(c) DEADLINE.—The Director shall submit
to Congress the report required by sub-
section (a) not later than September 30 of
each year.

(d) REPORT.—Copies of the report required
by subsection (a) shall be submitted to the
Committees on Appropriations, Natural Re-
sources, Energy and Commerce, and Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives and the Committees on Ap-
propriations, Environment and Public
Works, and Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation of the Senate.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply beginning with the first fiscal year
after the date of enactment of this Act.

SEC. 4. INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR FOR THE
CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be an Inde-
pendent Evaluator for restoration activities
in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, who shall
review and report on—

(1) restoration activities; and

(2) any related topics that are suggested by
the Chesapeake Executive Council.

(b) APPOINTMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of submission of nominees by
the Chesapeake Executive Council, the Inde-
pendent Evaluator shall be appointed by the
Administrator from among nominees sub-
mitted by the Chesapeake Executive Council
with the consultation of the scientific com-
munity.

(2) NOMINATIONS.—The Chesapeake Execu-
tive Council may nominate for consideration
as Independent Evaluator a science-based in-
stitution of higher education.

(3) REQUIREMENTS.—The Administrator
shall only select as Independent Evaluator a
nominee that the Administrator determines
demonstrates excellence in marine science,
policy evaluation, or other studies relating
to complex environmental restoration ac-
tivities.

(c) REPORTS.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of appointment and once every 2
years thereafter, the Independent Evaluator
shall submit to Congress a report describing
the findings and recommendations of reviews
conducted under subsection (a).

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON NEW FUNDING.

No additional funds are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this Act.

The bill (S. 1000), as amended, was or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and
passed.

The bill (H.R. 5069) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. VITTER. Did that unanimous
consent agreement cover both bills?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. VITTER. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

————

NOMINATION OF ROBERT S.
ADLER TO BE A COMMISSIONER
OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT
SAFETY COMMISSION—Continued
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I

ask unanimous consent that the time

in any quorum calls be charged equally
to both sides.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WARNER. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

TAX EXTENDERS

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I wish
to spend a few minutes today to discuss
the ongoing saga of the 2014 tax extend-
ers package.

Getting this legislation passed
through the Senate has been quite an
ordeal from the outset. As my col-
leagues will recall, the Finance Com-
mittee reported its tax extenders pack-
age in April and a few weeks later
progress stalled on the Senate floor
when the Senate majority leadership
refused to allow votes on any amend-
ments.

After that time—which was in mid-
May—the tax extenders sat somewhat
in limbo, although both sides acknowl-
edged the desire to get something
passed during the lameduck session, if
not before.

The Finance Committee extenders
package, if my colleagues remember,
extended 55 expired or expiring tax pro-
visions for 2 years without making any
of them permanent.

The House took a different approach
which was to make certain important
tax provisions, such as the R&D tax
credit, for example, permanent, bring-
ing more certainty to American busi-
nesses, families, and individuals.

Over the past several weeks, negotia-
tions have been ongoing in the hopes of
producing a bill that combined the
Senate Finance Committee’s package
with the approach taken by the House.

I am generally hesitant to publicly
comment about what happens behind
closed doors in negotiations; but, on
the other hand, much of what happened
next has already been printed in the
media. That being the case, I don’t feel
too awkward discussing the recent turn
of events that has brought us to where
we are now with the tax extenders.

Last week, before the Thanksgiving
holiday, the Speaker’s office and the
Senate majority leader’s office were
very close to reaching a deal on a tax
extenders package—one that would
have included all of the provisions
from the EXPIRE Act, which is the
Senate Finance Committee-reported
tax extenders bill, as well as a number
of permanent tax extender provisions.

This emerging deal would have been
a reasonable compromise between Re-
publicans and Democrats and between
the House and Senate approaches to
this matter. It was not the legislation
I would have written, but as a com-
promise taking place in a Congress
that is, for the time being, still di-
vided, it was likely the best both par-
ties could hope for.
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As I said, we were on the cusp of a
deal last week, and then something
strange happened. On Tuesday, the
White House caught wind of the poten-
tial deal—even though the terms had
not yet been finalized—and issued a
veto threat. How often does that hap-
pen? How often does the President
issue a veto threat on potential deals
still under negotiation? How often do
we find that extraordinary threat rati-
fied by people who are involved in the
negotiations? As I said, this was not a
Republican wish list being negotiated.
House Republicans were willing to
make a number of tough concessions in
order to get a deal across the finish
line.

For example, the deal would have
made permanent the American oppor-
tunity tax credit—a provision that
first came into law in the Democrats’
partisan 2009 stimulus bill and has been
a high priority item for Democrats. It
would have also made the State and
local sales tax deduction—which is a
high priority for a number of congres-
sional Democrats—permanent. And it
would have rolled over the tax extend-
ers that expired during 2013—including
many that most Republicans do not
support—for another 2 years.

These were major concessions and, to
its credit, the House was willing to
make them in the interests of a bipar-
tisan agreement.

More importantly, the deal was sup-
ported by the Senate majority leader
who, the last time I checked, was a
Democrat. Yet the deal wasn’t good
enough for the President and for the
more liberal Members of the Senate, or
should I say the Senate Democratic
Caucus. Apparently they weren’t will-
ing to take yes for an answer. Instead
of compromising even a little bit,
President Obama issued his veto threat
and has been rallying Democratic Sen-
ators against the proposed deal, or at
least that is what I have been told. As
a result, it appears unlikely that a deal
on the tax extenders package will be
reached in this Congress. Instead, the
most likely scenario appears to be that
the Congress will pass a l-year ref-
erendum of tax extenders that have al-
ready expired.

Short of not passing anything at all,
this is surely the worst of all possible
worlds. Rather than the certainty that
would come with making some of the
more prominent individual tax extend-
ers permanent, families, individuals,
and businesses will have to once again
put long-term plans on hold in hopes
that Congress can get its act together
the next time around.

This is bad news for middle-class
families. This is bad news for individ-
uals. This is bad news for job creators.
And this is bad news for those of us
hoping the government will improve
the way it does business any time in
the near future.

We all know the makeup of the next
Congress will be different than it is
now. I don’t mean to be too presump-
tuous, but I think it is safe to say the
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President and his liberal allies are un-
likely to get a better tax deal in the
next Congress than the one the Senate
Democratic leadership had been negoti-
ating up until the last week. I com-
mend the Senate Democratic leader-
ship for its work on that matter. I
commend the House leadership and
congratulate them for doing the same
thing.

Do any of my Democratic colleagues
who came out against the proposed
deal really think their prospects are
likely to improve next year? I have to
ask because, quite frankly, this recent
turn of events is mind-boggling to me.

In the end, I think the only conclu-
sion that makes sense is that this line
of attack—the President’s veto
threat—and liberal opposition to the
potential extenders deal is more about
politics than about policy. It is about
the President’s strategy of following an
electoral rebuke of his policies by
tacking even further to the left. And it
is about congressional Democrats’ ef-
forts to pander to their liberal base at
the expense of good government.

I hope I am wrong about this, but as
I said, there is not another logical ex-
planation that I have heard. I hope the
White House and its Senate allies will
prove me wrong and come to the table
with an offer that reflects a genuine
compromise with the House.

I think the events of this past week
have demonstrated divisions in the
Democratic Party, and that those divi-
sions are causing real problems. Once
again, we had the Senate majority
leader in the room and ready to make
a deal, only to be undercut by the
President and his liberal allies in the
Senate. I find that very unfortunate. I
commend the Democratic majority
leader for trying.

Of course, at the end of the day, I
suppose none of us should be surprised
at what has happened. After all, Presi-
dent Obama is not particularly known
for being business friendly or placing
his focus on job creation, which is sore-
ly needed in this country. Whether it is
crippling environmental regulations—
which we are now seeing come to the
forefront in dramatic terms—or wheth-
er it is labor policy or health care, the
President has demonstrated that he is
all too willing to put his political ide-
ology above the needs of our economy.

Make no mistake, the proposed tax
extenders deal—the one the President
scuttled with his veto threat—was all
about job creation. It would have made
the research and development tax cred-
it, small business expensing, and other
provisions permanent, giving certainty
to the business community, paving the
way for more investment, and paving
the way for more jobs in our society.

The President’s latest gambit on the
tax extenders is just a series in a long
line of instances where politics has
trumped job creation. Still, as one who
has been willing to work with my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, I
can’t help but be disappointed.

But make no mistake, things are
about to change around here and we
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will have an opportunity to right this
ship. I just hope we will have a lot of
Democrats who are willing to help us.
We need to focus on an agenda that
will actually grow our economy. We
need to focus on an agenda that will
actually create jobs. And we need to
focus on an agenda that will empower
the American people. That is going to
be the focus of this new Congress.

Once again, the President and his al-
lies here in the Senate missed a big op-
portunity to address some of their par-
ty’s priorities with the tax extenders
legislation. It is difficult to imagine
that they will have another bite at the
same apple in the next Congress. Ab-
sent a deal, we are now left with only
one option: a 1-year extension that will
likely be passed by the House this
week. Once again, a 1-year extension is
not a great deal for families, individ-
uals, and businesses, but it is far better
than letting these provisions lapse en-
tirely. Indeed, if we do nothing, we run
into a series of problems, including a
delayed filing season, which means
millions of delayed refunds for Ameri-
cans who count on them. In addition,
doing nothing would essentially
amount to a tax hike on millions of
people and businesses.

Consequently, I plan to vote in favor
of the 1-year extension, unless, of
course, my colleagues on the other side
finally come to their senses and allow
a better deal to be had.

I don’t understand this kind of lead-
ership in this country. I don’t under-
stand why the President does some of
these things. I don’t understand why
the left just can’t take an offering to
them that was much better than what
we are going to get. The majority lead-
er knew it.

Republicans have been tough on the
majority leader. I have been here for
years. I care for him. I think it is a
tough group of people to manage, just
as they are on our side as well. It is a
tough job. Frankly, I think the deal he
worked out should have been followed.
It would have given the President
much of what he wanted initially, any-
way. It would have brought us together
one more time, and it would have been
a wonderful thing.

It would have made the end of the
year—the work we are doing—much
more satisfying and acceptable. It
would have been a good prelude to next
year of our working together—some-
thing that this body needs really badly.

I want to commend the distinguished
majority leader, Senator REID, for the
work he tried to do. I want to con-
gratulate him. I want to congratulate
the Speaker of the House for being
willing to work on this.

I think it is unfortunate we are at
this point in these negotiations, where
we are going to have a l-year exten-
sion. It is not going to be anywhere
near where we had negotiated with the
majority leader and had negotiated
with the House. There are parts of the
negotiated bill that I wish I could have
changed. But, we had come a long way.
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I want to pay tribute to the distin-
guished chairman of our committee. 1
don’t think he had much confidence at
first that we would put our original ex-
tenders bill through the committee. At
least he didn’t express it to me.

I said: Let’s do it, and we did. Even
with the parts that I wish weren’t in
there and the parts he wished weren’t
in there, it was a classic bipartisan
compromise by two sides who feel very,
very deeply about all these issues—
each and every one of them.

I think the work that Senator REID,
the distinguished majority leader, and
the Speaker had done was not only a
step in the right direction but it would
have been something most all of us
would have been quite pleased with. I
commend them for their work.

I am disappointed with where we are.
I hope we can solve these problems in
the future. I will be working as hard as
I can to bring about bipartisan efforts
in that regard.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

EPA REGULATION

Mr. BARRASSO. Last Wednesday
Americans all across the country were
preparing for Thanksgiving. They were
traveling. Many of them were going to
visit friends and family and places
around their communities, their State
or the country.

What did the Obama administration
do when it thought nobody was actu-
ally paying attention? It snuck out a
huge new regulation that imposes job-
crushing environmental restrictions.

Politico ran an article on it later
that day. The headline was: ‘“The most
expensive regulation ever. Obama rolls
out a major EPA rule.”

Why would the President do that?
Why would he put out a major rule
from the Environmental Protection
Agency, affecting millions of Ameri-
cans, and do it right before a holiday?

If these regulations were such a good
idea, we would think the administra-
tion—as the administration claims it is
a good idea—would put it out in a way
that people would be paying attention.

I want to know why the administra-
tion did this in a way to hide the regu-
lations from the American people.
President Obama didn’t say a word
about it that day. Instead, he pardoned
a turkey. The turkey got a better deal
than the American people did last
week. They are the ones who are going
to be paying for the President’s expen-
sive and destructive regulation.

Here is what is happening. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency has pro-
posed a new rule that would dramati-
cally slash the limits of ground-level
ozone. The rule runs 626 pages. Then we
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add on the appendix—over 500 addi-
tional pages.

Here is what the Wall Street Journal
had to say about the new rule. They
had an editorial on it Friday with this
headline: ‘‘Highway to the Danger
Ozone.” It says: ‘“‘Like so many other
such rules, this one twists decades-old
air pollution laws to restructure the
U.S. energy industry and gradually ban
fossil-fuel-fired power.”

We have fossil fuel-fired power gradu-
ally being banned as this administra-
tion tries to restructure the U.S. en-
ergy industry.

It says: ‘“‘Coal is the first target.”
The article also adds: ‘‘But natural gas
is next.”

The current limit on ozone is 75 parts
per billion. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency wants to cut that number
down to as little as 70, 65, even 60 parts
per billion.

The Agency estimates that the new
rule could cost nearly $17 billion every
year—$17 billion a year in costs. Most
of the country would fail to meet
Washington’s tough new standards if
they were in place today. As much as
95 percent of the country would be un-
able to comply with the new regula-
tions if they go down to 60 parts per
billion.

States, counties, and cities would
have to curb their energy production
and limit manufacturing. That will
mean far less economic growth and
fewer people working. It will raise the
cost of everyday living, and it will de-
stroy middle-class jobs. There is no
question about it.

This rule will undermine energy reli-
ability. It will stall manufacturing in-
vestment, and it will smother eco-
nomic opportunity for middle-class
families.

It costs too much, and there is very
little benefit. It doesn’t matter to the
extreme environmentalist wing of the
Democratic Party who support it.

The Obama administration is once
again turning a deaf ear to Ameri-
cans—the people who want Washington
to focus on jobs. That is what we saw
in the election earlier this month. The
people of this country want the admin-
istration to focus on jobs.

The administration claims its tough
new rule will lead to new health bene-
fits. What about the health damage
done to people who lose their jobs be-
cause of the rule?

In March 2012 the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works Sub-
committee on Clear Air and Nuclear
Safety issued a report titled ‘‘Red Tape
Making Americans Sick.” It is a new
report on the health impacts of high
unemployment.

According to the testimony and sci-
entific research that was reviewed by
the subcommittee, unemployment
caused by excessive regulation—such
as the new ozone rule—increases the
likelihood of hospital visits, illnesses,
and premature deaths. That raises
health care costs. It hurts the health of
children and the well-being of families.
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The Obama administration doesn’t
want to hear it and certainly doesn’t
want to talk about it.

Bipartisan majorities in Congress
have rejected the President’s energy
policies. Senate Democrats wouldn’t
even bring up his cap and trade plan for
a vote in this body.

What does the President do? Does he
learn the lesson that the American
people don’t want his enormously ex-
pensive, job-crushing policies?

Does he listen to the voters in the
most recent elections—people who sent
a clear message they weren’t happy
with the direction the country is head-
ed? No, not President Obama—he goes
ahead and does it anyway.

People are concerned about jobs.
They are concerned about the econ-
omy. The President is focused, though,
on making it tougher for the private
sector to create jobs and tougher for
the economy to grow. He purposely is
going around the American people and
their representatives in Congress and
taking this drastic step on his own.
Why? Because he knows even Demo-
crats in Congress do not support him.

So what are the Democrats who con-
trol the Senate right now going to do
about it? If history is any indication,
they are not going to do anything.
Democrats in Congress are going to
just roll over and accept another de-
structive policy by President Obama.
That is what they did with the health
care law—a terrible law. Democrats in
Congress pushed it through anyway be-
cause President Obama told them to do
it. NANCY PELOSI was the Speaker of
the House at the time. She said: First
you have to pass the bill before you get
to find out what is in it. Well, now even
Democrats are admitting it was a bad
idea as they are learning more and
more what is in this bill for which they
voted. The senior Senator from New
York said the other day that the health
care law ‘‘wasn’t the change we were
hired to make.” He said, with the econ-
omy in bad shape, it was a focus on
‘““the wrong problem.” That is from a
Senator who voted for the health care
law. Well, today the Senator is right
when he says it was a focus on the
wrong problem.

With this new ozone regulation, the
President is still focused on the wrong
problem. He should still be looking for
ways to grow America’s economy, not
ways to tie it up with more redtape.

President Obama has made the wrong
choice time and time again, adding
more regulations, more rules, more bu-
reaucracy. He continues to push ex-
treme policies he knows the American
people reject. The President is using
unelected and unaccountable czars to
go around Congress and the public. His
latest Executive action shows his Pres-
idency is failing and floundering.

President Obama is not even waiting
to try to work with a Republican Con-
gress or when Republicans take the
majority in January. He is acting on
his own right now. Well, in January
Republicans in Congress will listen to
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Americans and focus on the priorities
of the American people. We will hold
the Obama administration accountable
for its destructive overreach. We will
listen to people who are struggling
under Obama’s redtape and suffering
because of it. We will do everything
possible to stop this legislation and
help Americans have better job oppor-
tunities in the future.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

IMMIGRATION

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to speak about the
President’s Executive order on immi-
gration. I have been listening to my
colleagues, both here and on the other
side of the Capitol, and I rise in amaze-
ment. It is almost incredulous that our
Republican friends are against the
President taking the same action
Presidents Reagan and George H.W.
Bush took to defer deportation to solve
a critical problem that we all know ex-
ists in the country—a problem that im-
pacts millions. When President Obama
exercises the same Executive author-
ity—the same—they are on the air, on
television, on talk shows, on Twitter,
fear-mongering, calling it illegal, call-
ing it amnesty, a constitutional crisis.
Where was all of that when Presidents
Reagan and Bush did it?

They hold hearings in the House ti-
tled ‘‘Open Border: The Impact of Pres-
idential Amnesty on Border Security,”
which is a little ridiculous because we
have more border security under this
administration than we have had in the
history of the United States. As a mat-
ter of fact, we spend more on border en-
forcement and immigration enforce-
ment than we do in all of the other
Federal law enforcement entities com-
bined—combined.

The Republicans threaten to sue the
government or even shut it down. The
irony of that is laughable because a
shutdown over conducting background
checks and collecting taxes from un-
documented immigrants would only
cost current taxpayers billions of dol-
lars.

Certainly it would cost them billions
of dollars if it is anything like the last
shutdown that Republicans forced. So
double standard? Absolutely. It is the
very definition of ‘‘double standard.”’

On immigration reform, our Repub-
lican friends—particularly on the other
side of the Capitol—have become the
poster children for double standards.
On the one hand, they know the polit-
ical ramifications of the demographic
reality. On the other, they refuse to
catch up with history and fix our bro-
ken immigration system. They are
sailing against the headwinds of his-
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tory, and now they want to prevent the
President from pulling them to shore,
saving them from their own immo-
bility, their own inaction. They are
also sailing against the headwinds of
what the American people want. In poll
after poll we have seen that the Amer-
ican people want to fix our broken im-
migration system, and that which the
Senate passed—and I was honored to be
one of the Group of 8 who put it to-
gether 1% years ago—and passed with
an overwhelming bipartisan vote, still
has the highest rating among the
American people. It has been sitting in
the House of Representatives for the
last 112 years.

A new Gallup poll shows that the
President’s approval rating among all
voters has not gone down since the Ex-
ecutive action announcement was
made, as some predicted it would, but,
rather, it has increased 5 percentage
points among all voters since early No-
vember. In my view, any action—Exec-
utive or otherwise—is movement in the
right direction and it is what America
expects of its leaders.

Americans are expecting someone to
act, someone to tackle the difficult
issues, and immigration, particularly
for our House colleagues, seems to be a
very difficult issue they can’t tackle. It
is not difficult for me, and it is not
really difficult for most Americans
who believe in the power of common
sense, not for those who believe in the
need to secure our borders, to secure
the country, to promote economic op-
portunity, and preserve our history as
a nation of immigrants and that core
value of family values.

I cannot recall anyone coming to this
floor and praising inaction, praising
the President for not having done
enough on a matter of consequence,
but that is exactly what our Repub-
lican colleagues are doing, once again
standing squarely on the wrong side of
history—in fact, on the wrong side of
their own history—invoking the double
standard and claiming what is right for
their party’s Presidents is wrong for
this President. History, however, is a
funny thing. You can choose to ignore
it, but eventually it catches up with
you, and it has finally caught up with
my Republican colleagues.

I repeat what I have said all along:
The antidote to Executive action is
passing immigration reform. Let’s be
clear. Regardless of how big or how
bold the President’s announcement
may be, a permanent legislative solu-
tion continues to be our ultimate ob-
jective. Administrative relief will not
grant anyone legal status or citizen-
ship, but it will clear the way for many
to come out of the shadows, register
with the government, pass a criminal
background check, get a work permit,
and pay taxes as the rest of us do.

Because of the President’s Executive
action, the nature of who is eligible is
really people who have U.S. citizen
families here. It will prevent needless
deportations and give a chance at a
better life to those who want nothing
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more than to keep their families to-
gether. We are talking about millions
of hard-working people who—right now
many are exploited, creating downward
pressure on the salaries and wages of
all Americans by virtue of that exploi-
tation. We have an opportunity to
change that. I would rather know who
is here to pursue the American dream
versus who is here to do us harm, but
I can’t know that unless I get people to
come forward and go through a crimi-
nal background check.

If our Republican colleagues are so
concerned about getting immigration
policy right, if they are so concerned
about the President overstepping his
authority, which is the same authority
Republican Presidents have used, they
can exert their own authority and push
our bipartisan bill over the finish line
with one vote—one vote in the House of
Representatives.

The President himself has said he
acted because there is a cost to wait-
ing—a cost measured in the thousands
of parents of U.S. citizen children who
are deported, husband and wives who
are separated from their U.S. citizen
spouses, and the economic con-
sequences.

I know there are some who suggest:
Let’s wait until the next Congress.
Let’s wait and see. Give them a little
time. If not, we will act.

This is the same Republican Party—
particularly in the House of Represent-
atives—that blocked immigration re-
form in 2006, 2007, 2010, 2013, and 2014
despite a strong bipartisan bill here. So
if they wish, they can join us at the ne-
gotiating table with their own pro-
posals and their own solutions because
doing nothing and maintaining the sta-
tus quo is no longer an option. That is
precisely why they didn’t want the
President to follow through on what he
told them. He waited on Executive ac-
tion. He gave them advance notice. He
said: I want you to act, but if you don’t
act, eventually I will have to act.

Now let’s look at what my Repub-
lican friends find so objectionable. To
put it simply, the administration is
creating a new deferred action for pa-
rental accountability, a program that
provides deferred action on a case-by-
case basis to undocumented parents of
U.S. citizens or lawful permanent resi-
dents—those who were present in the
United States on November 20 of this
year, those who have continuously
lived in the United States for 5 years,
since January 2010, and are not an en-
forcement priority—and also is expand-
ing the program that already exists for
DREAMers by expanding the age con-
tent.

This isn’t amnesty because amnesty
means you did something wrong and
you are forgiven and get whatever you
want. Amnesty means you get some-
thing for nothing. First of all, these
people have no pathway to becoming a
permanent resident or citizen under
the President’s Executive order. Sec-
ondly, their only opportunity is not to
be deported, assuming they can pass a
background check and pay their taxes.
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As a result of the President’s order,
more people will go to the southern
border to protect it, more people will
pay taxes who may not be paying them
now, more families will stay reunited,
and more people who are in the shad-
ows will come forward and go through
a criminal background check. I would
like to know who those people are, and
I would like to make sure they don’t
have a criminal background. More
criminals and felons will be deported
because now it will be a priority to de-
port those individuals. What is wrong
with that set of circumstances?

So this is temporary relief as the
Congress hopefully comes together on a
more permanent basis.

In my State of New Jersey, approxi-
mately 137,000 parents of U.S. citizens
and legal permanent residents will ben-
efit from the new action. About 67,000
will benefit from the new program on
children. That is an estimated 204,000
people in New Jersey who can come out
of the shadows and contribute to the
community and the economy. These
are moms and dads, good people, hard-
working people who can register with
the government, pass a background
check, get a work permit, pay taxes,
take care of their families, and no
longer fear deportation.

The fact is, because of the Presi-
dent’s Executive action, more felons
will be deported, more resources will
go to our border, more families will
stay together, and more people will pay
taxes. These are all good things.

The Council of Economic Advisers
has found that over the next decade the
range of Executive actions announced
by the President will increase our gross
domestic product by up to 0.9 percent,
it will reduce the Federal deficit by $25
billion through increased economic
growth, and it will raise the average
wages for U.S. workers by 0.3 percent.

The Executive action the President
has taken and the Republicans have
criticized will increase the produc-
tivity of our workforce. How? By allow-
ing those—from undocumented immi-
grants to spouses of highly skilled H-
1B visa holders—to be part of the for-
mal economy and match the skills they
have with the skills needed by entre-
preneurial startups that they often cre-
ate.

By the way, that is a fraction of the
economic benefits of what we did here
on a bipartisan basis that has been sit-
ting in the House of Representatives
for the last 1%2 years. The Senate bill
we passed, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office—the nonpartisan
scoring division of everything we do
here—will increase the gross domestic
product of the United States by over 3
percent in 2023—less than 9 years—and
5.4 percent in 2033, which is an increase
of roughly $700 billion in 2023 and $1.4
trillion in 2033. It will reduce the Fed-
eral deficit by $197 billion over the next
decade and another $700 billion between
2024 and 2033. That is almost $1 trillion
in deficit spending which can be lifted
from the backs of the next generation
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of Americans by giving 11 million peo-
ple a pathway to citizenship. What do
we ever do that we pass that grows the
economy, reduces the deficit, and cre-
ates more jobs for all Americans? Very
little. The immigration bill which the
Senate passed and which has been
pending in the House does all of that in
addition to securing our border.

So let’s be clear. The President’s Ex-
ecutive actions are only temporary
steps. Only Congress can finish the job.
Deferred action is an act of prosecu-
torial discretion, but it is not a path to
citizenship or a permanent solution.
The fact is that we have waited and
waited. In the absence of any Repub-
lican action in the House on immigra-
tion reform, the President has used the
power he has available, which other
Presidents have used as well. If the Re-
publicans are concerned about an Exec-
utive action, they should use their own
power to pass immigration reform—ei-
ther the Senate bill or their own vision
of what comprehensive reform is.

For those who question the legality
of this, I would simply say there are
three letters—one before the Executive
action and two after—from law profes-
sors and former general counsels of the
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice and chief counsels of USCIS. They
say the President has the authority. He
is on sound legal footing.

So we are tired of waiting for Repub-
licans to say yes to something—yes to
taking action that is in the interest of
millions in this country who expect
leadership, expect action, expect
progress, expect cooperation, not con-
frontation and obstruction. Millions of
families are tired of waiting. The Na-
tion is tired of waiting for Republicans
to catch up with history—in this case,
with the lessons of their own history.

Let’s invite our Republican friends to
invoke the memory of Ronald Reagan
and George H.W. Bush and for once
commend this President for following
their lead in this, doing what is right
by the Nation and doing what is right
by our taxpayers, doing what is right
for our security and doing what is right
by our families.

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 bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the vote originally
scheduled for today at 4 p.m. be de-
layed until 4:10 p.m., and that notwith-
standing rule XXII, following the vote
on cloture on Calendar No. 1069, Bur-
rows, the Senate proceed to vote on
cloture on Calendar No. 1067, Lopez;
further, that if cloture is invoked on
either of these nominations, that at
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10:00 a.m. tomorrow morning, Wednes-
day, December 3, 2014, all postcloture
time be considered expired and the
Senate proceed to vote on confirmation
of the nominations in the order upon
which cloture was invoked; further,
that following these votes, the Senate
proceed to vote on cloture on the fol-
lowing nominations: Calendar Nos.
1036, Hale; 1037, Kearney; and 1038,
Pappert; further, if cloture is invoked
on any of these nominations, that at 3
p.m. tomorrow, all postcloture time be
considered expired and the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on confirmation of the
nominations in the order upon which
cloture was invoked; further, that
there be 2 minutes for debate prior to
each vote and all rollcall votes after
the first vote in the sequence be 10
minutes in length; further, with re-
spect to the nominations in this agree-
ment, that if any nomination is con-
firmed, the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table and the President be immediately
notified of the Senate’s action.

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

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——

NOMINATION OF NANI A.
COLORETTI TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the
Coloretti nomination.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
would like to express my support for
the consideration of the nomination of
Nani Coloretti to be the Deputy Sec-
retary of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, HUD.

Ms. Coloretti has a distinguished his-
tory of public service; she currently is
the Assistant Secretary for Manage-
ment at the U.S. Department of Treas-
ury, a position she has served in since
2012. Prior to joining the U.S. Treas-
ury, Ms. Coloretti assisted setting up
operations at the newly created Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau,
serving as the Acting Chief Operating
Officer. Additionally, from 1999 to 2005,
Ms. Coloretti served as director of pol-
icy, planning and budget for the San
Francisco Department of Children,
Youth, and their Families, as well as
budget director to San Francisco
Mayor Gavin Newsom, where she man-
aged the implementation of San Fran-
cisco’s $6.2 billion annual budget.

Ms. Coloretti received a B.A. in eco-
nomics and communications from the
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University of Pennsylvania and a mas-
ter’s in public policy from the Goldman
School of Public Policy at the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley. In 2012,
Ms. Coloretti was awarded the National
Public Service Award by the American
Society for Public Administration and
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration.

I believe that Ms. Coloretti brings a
wealth of experience and knowledge to
the position of Deputy Secretary, and I
look forward to voting for her con-
firmation.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to yield back all
time.

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 Nani A.
Coloretti, of California, to be Deputy
Secretary of Department of Housing
and Urban Development?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce the Senator
from Louisiana (Mrs. LANDRIEU) and
the Senator from Missouri (Mrs.
MCcCASKILL) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. COCH-
RAN).

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

The result was announced—yeas
nays 28, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 297 Ex.]

68,

YEAS—68
Alexander Hagan Murray
Ayotte Harkin Nelson
Baldwin Hatch Portman
Begich Heinrich Pryor
Bennet Heitkamp Reed
Blumenthal Heller Reid
Booker Hirono Rockefeller
Boxer Hoeven Sanders
Brown Isakson Schatz
Cantwell Johanns Schumer
Cardin Johnson (SD) Shaheen
Carper Kaine
Casey King Stabenow
Coats Klobuchar Tester
Collins Leahy Toomey
Coons Levin Udall (CO)
Corker Manchin Udall (NM)
Donnelly Markey Walsh
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Warren
Flake Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wicker
Gillibrand Murphy Wyden

NAYS—28
Barrasso Enzi McCain
Blunt Fischer McConnell
Boozman Graham Moran
Burr Grassley Paul
Chambliss Inhofe Risch
Cornyn Johnson (WI) Roberts
Crapo Kirk
Cruz Lee
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Rubio Sessions Thune

Scott Shelby Vitter
NOT VOTING—4

Coburn Landrieu

Cochran McCaskill

The nomination was confirmed.

NOMINATION OF ROBERT S.
ADLER TO BE A COMMISSIONER
OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT
SAFETY COMMISSION—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on the
Adler nomination.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I yield back
all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Robert S. Adler, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be a Commissioner of the
Consumer Product Safety Commission?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

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 Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU) is necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. COCH-
RAN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 298 Ex.]

YEAS—53
Baldwin Harkin Pryor
Begich Heinrich Reed
Bennet Heitkamp Reid
Blumenthal Hirono Rockefeller
Booker Johnson (SD) Sanders
Boxer Kaine Schatz
Brown Klobuchar Schumer
Cantyvell Leahy Shaheen
Cardin Levin ) Stabenow
Carper Manchin Tester
Casey Markey
Coons McCaskill Udall (CO)
Donnelly Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Walsh
Feinstein Mikulski Warner
Franken Murphy Warren
Gillibrand Murray Whitehouse
Hagan Nelson Wyden
NAYS—44

Alexander Flake Moran
Ayotte Graham Murkowski
Barrasso Grassley Paul
Blunt Hatch Portman
Boozman Heller Risch
Burr Hoeven Roberts
Chambliss Inhofe Rubio
Coats Isakson
Collins Johanns SCOt.t

Sessions
Corker Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cornyn King Th
Crapo Kirk une
Cruz Lee Tgomey
Enzi McCain Vitter
Fischer McConnell Wicker
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NOT VOTING—3

Coburn Cochran Landrieu

The nomination was confirmed.

———

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote to invoke
cloture on the Burrows nomination.

Who yields time?

Mr. BARRASSO. I yield back all
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time is yielded back.

Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion, which the clerk will state.

The bill 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 the nomination
of Charlotte A. Burrows, of the District of
Columbia, to be a Member of the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission.

Harry Reid, Tom Harkin, Patrick J.
Leahy, Patty Murray, Tom Udall,
Brian Schatz, Charles E. Schumer, Bar-
bara Boxer, Benjamin L. Cardin, Rich-
ard Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Al
Franken, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Martin
Heinrich, Elizabeth Warren, Richard J.
Durbin, Christopher Murphy.

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of Charlotte A. Burrows, of the District
of Columbia, to be a Member of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH) and
the Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU) are necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. COCH-
RAN).

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 57,
nays 39, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 299 Ex.]

YEAS—57
Alexander Feinstein McCaskill
Ayotte Franken Menendez
Baldwin Gillibrand Merkley
Bennet Hagan Mikulski
Blumenthal Harkin Murkowski
Booker Heinrich Murphy
Boxer Heitkamp Murray
Brown Hirono Nelson
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Pryor
Cardin Kaine Reed
Carper King Reid
Casey Klobuchar Rockefeller
Collins Leahy Sanders
Coons Levin Schatz
Donnelly Manchin Schumer
Durbin Markey Shaheen
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Stabenow Udall (NM) Warren
Tester Walsh Whitehouse
Udall (CO) Warner Wyden
NAYS—39
Barrasso Graham Moran
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Burr Heller Risch
Chambliss Hoeven Roberts
Coats Inhofe Rubio
Corker Isakson Scott
Cornyn Johanns Sessions
Crapo Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cruz Kirk Thune
Enzi Lee Toomey
Fischer McCain Vitter
Flake McConnell Wicker
NOT VOTING—4
Begich Cochran
Coburn Landrieu

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 57, the nays are 39.
The motion is agreed to.

——————

NOMINATION OF CHARLOTTE A.
BURROWS TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OP-
PORTUNITY COMMISSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Charlotte A. Burrows, of the
District of Columbia, to be a Member
of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission.

————

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate prior to a vote on clo-
ture on the Lopez nomination.

Mr. CARDIN. I yield back all remain-
ing time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, all time has been yielded
back.

Pursuant to rule XXII, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion, which the clerk will state.

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows:

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 the nomination
of P. David Lopez, of Arizona, to be General
Counsel of the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission.

Harry Reid, Tom Harkin, Patrick J.
Leahy, Patty Murray, Tom Udall,
Brian Schatz, Charles E. Schumer, Bar-
bara Boxer, Benjamin L. Cardin, Rich-
ard Blumenthal, Jeff Merkley, Al
Franken, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Martin
Heinrich, Elizabeth Warren, Richard J.
Durbin, Christopher Murphy

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the nomination
of P. David Lopez, of Arizona, to be
General Counsel of the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, shall
be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU) is necessarily absent.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) and the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. COCH-
RAN).

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 300 Ex.]

YEAS—bH4
Baldwin Harkin Nelson
Begich Heinrich Pryor
Bennet Heitkamp Reed
Blumenthal Hirono Reid
Booker Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kaine Sanders
Brown King Schatz
Cantwell Klobuchar Schumer
Cardin Leahy Shaheen
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Manchin Tester
Coons Markey Udall (CO)
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Walsh
Feinstein Merkley Warner
Franken Mikulski Warren
Gillibrand Murphy Whitehouse
Hagan Murray Wyden

NAYS—43
Alexander Flake Murkowski
Ayotte Graham Paul
Barrasso Grassley Portman
Blunt Hatch Risch
Boozman Heller Roberts
Burr Hoeven Rubio
Chambliss Inhofe Scott
Coats Isakson ;
Collins Johanns giseslggls
Corker Johnson (WI)
Cornyn Kirk Thune
Crapo Lee Tgomey
Cruz McCain Vlltter
Enzi McConnell Wicker
Fischer Moran

NOT VOTING—3

Coburn Cochran Landrieu

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 54, the nays are 43.
The motion is agreed to.
———

NOMINATION OF P. DAVID LOPEZ
TO BE GENERAL COUNSEL OF
THE EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OP-
PORTUNITY COMMISSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The assistant bill clerk read the
nomination of P. David Lopez, of Ari-
zona, to be General Counsel of the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the
information of the Senate, with respect
to the votes to confirm the Coloretti
and Adler nominations, the motions to
reconsider are considered made and
laid upon the table, and the President
will be immediately notified of the
Senate’s action.

The Senator from Texas.

THE ECONOMY

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, last
week, before the Thanksgiving holiday,
our colleague from across the aisle, the
senior Senator from New York, gave a
very significant speech at the National
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Press Club. Senator SCHUMER is not
just a senior Senator from New York;
he is an important Member of the
Democratic leadership here in the Sen-
ate.

While giving the speech about the
midterm elections, he said what many
Members on this side of the aisle have
been saying for the last 4 years, and
that is that the Democratic party, by
making the passage of ObamaCare
their top priority after they won the
election of 2008, ‘‘blew the opportunity
the American people gave them.” He
said they did so by focusing ‘‘on the
wrong problem.”’

What I think he meant and went on
to say is that they should have focused
on the lack of jobs and the wage stag-
nation for hardworking, middleclass
families in America.

As he pointed out, that broader group
of the middle class represented a much
larger segment of the electorate than
just a small percentage of the elec-
torate represented by the uninsured. I
would add, parenthetically, that we
know that even the best laid plans with
the Affordable Care Act has proven to
be a terrible failure.

Today the Wall Street Journal re-
ported that between 2007 and 2013
health insurance premiums for an aver-
age middleclass American family have
gone up by 24 percent. As we Kknow,
when the President said if you like
your doctor, you can keep him, that
proved not to be true. When he said the
family of four would see their pre-
miums go down by $2,500, that ended up
not to be true either.

Two weeks ago, despite the over-
whelming rejection the President’s
policies received at the polls, the Presi-
dent then decided to circumvent Con-
gress and take Executive action on im-
migration, far exceeding any arguable
authority that I believe most lawyers
would think he has. Certainly, while
we recognize it is within the Presi-
dent’s discretion to prioritize the peo-
ple against whom enforcement action
will be taken, there is no legal author-
ization for doing other things he pur-
ports to have the authority to do, such
as issuing work permits.

Then there is this. Just when it
seemed that the Senate was beginning
to work on avoiding a retroactive tax
increase for millions of Americans, the
President threatened to veto an impor-
tant tax relief package, which, as I
said, had bipartisan support, including
the support of the majority leader,
Senator REID, and Senator SCHUMER,
the senior Senator from New York. He
did so because it did not include every
single provision he thought it should
include.

If we have not learned before, we
should now know that if you insist on
absolute perfection—in other words,
you want everything you want, and the
alternative is nothing—then most of
the time you are going to get nothing.
That is what taxpayers are getting
when it comes to aborting this retro-
active tax provision in the so-called
tax extenders bill.
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To again quote our good friend from
New York, by threatening to veto this
job-creating tax relief, it appears that
the President has once again focused
on the wrong problem and is certainly
going about this in a nonproductive
and unconstructive way. It is unfortu-
nate because the President seems to be
positively allergic to good-faith nego-
tiations and genuine compromise.
Again, if your attitude is ‘“‘my way or
the highway,” you are going to get the
highway all the time because that is
not how our democratic institutions
work. The only way things work is for
us to find common ground and to com-
promise. Yet the President’s attitude
seems, unfortunately, out of touch. He
seems more interested in getting his
way by any means necessary—hence,
the Executive action on immigration.

We increasingly know that actions
are dividing the country and hurting
hard-working Texans and American
families across the Nation—and not
just by not contributing to the solu-
tion but by being a positive obstacle to
bipartisan resolutions of so many of
these problems. I realize the President
must think that it is much easier to
issue Executive orders and threaten to
veto legislation from the White House,
but it was not helping to solve prob-
lems we were sent here by our con-
stituents to solve.

There is no real reason preventing us
from getting to the tax relief I men-
tioned earlier that the President said
he would veto. For years House and
Senate Republicans—often with signifi-
cant bipartisan support—have focused
on making progrowth provisions of the
Tax Code permanent, such as the re-
search and development tax credit, ac-
celerated depreciation, for example,
and the section 179 provision.

To show how counterproductive it is
for us to do these on a short-term basis
or to try to jam them through a lame-
duck session, I had a farmer from
Texas come and see me. He said: I am
prepared to spend and invest $200,000 on
my farm if I know this tax provision is
going to be the law. If it is not, I won’t.
To me, that is just another example of
how what we do here—or what we don’t
do here—has a negative impact on our
economy and on investment in job cre-
ation.

While I know the bipartisan package
proposed last week was not perfect, it
certainly would have moved us in the
right direction. It would have provided
some certainty—indeed permanency—
for some tax provisions and would have
provided some temporary relief on oth-
ers. Perhaps most importantly, it
would have sent a signal to our con-
stituents that we got the message that
was delivered to us on November 4, and
that we are going to commit ourselves
anew to try to work together to pro-
vide certainty and protect millions of
Americans from tax hikes that are just
right around the corner and work on
other constructive proposals to help
solve problems that affect the middle
class.
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Unfortunately, the President has per-
sisted in his attitude of refusing to ne-
gotiate with Congress, resulting in an-
other missed opportunity, and ulti-
mately another short-term fix that will
provide no long-term certainty to tax-
payers struggling in the Obama econ-
omy.

Come January, there will be a new
majority in the Senate that will make
the priorities of the American people
the priorities of Congress. As for Presi-
dent Obama, we can only hope he will
somehow have an epiphany and decide
to work with us to unite the country
rather than continue to divide the
country with more Executive actions
and his harmful ‘‘take it or leave it”
approach to governing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Madam President, I was
not intending to come down here. I was
getting ready to leave to see my 12-
year-old son who just got home from
school and make sure that he has din-
ner and do all the things that a parent
would do, but I heard a speech earlier
today—and I just heard another one—
and it is like revisionist history. It is
amazing to me to hear them talk about
information that they claim is infor-
mation—and really when you listen
carefully, it is really more of the same.

I agree with my colleague who was
just here that people want something
different as the new Congress comes in.
I will not be here, as the Presiding Offi-
cer knows, but that does not mean I
will not be a participant in my commu-
nity and also making comments when I
hear things. But what I heard was they
are going to finally get to economic de-
velopment and improve the economy.

The two Members who spoke today
whom I heard were here when I came to
the Senate in 2009, and a few years
later the Presiding Officer came to the
Senate. People may have forgotten
where this economy was in 2009. The
stock market was in dismal shape. I be-
lieve it was around 6,500 or 6,800—some-
where in that range. Unemployment
was at 10 percent, and the pundits and
economists all said it was growing. Ap-
proximately 700,000 jobs were lost per
month. Two of the three largest U.S.
automobile companies were basically
on their back and about to go bank-
rupt. New housing starts didn’t exist,
and prices of homes across the country
were crashing. Consumer confidence
was at the lowest point I have ever
seen in I don’t know how many years.
The deficit was—annually—about $1.4
trillion.

I know what happens these days—be-
cause I have experienced it for the last
several years—is news by the minute.
What happens today in this moment of
time are these one-liners and I can tell
they are very synchronized today.
They said that the economy was bad,
and is still bad, and the bright spot is
around the corner.

Actually, you have to look at where
we are today, 6 years later. The stock
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market is at 17,000-plus. What does
that mean? It means that people who
have retirement accounts, such as
401(k)s or 529s—putting money aside for
their kids’ education—have had their
value come back.

For my home State, which receives a
benefit called the permanent fund
check—we invest in the stock market
with oil revenues we put aside con-
stitutionally, and it is put in the per-
manent fund and a check is issued once
a year. Guess what? This year the
check is double from what it was last
year. Why is that? Because it works on
a b-year average. Going backwards—I
took the year 2009 off; it was a very bad
year—what happened to the permanent
fund check? It doubled this year in
Alaska, which meant that people got
that money in their pocket and spent
it on the economy and helped to grow
the economy.

Where is unemployment today? It is
at 5.8 percent nationally—a 50-percent
drop. GM, Ford, and Chrysler have
added 500,000 jobs since mid-2009.

I know that today was like revi-
sionist history. Amnesia has set into
some people over there. They want to
recreate the news because the good
news is hard to talk about because it is
reality.

Now, there is still a challenge. The
Presiding Officer has talked about this
a great deal, and that is that people are
still working harder and longer because
the incomes have not gone up enough.
They have not seen it come down to
them yet, but they have seen it in cer-
tain elements. Housing prices are up.
In the one single largest investment an
individual makes in a lifetime—their
housing prices are back up.

Gasoline prices—I have no idea if my
colleagues fill up their cars with gas. I
do. I know what it costs to fill up my
tank, and it costs less now. The aver-
age price across the country now is
about $2.77. In my State, it is about
$3.35. But we were up to $5 in the urban
areas—but not anymore.

I saw the statistic today, and I wrote
it down. I think I have this right. The
price of oil has gone down and so has
the price of gasoline. What does that
save consumers every day? It saves
consumers $630 million a day in current
prices. It means that consumers are
benefiting from that.

When you look at job growth—I be-
lieve we are in our 55th straight month
of private-sector job growth. Again, we
don’t have it fully trickling down to
the wages yet, but first we have to
right the economy. I know the voters
have made a decision. Before I came in,
the economy was a disaster. Before the
Presiding Officer came in, the economy
was barely recovering. But I will not
sit here and listen to revisionist his-
tory.

As a matter of fact, the consumer
confidence level is the highest this
month since 2007. That means con-
sumers are finally feeling it a little bit.
There is still more to go. But to pre-
tend that nothing has happened over
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the last 6 years—I can’t use the words
on the floor here because it would be
disrespectful—is just not true. It has
changed. We still have more work to
do.

As a matter of fact, the tax extender
bill—the items they didn’t want to sup-
port permanently would have brought
it to every single family that is still
struggling. But I know there are tax
provisions they want for the NASCAR
owners, the horseracing owners. I get
that. Those are their issues. I under-
stand that. But we have to be realistic.

Also, the deficit. Think about this.
When I came to the Senate in 2009, the
annual deficit in this country was $1.4
trillion. Today, it is $480 billion. It has
dropped by $1 trillion per year. Now do
we want it to be zero? Yes. Do we want
to have a surplus so we can start pay-
ing off the debt? Absolutely. But we
have to get recovery first—get some
treatment, which is what we have been
doing—and then reinvest in the future.
That means infrastructure, education,
and objectives that matter to everyday
Americans and everyday Alaskans.

I sit here and listen to these com-
ments. Today it happened a little bit
before 12:30 p.m., before our caucus
break, because we usually break at
12:30 p.m. and I was going to go home.
I turned on—my mistake. I turned on
the station and I heard the com-
mentary and I thought, Jacob is going
to have to wait a little bit for dinner
and I am going to come to the floor, be-
cause it is amazing to me. Exports—
businesses we create in this country we
ship out, up 37 percent over the last
several years. I will give an example of
a company in Alaska. When I was cam-
paigning, I ran into this company in
Fairbanks. They had their manufac-
turing plant in China. Do my col-
leagues know where they have it now?
It is in Fairbanks, AK. They moved it
from China to Fairbanks. I told them
they should put a 4-by-8 sign out there
and say, We take jobs from China and
bring them home. They are all good
jobs. As a matter of fact, they are
union jobs. So when people talk about
how unions are destroying the coun-
try—they actually brought jobs back
that are union jobs, paying good wages,
good benefits, and took it from China
and brought it to Fairbanks, AK. It is
unbelievable what they do. They do
business not only in Alaska, but in Ha-
waii and other places.

I listened over and over again today,
and I want to make sure people—also I
should mention housing prices are up,
new housing starts are up, which is im-
portant for the construction industry.
It creates jobs and makes sure we have
competition so prices are stabilized
over time. Retail sales are strong. I
have no idea if my colleague who spoke
earlier has ever been in business. He
talked about the 179 depreciation. I
have actually used it because I have
been in small business. I have no idea if
he understands how it works, but for
small businesses, it is a big deal. It is
why Democrats have supported that
time and time again.
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As a matter of fact, we had it in the
minimum wage bill we brought to the
floor, the 179 extension, which they
voted against, they did not support—
raising the minimum wage, bringing
people out of poverty and, by the way,
helping small businesses expand and in-
vest so they can grow more. As some-
one who used the 179 more than once—
as a matter of fact, my wife has small
businesses and is now expanding and
investing and is using the 179 deprecia-
tion. I hear what they are saying, but
I don’t know if they understand how it
is used. When we had the minimum
wage bill, coupled with 179, it seemed
to make a lot of sense, but they didn’t
like that, either.

So I wanted to come to the floor be-
cause I think it is important that we,
No. 1, don’t take things out of context.
They mentioned Senator SCHUMER’S
speech several times. They should read
the whole speech, because I think they
selected verbiage. I don’t agree 100 per-
cent with his comments, but I agree
with the concept. We actually did two
things. We worked on health care and
we worked on the economy. I see peo-
ple sometimes when they eat their
food, they eat one piece at a time—
their carrots first, and then their po-
tato, and then their steak. We actually
did a little bit of everything. We dealt
with health care, because it was crush-
ing the economy, but we dealt with the
economy overall. We had to take votes
on a regular basis that the other side
would never do, because we bet on
America. And the result is 6 years
later, here we are. The economy is bet-
ter. It is stronger. It needs more work,
there is no question about it. We need
to get the deficit to zero and get a sur-
plus, and knock the debt down. That
was driven up not just by this adminis-
tration but by past administrations as
well. They forgot about the two wars
they didn’t pay for. The extender bill is
not paid for. We didn’t hear one word
about how that tax extender bill is not
going to be paid for. It is going to be
another part of the debt. But 4 or 5
months ago—my colleagues may re-
member this—we were on the floor de-
bating veterans care, and all they said
is how are we going to pay for it. Well,
the veterans paid, but we had to find a
way. But here we are going to give
more corporate tax relief without pay-
ing for it—except actually we do pay
for it. Everyday Americans will pay for
it with their taxes, and the debt, and
interest on the debt. So we have to be
clear about that.

I think about where we were, what
we did, and where we are. It is signifi-
cantly different than 6 years ago. It is
better. I agree there is more work to be
done to make sure we get more of the
revenue stream and opportunities in
the hands of individuals—hard-working
Alaskans, hard-working folks from
Massachusetts, and hard-working folks
across this country. That is our next
obligation. But to come to the floor
and say the economy is a disaster is ir-
responsible. It is not correct. The num-
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bers tell us differently. Actually, even
the conservative Forbes, Wall Street
Journal, and all of these other maga-
zines and newspapers that I read are
now talking about how the economy is
moving because we have had this con-
secutive pattern which really tells how
the economy is improving. That is im-
portant.

The last thing I will say from a pure-
ly Alaska perspective is not only are
exports important to us because we do
a lot of business overseas—we have
seen exports increase. Our unemploy-
ment in Anchorage, for example, the
city I am from, is 4.9 percent—a pretty
good economy. Our fisheries industry,
which I know the Presiding Officer and
I share—78,000 jobs are connected to
that—a $5 billion, almost $6 billion in-
dustry. Our tourism industry is up,
with 2 million overall visitors to our
State, again, generating income. There
is more activity happening around the
country than ever before, and my State
is seeing it every single day.

But to come to the floor and con-
tinue to be naysayers and talk about
how bad things are is really not respon-
sible. We have done a great job. Can we
do better? Absolutely. That is what we
strive for every single day. And I
hope—and I say this to the Presiding
Officer because I will not be here after
January—that they don’t take the po-
sition where they are mad at immigra-
tion so now they are not going to do
these economic development issues, or
they are mad at something else and
they take it out on some other pro-
gram. We are going to have—the Pre-
siding Officer will have differences
with her colleagues, on immigration,
maybe, on health care, on the econ-
omy, but we have to find common
ground. The economy is a constant
issue, and where investments should
happen if we really want to have an im-
pact down the road is investing in in-
frastructure, education, relieving—as
the Presiding Officer has tried to do—
relieving debt from students and fami-
lies. There is now a $1.4 trillion debt, I
think, on families for student loans. It
is outrageous. We should be lowering
those rates.

Also, as tax reform issues come up,
which they will next year, I hope the
Senate and the House look at objec-
tives such as making a big impact for
individual families, lowering the rates
for individual families, hard-working
families, if we want to put cash in their
pockets, if we want to change the dy-
namics, give them more of their money
back, not the top 1 percent or even the
top 10 percent, but I am talking about
the folks we see every day—I see every
day—out there working hard. We need
to make sure they can start putting
money aside for college education for
their kids, putting money aside for re-
tirement, spending more in the econ-
omy, because maybe that car that is 15
years old isn’t running so well any-
more. That is what I hope we do. Indi-
vidual relief is more important than
corporate relief or the top 1 percent.
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On top of that, when we talk about
corporate tax relief, never forget who
really is driving the economy. It is the
small business owners, including the
limited liability corporations, the sub-
chapter S corporations, the sole propri-
etor individuals. They all get taxed by
individual rates. We will hear about
corporate rate relief, which is impor-
tant to be competitive, but that is for
the big guys. But the guys we see every
day—when we go to the cleaners, a sole
proprietor; go to a restaurant, sole pro-
prietor, maybe it is an LLC—they are
not going to see that benefit unless we
lower the rates for them. That is what
we should be doing if we want to make
a difference for them. Because they
will use the 179 depreciation. The 179
has a limit. The big boys use it a little
bit, but the limit is really designed for
small businesses to reinvest. But if
their tax rates are still too high, they
won’t be able to take advantage of that
as much as they can. We want them to
take advantage.

I didn’t mean to take time here at
the end of the evening. I know lots of
times people want to get out. But, hon-
estly, I couldn’t sit there and listen to
the revisionist history that continues
to go on. The elections are over. I know
now it is called the Obama economy.
That is a new phrase. It is really col-
lectively all of our economy, because
we participated in trying to save it.
They have objected to it for the last 6
years, so by their objection, they get to
be a part of not having the result that
maybe they wanted, but the result is
the economy is much better. We need
to do more work to make sure it gets
into the hands of the individual out
there. I know that is a priority to the
Presiding Officer. But if I continue to
hear it, I will continue to come to the
floor and speak, because people can’t
get away with just saying over and
over again that they are stating the
facts, because the facts are very clear
as I just stated. The stock market has
gone up. Unemployment has dropped.
Housing is up. Housing starts are up.
The two largest automobile companies,
all three of them now, over a half a
million new jobs. Fifty-five consecu-
tive months of growth. That is all good
news and we should be proud of it. The
Presiding Officer should be proud of it
and the Senate should be proud of it.
But there is no room for revisionist
history when we talk about the fact of
where we were 6 years ago and where
we are today.

I appreciate the time and yield the
floor and 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.

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

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

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, I am here for my 81st ‘“Time To
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Wake Up” speech and to ask this body
to wake up to the effects of climate
change and to say this: Acting on this
issue will accelerate economic growth,
spur innovation, and create jobs.

We have settled any real argument
about the leading cause of climate
change. It is carbon pollution. Meas-
urements in the atmosphere and oceans
reveal dramatic, even unprecedented
changes in the climate.

Our scientists know carbon pollution
heats up the climate and acidifies the
ocean. That is beyond debate. They
know this is already a problem for
Americans and the world.

We had wonderful testimony from a
NASA scientist today in the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee
who talked about what they actually
see when they look down from the sat-
ellites.

They take measurements. They are
not hypothesizing. They actually meas-
ure these things. The scientists know
that continued, unchecked emissions of
carbon dioxide will push the climate
and the oceans into dangerous unchart-
ered new territory.

In the face of overwhelming evidence
of climate change, some of our Repub-
lican colleagues—just a few—are begin-
ning to move beyond denial of basic
measurements and basic classroom
science and beginning to talk about the
costs of action. That is progress. When
he was asked recently about climate
change, the junior Senator from South
Dakota acknowledged there are a num-
ber of factors that contribute to that,
including human activity. The ques-
tion is, he went on to say, what are we
going to do about it and at what cost?

Across the building, over on the
House side, Congressman PAUL RYAN of
Wisconsin has also been talking about
the costs of action. In his most recent
campaign for reelection, he said that
when it comes to action to reduce car-
bon emissions, ‘‘the benefits don’t out-
weigh the costs.”

Let’s talk about that. When we get
past the denial, which with a few of our
colleagues it seems we have—not all,
maybe not even many, but a few—and
we talk about balancing costs and ben-
efits, if we look at the whole ledger,
there is no doubt about it that the bal-
ance favors action.

Climate change carries enormous
costs to our economy and to our way of
life. Acting now can accelerate eco-
nomic growth and create new jobs. The
costs of climate change are huge. We
even hear this from our own advisers at
the Government Accountability Office.
In its 2013 high-risk list, our Govern-
ment Accountability Office said that
climate change poses a significant risk
to the U.S. Government and to our Na-
tion’s budget. Why? The Federal Gov-
ernment owns and operates infrastruc-
ture and property that is vulnerable to
the effects of climate change. The Fed-
eral Government provides aid and dis-
aster response when State agencies are
overwhelmed. The Federal Government
is an insurer of property and crops vul-
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nerable to climate disruption. These
are major line items in the Federal
budget.

Our Treasury Secretary, Jack Lew,
recently explained:

If the fiscal burden from climate change
continues to rise, it will create budgetary
pressures that will force hard trade-offs,
larger deficits or higher taxes, and these
tradeoffs would make it more challenging to
invest in growth.

One example—just one. Last month,
in the GAO report on what climate
change means for private and Federal
insurance for crops and for floods, it
warned of increased hurricane-related
losses to the Federal program. They es-
timated between a 14- and 47-percent
increase by 2040 and a 50- to 110-percent
increase over the next century due to
climate change. Remember, when you
are doubling a number like that, you
are starting with a pretty big baseline.

Superstorm Sandy wrought $66 bil-
lion in damage in 2012. If we are con-
stantly replacing damaged roads and
bridges, always adapting farming and
fishing practices to suit never-seen-be-
fore conditions, and frequently paying
out big disaster relief and flood insur-
ance claims, that will hit the Federal
pocketbook hard.

We do not even have to look to the
costs of the future to justify reducing
carbon pollution today. Increasingly,
green energy makes economic sense for
utilities, for business, and for con-
sumers. Since 2008, prices for solar pho-
tovoltaic have dropped 80 percent—S80
percent. Austin Energy in Texas re-
cently signed a power purchase agree-
ment for a 150-megawatt solar plant at
5 cents per kilowatt hour—less expen-
sive than comparable offers for natural
gas at 7 cents, coal at 10 cents, or nu-
clear power at 13 cents. The story is
similar for wind power. Since 2009, the
cost of wind power has decreased by 64
percent. At the lowest end of the price
range nationally, unsubsidized wind
power prices are just below 4 cents per
kilowatt hour. This compares favor-
ably to new coal generation, priced be-
tween 6 and 7 cents per kilowatt hour
at the lowest end.

The World Resources Institute has
just done a brief report called ‘‘Seeing
is Believing: Status of renewable en-
ergy in the United States.” It is head-
lined “Wind & solar are cheaper than
coal & gas in a growing number of mar-
kets.” It lists sales in Utah, Colorado,
Texas, Georgia, and Minnesota—not
States that have a lot in common ex-
cept that renewables are beginning to
outcompete fossil fuels in those States.

Similarly, the New York Times just
last week in its business section high-
lighted this shift in an article: ‘“‘Solar
and Wind Energy Start to Win on Price
vs. Conventional Fuels.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
World Resources Institute report and
the New York Times story be printed
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my
remarks.

Green energy jobs—they are out
there. They are helping communities.
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Indeed, they are helping communities
recover from the great recession. Let
me use a Rhode Island example—TPI
Composites. TPI has a development
and manufacturing facility in Warren,
RI. It is also one of our leading manu-
facturers of wind turbine blades. They
make them in Iowa. When the Maytag
plant closed in Newton IA, leaving as
many as 4,000 workers jobless, wind
jobs helped the town get back on its
feet. In 10 years TPI has manufactured
more than 10,000 wind turbine blades.

In Iowa, MidAmerican Energy pays
farmers thousands of dollars each year
to site their turbines on their farms.
The farmers love it. They can farm
right up to about 25 feet around the
base of the turbine. There is a little
gravel road for the maintenance
trucks, but they can farm right up to
that. They get paid for having the tur-
bines on their farms. So it is a win-win
that has helped Iowa generate more
than one-quarter of its electricity from
wind.

They are investing more. They have
been reducing emissions and moving
the State’s economy forward—step by
step reducing emissions and moving
the economy forward. More and more
companies, in their own planning, are
seeing the economic benefits from
cleaning up their supply chains and re-
ducing carbon pollution from their op-
erations. They see green investments
increasing profits. ‘“Too many people
say it’s this or that,” Apple CEO Tim
Cook explained earlier this year.
“We’ve found that if you set the bar
high, then it’s possible to do both.”

Outside these walls here in Congress,
where the deniers rule and polluter
money reigns, State and local political
leaders also see that reducing carbon
pollution and growing the economy go
hand in hand. Almost 10 years ago, the
Presiding officer’s State and my State
and others—bipartisan—nine north-
eastern Governors came together and
formed the Regional Greenhouse Gas
Initiative, called RGGI, which caps car-
bon emissions and sells permits to pow-
erplants to emit greenhouse gasses.
Since the program started, RGGI
States that have cut emissions from
the power sector have cut them by 40
percent.

Here is the blue line. That is the
emission chart from 2005 through 2012.
Well, if cutting emissions was bad for
the economy, you would think that the
State GDP would have followed down-
ward in that curve, but, in fact, you see
that the regional economy across these
States actually grew by 7 percent—
grew by 7 percent. Bear in mind, this is
2008, the great recession.

Here we are now. So you would think
that during this period the GDP num-
bers would have taken a pounding. The
underlying numbers are actually better
than this once you adjust for the reces-
sion.

Early estimates show that in its first
decade, RGGI will have saved New Eng-
land families and businesses in the par-
ticipating States nearly $1.3 billion on

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

their electric bills. It will have added
$1.6 billion into local economies. Along
the way, those RGGI States will have
added 16,000 job years. Additional in-
vestments are coming online because it
is such a successful program. So those
benefits also grow. Rhode Island has
put over 90 percent of the money gen-
erated through the RGGI auctions into
energy efficiency improvements, help-
ing residents save money on their util-
ity bills and making small businesses
more competitive. This success led
Tom Wolf, the Governor-elect of Penn-
sylvania—a coal mining and natural
gas State—to campaign for office suc-
cessfully on joining RGGI.

RGGI shows that improving the envi-
ronment boosts the economy. Look
north to Canada. British Columbia has
a revenue-neutral carbon fee that has
reduced the use of polluting fossil fuels
by 16 percent. What has happened to
the economy? The BC economy has not
missed a step. The carbon fee revenue
has been used to lower personal and
corporate rate income taxes. British
Columbia now has the lowest personal
tax rate in Canada.

If our Republican colleagues would
like to lower our American corporate
and individual taxes, then I have a rev-
enue-neutral carbon fee bill I am happy
to discuss with them. Evidence from
Rhode Island to British Columbia
shows that action on carbon pollution
spurs innovation, creates jobs, and eco-
nomically boosts families and busi-
nesses.

Today I discussed this larger report,
again from the World Resources Insti-
tute, which is a group that has, for in-
stance, executives from Alcoa and Cat-
erpillar on its board. This is not some
fringe group; it is a very responsible or-
ganization with significant corporate
and international leadership.

Here is the lead sentence:

A growing body of evidence shows that eco-
nomic growth is not in conflict with efforts
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses.

It continues:

Policies are often necessary to unlock
these opportunities, however, because mar-
ket barriers hamper investment in what are
otherwise beneficial activities.

That is what we are about here.
Unlock those opportunities for our
economy. On the downside—here is the
first chapter heading: ‘‘Delaying action
will have significant economic im-
pacts.”

Climate change itself constitutes a signifi-
cant risk to the nation’s economy.

The downside is on doing nothing, ac-
cording to this report. The upside is on
changing our policies to seize those op-
portunities. Why are we here fighting
about this? Well, again, to quote the
report:

The persistence of pollution externalities—

“Pollution externalities” means
when the cost of your product—you can
ship off to somebody else and make
them have to take care of it.

The persistence of pollution externalities
gives an unfair advantage to polluting ac-
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tivities. Externalities occur when a product
or activity affects people in ways that are
not fully captured in its price, such as the
full health effects of air pollution not being
factored into the cost of electricity genera-
tion. Thus, society rather than the company
pays the cost.

Why are we in this fight? Because
there are a lot of companies that folks
on the other side are supporting and
representing here that have been the
winners in that fight. They have had
those polluting externalities work in
their favor. They have enjoying that
unfair advantage. They do not want to
give it up. But as the report continues,
the well-designed policies can over-
come those market barriers and direct
investment into beneficial technologies
and practices. New policies can en-
hance the transition to a low-carbon
economy while delivering net economic
benefits and, in many cases, direct sav-
ings for consumers and businesses. So
that is pretty good news.

Equally important, taking action
helps to reduce the worst effects of cli-
mate change—what is coming at us. Do
not just take my word for it. Many
conservative economists, writers, and
officials see the benefits of market-
based climate action. ‘A tax on car-
bon,” wrote Hudson Institute econo-
mist Irwin Stelzer, ‘‘need not swell the
government’s coffers—if we pursue a
second, long-held conservative objec-
tive: Reducing the tax on work.

He continues:

It would be a relatively simple matter to
arrange a dollar-for-dollar, simultaneous re-
duction in payroll taxes. . .. Anyone inter-
ested in jobs, jobs, jobs should find this an
attractive proposition, with growth-minded
conservatives leading the applause.

That is the economics of it unless
you are shilling for the folks who have
had the unfair advantage and want to
keep it, but that is not market based,
that is not economics, that is just tak-
ing care of special interests.

A recent joint report from econo-
mists at the Brookings Institution and
the conservative American Enterprise
Institute described human-induced
greenhouse gas emissions as a textbook
example of a negative externality. The
report proposed—guess what—a rev-
enue-neutral carbon fee program as the
efficient and elegant approach to man-
aging carbon pollution.

According to the report’s authors:

Taxing something we do not want (e.g.
greenhouse gas emissions) rather than some-
thing we want more of (e.g., productive labor
and investment) could help lower the econ-
omy-wide cost of the program and may even
have economic benefits in addition to its en-
vironmental benefits.

Today, in the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, I had a conversa-
tion with a Heritage Foundation wit-
ness in which I read to the witness a
very similar quote from the economist
Arthur Laffer, Reagan’s economist,
saying: A carbon fee—where you tax
the product in the ground and relieve
taxes on work and effort by people—is
a net win for the economy.

I asked the witness what he thought
about that, and he couldn’t dispute it.
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In fact, he considers himself to be
something of an acolyte of Arthur
Laffer’s, so there is actually a lot of
economic support for it.

I will conclude by saying, if the topic
is now not going to be denial but it is
going to be the cost and benefits of cli-
mate action, I am ready to have that
conversation all day long. Let’s just
make sure it is the whole conversation,
not just the half of the conversation
that looks at what losing their subsidy
means for the big oil companies, the
big coal companies, the Koch brothers
and the rest of the polluters.

A lot of my colleagues only look at
one side of the ledger, how this affects
the fossil fuel lobby. If we look at the
whole ledger, if we look at both sides,
when we look at all the evidence, it
tells us one thing; that is, that the
costs of climate change are already
here. They are showing up in our lives
in innumerable ways that carry real
economic costs and carry real costs in
terms of quality of life and our identity
as a country, and in fact they may
overwhelm us by century’s end. Look-
ing at all the evidence shows us that
significant reductions in carbon pollu-
tion will actually support jobs and in-
crease economic growth.

Finally, a revenue-neutral carbon fee
would spur innovative business models
and technological development in the
United States. If we lose this race to
clean up our carbon mess, one of the
collateral injuries we will sustain is
that we will not have developed a ro-
bust clean energy economy and we will
find ourselves buying products from
the Chinese, the Indians, the Euro-
peans, and others.

We need to put our industry to the
test. They will rise to it. They always
have. We can trust them. We can count
on them, but giving them a pass does
not serve their interests or ours. This
will drive market forces to decrease
our emissions and grow our economy.

We have the tools to do something
big. It has been proven in British Co-
lumbia. It has been proven with RGGI.
All of the economists across the eco-
nomic spectrum seem to agree the time
is right to put a national price on car-
bon.

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

[From the World Resources Institute]
SEEING IS BELIEVING: STATUS OF RENEWABLE
ENERGY IN THE UNITED STATES
WIND & SOLAR ARE CHEAPER THAN COAL & GAS
IN A GROWING NUMBER OF MARKETS

For each region, the average wind power
purchase agreement (PPA) is cheaper than
new coal plants, new coal and natural gas
plants, and new coal and natural gas plants,
even without federal tax incentives. Wind
PPA data is unavailable in the Southeast re-
gion.

WELL DESIGNED POLICIES & TECHNOLOGICAL

IMPROVEMENTS CAN CONTINUE THESE TRENDS

Prices for solar PV systems have dropped
80 percent since 2008; analysts expect a con-
tinued decline in the coming years.

New, taller wind turbines with longer
blades are able to capture more energy and
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can open the U.S. up to new areas of wind de-
velopment.

Long-term regulatory certainty is needed
through a price on carbon (like a carbon tax
or cap-and-trade), or greenhouse gas stand-
ards for existing power plants.

Additional important policy signals in-
clude: States and utilities should ensure that
renewable energy providers have access to
long-term contracts, which could reduce the
average electricity costs of wind and solar
projects by 10-15 percent. Major corporations
are already taking advantage of electricity
price savings from these long-term con-
tracts, and are asking for access in more
states through the Corporate Renewable En-
ergy Buyers’ Principles.

Congress should address the design flaw of
renewable tax incentives so that more of the
value of the credit flows to project devel-
opers (as opposed to third party investors)
without increasing the cost to taxpayers, for
example by making the tax incentive ‘‘re-
fundable’.

Renewable projects can face high financing
costs, so financial regulators and lending in-
stitutions should work together to develop
new investment models that lower these
costs.

Bringing more renewables online
challenging because the supply varies.
States and utilities should update regula-
tions and business models to promote a flexi-
ble power grid that uses more storage, dis-
tributed generation, and demand response.

Federal spending on research and develop-
ment in the power sector has fallen 77 per-
cent since 1980, while the power industry
itself spends only .05 percent of its earnings
on R&D (compared to 11 percent for the
pharmaceutical industry and 8 percent for
computers and electronics). Congress should
therefore increase federal funding for re-
search, development and commercialization
of low-carbon and energy-saving tech-
nologies, especially for those that could gen-
erate baseload electricity like geothermal
and concentrating solar power.

In the absence of other tools to provide
long-term regulatory certainty, EPA has
used its existing legal authority under the
Clean Air Act to propose greenhouse gas
standards for existing power plants. EPA
should finalize these standards.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 23, 2014]

SOLAR AND WIND ENERGY START TO WIN ON
PRICE VS. CONVENTIONAL FUELS

(By Diane Cardwell)

For the solar and wind industries in the
United States, it has been a long-held dream:
to produce energy at a cost equal to conven-
tional sources like coal and natural gas.

That day appears to be dawning.

The cost of providing electricity from wind
and solar power plants has plummeted over
the last five years, so much so that in some
markets renewable generation is now cheap-
er than coal or natural gas.

Utility executives say the trend has accel-
erated this year, with several companies
signing contracts, known as power purchase
agreements, for solar or wind at prices below
that of natural gas, especially in the Great
Plains and Southwest, where wind and sun-
light are abundant.

Those prices were made possible by gen-
erous subsidies that could soon diminish or
expire, but recent analyses show that even
without those subsidies, alternative energies
can often compete with traditional sources.

In Texas, Austin Energy signed a deal this
spring for 20 years of output from a solar
farm at less than 5 cents a kilowatt-hour. In
September, the Grand River Dam Authority
in Oklahoma announced its approval of a
new agreement to buy power from a new

can be
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wind farm expected to be completed next
year. Grand River estimated the deal would
save its customers roughly $50 million from
the project.

And, also in Oklahoma, American Electric
Power ended up tripling the amount of wind
power it had originally sought after seeing
how low the bids came in last year.

“Wind was on sale—it was a Blue Light
Special,” said Jay Godfrey, managing direc-
tor of renewable energy for the company. He
noted that OKklahoma, unlike many states,
did not require utilities to buy power from
renewable sources.

“We were doing it because it made sense
for our ratepayers,’” he said.

According to a study by the investment
banking firm Lazard, the cost of utility-scale
solar energy is as low as 5.6 cents a kilowatt-
hour, and wind is as low as 1.4 cents. In com-
parison, natural gas comes at 6.1 cents a kil-
owatt-hour on the low end and coal at 6.6
cents. Without subsidies, the firm’s analysis
shows, solar costs about 7.2 cents a kilowatt-
hour at the low end, with wind at 3.7 cents.

“It is really quite notable, when compared
to where we were just five years ago, to see
the decline in the cost of these tech-
nologies,” said Jonathan Mir, a managing di-
rector at Lazard, which has been comparing
the economics of power generation tech-
nologies since 2008.

Mr. Mir noted there were hidden costs that
needed to be taken into account for both re-
newable energy and fossil fuels. Solar and
wind farms, for example, produce power
intermittently—when the sun is shining or
the wind is blowing—and that requires utili-
ties to have power available on call from
other sources that can respond to fluctua-
tions in demand. Alternately, conventional
power sources produce pollution, like carbon
emissions, which face increasing restrictions
and costs.

But in a straight comparison of the costs
of generating power, Mr. Mir said that the
amount solar and wind developers needed to
earn from each kilowatt-hour they sell from
new projects was often ‘‘essentially competi-
tive with what would otherwise be had from
newly constructed conventional generation.”’

Experts and executives caution that the
low prices do not mean wind and solar farms
can replace conventional power plants any-
time soon.

“You can’t dispatch it when you want to,”
said Khalil Shalabi, vice president for energy
market operations and resource planning at
Austin Energy, which is why the utility, like
others, still sees value in combined-cycle gas
plants, even though they may cost more.
Nonetheless, he said, executives were sur-
prised to see how far solar prices had fallen.
“Renewables had two issues: One, they were
too expensive, and they weren’t dispatch-
able. They’re not too expensive anymore.”’

According to the Solar Energy Industries
Association, the main trade group, the price
of electricity sold to utilities under long-
term contracts from large-scale solar
projects has fallen by more than 70 percent
since 2008, especially in the Southwest.

The average upfront price to install stand-
ard utility-scale projects dropped by more
than a third since 2009, with higher levels of
production.

The price drop extends to homeowners and
small businesses as well; last year, the prices
for residential and commercial projects fell
by roughly 12 to 15 percent from the year be-
fore.

The wind industry largely tells the same
story, with prices dropping by more than
half in recent years. Emily Williams, man-
ager of industry data and analytics at the
American Wind Energy Association, a trade
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group, said that in 2013 utilities signed ‘‘a
record number of power purchase agreements
and what ended up being historically low
prices.”

Especially in the interior region of the
country, from North Dakota down to Texas,
where wind energy is particularly robust,
utilities were able to lock in long contracts
at 2.1 cents a kilowatt-hour, on average, she
said. That is down from prices closer to 5
cents five years ago.

“We’re finding that in certain regions with
certain wind projects that these are com-
peting or coming in below the cost of even
existing generation sources,’” she said.

Both industries have managed to bring
down costs through a combination of new
technologies and approaches to financing
and operations. Still, the industries are not
ready to give up on their government sup-
ports just yet.

Already, solar executives are looking to
extend a 30 percent federal tax credit that is
set to fall to 10 percent at the end of 2016.
Wind professionals are seeking renewal of a
production tax credit that Congress has al-
lowed to lapse and then reinstated several
times over the last few decades.

Senator Ron Wyden, the Oregon Democrat,
who for now leads the Finance Committee,
held a hearing in September over the issue,
hoping to push a process to make the tax
treatment of all energy forms more con-
sistent.

‘‘Congress has developed a familiar pattern
of passing temporary extensions of those in-
centives, shaking hands and heading home,”’
he said at the hearing. ‘“‘But short-term ex-
tensions cannot put renewables on the same
footing as the other energy sources in Amer-
ica’s competitive marketplace.”

Where that effort will go now is anybody’s
guess, though, with Republicans in control of
both houses starting in January.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DON-
NELLY). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the previous order
be modified so the votes originally
scheduled for 3 p.m. tomorrow now
occur at 5:30 p.m. and that the time fol-
lowing the 10 a.m. cloture votes and
5:30 p.m. be equally divided in the usual
form; further, that notwithstanding
rule XXII, following the vote on clo-
ture on Calendar No. 555, the Senate
proceed to vote on cloture on the nomi-
nation of Calendar No. 660; that if clo-
ture is invoked on either nomination,
the time under cloture run consecu-
tively in the order in which cloture was
invoked, with all other provisions of
the previous order remaining in effect.

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

Mr. REID. 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.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to a period of
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

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

REMEMBERING JEFF E. CAUDILL

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to honor the life of Mr. Jeff
E. Caudill—a veteran and tireless pub-
lic servant who passed away last
month at the age of 84.

Jeff was born in a log cabin in Viper,
KY, on January 20, 1930. In order to
help support himself and his family, he
began work in the coal mines with his
father and brothers at the age of 14.

Without a formal education past the
seventh grade, Jeff decided to join the
U.S. Army, where he proudly served his
country for 22 years throughout both
the Korean and Vietnam wars.

After his retirement from the mili-
tary, Jeff moved back to Kentucky
where he continued his service to the
community in other ways. Throughout
London, KY, he is known as ‘‘Santa
Jeff.” Jeff was afforded this nickname
in part because his white beard gave
him the ability to play the part during
the Christmas season, but also because
he could be counted on to serve his
community in all seasons.

Jeff was known to organize clothing
and food drives, make hospital visits to
the sick and elderly, and captain the
Honor Guard at military funerals.
Whatever he could do to better the
lives of others, you could count on Jeff
to deliver.

Jeff Caudill’s life of service to his
country, community, and family set a
shining example for us all to follow.
Therefore, I ask that my U.S. Senate
colleagues join me in honoring this ex-
emplary citizen.

The London-area publication the
Sentinel-Echo recently published an
article detailing the life of Mr. Caudill.
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Sentinel-Echo, Nov. 17, 2014]
REMEMBERING JEFF
(By Nita Johnson)

One of the founding members of the Lau-
rel-London Optimist Club and ‘Santa Jeff”
died suddenly at his home Friday morning.

Jeff Caudill, best known for his efforts in
founding the local Optimist Club and for his
many years of portraying Santa Claus in the
annual Christmas parade, had ongoing
health problems. In recent years, he had suf-
fered two strokes and a heart attack as well
as Kkidney failure. His wife Shirley said
Caudill had breakfast Friday morning and
was planning his usual daily activities when
he had ‘‘a massive heart attack’ that ended
his life.
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Caudill, 84, was instrumental in estab-
lishing the Laurel-London Optimist Club.
For many years, he hosted a Halloween
party at his home, giving away bicycles and
cooking for children of all ages—the prede-
cessor of the current Optimist Club Hal-
loween party held each year. He served as
president of the local organization several
times including twice as the Honor Club and
again as vice president. He served as Lt. Gov-
ernor for the Kentucky-West Virginia region
and was named Optimist of the Year both lo-
cally and throughout the district. He was
presented with a Lifetime Achievement
Award in 2008 for his years of dedicated serv-
ice to the Optimist Club.

Caudill was also known throughout the
community as ‘‘Santa Jeff”’, posing with
children at Walmart for yearly Christmas
pictures. He was hand-picked by former Lon-
don-Laurel County Chamber of Commerce
executive director Randy Smith to portray
Santa Claus in the Christmas parade—a job
that Caudill thrived on each year. One year,
however, Caudill was hospitalized and was on
life support and could not fulfill his Santa
duties.

‘“The day of the parade, he had big tears
running down his face,” his wife said.
“That’s the only Christmas parade he ever
missed, once even putting on his Santa suit
10 days after having surgery.”

In fact, Caudill had just had his Santa suit
dry cleaned in preparation for this year’s
Christmas parade. His bag was already half-
full of candy canes that he always gave out
to children.

‘“‘He was one of 16 children. They didn’t
have Christmas,” Shirley said. ‘“‘He didn’t
get candy or clothes or toys. That’s why he
worked so hard to make sure other children
had a Christmas.”

Caudill spent 22 years in the U.S. Army, 14
of which were overseas. He served in Korea
in 1947 before going to Japan a year later. He
was wounded during a battle but continued
to serve his country, moving his family to
various military posts across the world.
After discharge, Caudill was considered 100
percent disabled, but he continued to honor
military heroes through the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans organization where he served
on the Color Guard and participated in mili-
tary funeral tributes.

Funeral arrangements for Jeff Caudill were
pending at London Funeral Home at press
time Friday. Burial will be held at Camp
Nelson in Jessamine County. The family
asks that in lieu of flowers, donations be
made to the Jeff Caudill Optimist Scholar-
ship fund to assist local students in their
college costs.

—————

REMEMBERING SALVATORE
FERRARA

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, Chicago
lost its Candy Man on Thanksgiving
Day. Salvatore Ferrara II passed away
in Oak Brook, IL. He was the third gen-
eration of the Ferrara family who has
given us memories, cavities, and the
treats that lit up kids for generations.

Simply listing their iconic candies
takes you back in time: Original Bos-
ton Baked Beans at the Saturday mov-
ies, Red Hots after a sandlot game,
Lemonheads at the swimming pool, and
Atomic Fireballs on a dare. A handful
of Ferrara candy was like a handful of
happiness.

Ferrara Pan Candy Company was
started in 1908 in Chicago by Mr. Fer-
rara’s grandfather, the original
Salvatore Ferraro. Its first candy was
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confetti, the candy-coated almonds
served at Italian weddings, symbolizing
good luck. Nello Ferrara followed his
dad into the business.

It was Nello who invented the com-
pany’s lip-puckering Lemonhead
candies. Little Sal was born with for-
ceps, giving him a temporarily mis-
shapen head—‘‘like a lemon,” his dad
said. And candy history was made.

Nello Salvatore’s military service in
Japan after World War II provided the
inspiration for another company clas-
sic—Atomic Fireballs.

Sal IT joined the family business in
the mid seventies. Over the next 40
years, the company would grow from 35
to more than 500 workers, and annual
revenues soared from $3.5 million to
$300 million. It also acquired another
iconic candy: Gummy Bears.

Sal Ferrara died of esophageal can-
cer. His family said he hadn’t smoked
since 1981. His doctor reportedly linked
his cancer to acid reflux disease. He
was too young—just 63 years old.

I want to offer my condolences to Mr.
Ferrara’s friends and family, especially
his wife Andrea, his children Alana,
Lauren, Nello II, and Erik, and his
three grandchildren.

I join kids and former kids all over
America in thanking Sal Ferrara and
his family for so many sweet treats and
happy memories.

———

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

RECOGNIZING DAVID GADIS

e Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President,
today, I applaud David L. Gadis, a life-
long Hoosier, for his induction into the
Indiana Basketball Hall of Fame and
for his civic leadership in the Indianap-
olis community.

Established in 1962, the Indiana Bas-
ketball Hall of Fame is dedicated to
recognizing Indiana’s basketball leg-
ends and inspiring the future of basket-
ball in our State. Individuals are eligi-
ble for nomination 26 years after play-
ing high school basketball, and all
nominees are evaluated by a statewide
board of directors. In recognition of his
contributions to Indiana basketball,
David Gadis was inducted into the Indi-
ana Basketball Hall of Fame earlier
this year.

Born and raised in northwest Indian-
apolis, David played in his first com-
petitive basketball league at the age of
7 at Municipal Gardens, where he went
on to win several AAU-level State
championships and a few national run-
ner-up titles. While attending Pike
High School, David broke 15 school
records, averaged 25 points per game
during his senior year, and scored 1,368
career points. David received a number
of awards, including being named team
MVP, Conference Player of the Year, a
Street & Smith Magazine All-Amer-
ican, and a 1980 Indiana All Star. His
success at Pike High School earned
David a spot on the Southern Meth-
odist University basketball team in
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Dallas, TX. As a senior and team cap-
tain in 1984, David led his team in a
successful 26 and 8 season, earning a
place in the NCAA Basketball Cham-
pionship. More recently, David was a
member of the 2005 Indiana Basketball
Hall of Fame Silver Anniversary Team.

David’s commitment to excellence
extends beyond the court. After grad-
uating from Southern Methodist Uni-
versity with a degree in marketing
communication, David became vice
president of shared services for the In-
dianapolis Water Company, now Veolia
Water Indianapolis, VWI. Today, David
serves as executive vice president of
sales, marketing and government af-
fairs for Veolia Water North America.

David has dedicated himself to posi-
tively impacting communities by cre-
ating valuable relationships between
public and private utility firms, in
order to ensure there are reliable and
efficient utilities for Hoosiers and our
Nation. With David’s leadership, VWI
received the United States Conference
of Mayors’ 2006 Public/Private Partner-
ship Award, as well as the mayor of In-
dianapolis’ Celebration of Diversity
Award and the Indiana Minority Sup-
plier Development Council’s Circle of
Excellence Award a total of three
times.

David has served on the boards of the
Indianapolis Urban League, Fifth Third
Bank, Central Indiana Corporate Part-
nership, Indianapolis Sports Corpora-
tion, Indiana Business Diversity Coun-
cil, Greater Indianapolis Chamber of
Commerce, the Indiana Chamber of
Commerce, the local Big Ten Basket-
ball Tournament Committee, Indianap-
olis Downtown Incorporated, and is a
member of the American Water Works
Association.

David is a tireless advocate for Hoo-
siers and everyone he advises. Whether
he is inspiring us with his skills on the
basketball court or developing better
municipal infrastructure, David has
demonstrated his devotion to civic en-
gagement, diversity, and making Indi-
ana an even better place to live. I want
to thank David Gadis for his commit-
ment to the city of Indianapolis and its
surrounding communities and con-
gratulate him once again on his induc-
tion into the Indiana Basketball Hall
of Fame and for all of his outstanding
achievements.e

———

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

At 2:18 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2455. An act to provide for the sale or
transfer of certain Federal lands in Nevada,
and or other purposes.

H.R. 3410. An act to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to secure critical infra-
structure against electromagnetic pulses,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 3438. An act to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to authorize use of
grants under the Urban Area Security Initia-
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tive and the State Homeland Security Grant
Program to work in conjunction with a De-
partment of Energy national laboratory.

H.R. 4924. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to enter into the Big Sandy
River-Planet Ranch Water Rights Settle-
ment Agreement and the Hualapai Tribe Bill
Williams River Water Rights Settlement
Agreement, to provide for the lease of cer-
tain land located within Planet Ranch on the
Bill Williams River in the State of Arizona
to benefit the Lower Colorado River Multi-
Species Conservation Program, and to pro-
vide for the settlement of specific water
rights claims in the Bill Williams River wa-
tershed in the State of Arizona.

H.R. 5421. An act to amend title 11 of the
United States Code in order to facilitate the
resolution of an insolvent financial institu-
tion in bankruptcy.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3410. An act to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to secure critical infra-
structure against electromagnetic pulses,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs.

H.R. 5421. An act to amend title 11 of the
United States Code in order to facilitate the
resolution of an insolvent financial institu-
tion in bankruptcy; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

——————

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME

The following bill was read the first
time:

S. 2970. A bill to reform procedures for de-
terminations to proceed to trial by court-
martial for certain offenses under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, and for other
purposes.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CARPER, from the Committee on
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs, with an amendment in the nature of a
substitute and an amendment to the title:

S. 1618. A bill to enhance the Office of Per-
sonnel Management background check sys-
tem for the granting, denial, or revocation of
security clearances or access to classified in-
formation of employees and contractors of
the Federal Government (Rept. No. 113-283).

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mrs. BOXER for the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

*Virginia Tyler Lodge, of Tennessee, to be
a Member of the Board of Directors of the
Tennessee Valley Authority for a term expir-
ing May 18, 2019.

*Ronald Anderson Walter, of Tennessee, to
be a Member of the Board of Directors of the
Tennessee Valley Authority for a term expir-
ing May 18, 2019.

*Jeffery Martin Baran, of Virginia, to be a
Member of the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion for the remainder of the term expiring
June 30, 2018.

By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.
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*Lauren McGarity McFerran, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be a Member of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board for the term of
five years expiring December 16, 2019.

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

———————

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. VITTER:

S. 2967. A bill to prohibit the Federal Gov-
ernment from mandating, incentivizing, or
coercing States to adopt the Common Core
State Standards or any other specific aca-
demic standards, instructional content, cur-
ricula, assessments, or programs of instruc-
tion; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. WHITEHOUSE:

S. 2968. A bill to include community part-
ners and intermediaries in the planning and
delivery of education and related programs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. TOOMEY:

S. 2969. A Dbill to authorize the transfer of
certain items under the control of the Omar
Bradley Foundation to the descendants of
General Omar Bradley; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mrs. GILLIBRAND:

S. 2970. A bill to reform procedures for de-
terminations to proceed to trial by court-
martial for certain offenses under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, and for other
purposes; read the first time.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 72
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
MORAN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
772, a bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify the
Food and Drug Administration’s juris-
diction over certain tobacco products,
and to protect jobs and small busi-
nesses involved in the sale, manufac-
turing and distribution of traditional
and premium cigars.
S. 864
At the request of Mr. WICKER, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
864, a bill to amend the Safe Drinking
Water Act to reauthorize technical as-
sistance to small public water systems,
and for other purposes.
S. 995
At the request of Mr. BOOZMAN, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 995, a bill to authorize the Na-
tional Desert Storm Memorial Associa-
tion to establish the National Desert
Storm and Desert Shield Memorial as a
commemorative work in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes.
S. 1011
At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
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(Mr. ENzI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1011, a bill to require the Secretary
of the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of the centennial of Boys
Town, and for other purposes.
S. 1029
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1029, a bill to reform the process by
which Federal agencies analyze and
formulate new regulations and guid-
ance documents.
S. 1332
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
WYDEN) was withdrawn as a cosponsor
of S. 1332, a bill to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to ensure more
timely access to home health services
for Medicare beneficiaries under the
Medicare program.
S. 1407
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. BOOKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1407, a bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to strengthen elementary and sec-
ondary computer science education,
and for other purposes.
S. 2621
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2621, a bill to amend the Migra-
tory Bird Hunting and Conservation
Stamp Act to increase the price of Mi-
gratory Bird Hunting and Conservation
Stamps to fund the acquisition of con-

servation easements for migratory
birds, and for other purposes.
S. 2693

At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2693, a bill to reauthorize the
women’s business center program of
the Small Business Administration,
and for other purposes.

S. 2714

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2714, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the centen-
nial of World War 1.

S. 2723

At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Mr.
KING) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2723, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to qualify homeless
youth and veterans who are full-time
students for purposes of the low income
housing tax credit.

S. 2738

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. MERKLEY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2738, a bill to establish in the
Department of Veterans Affairs a na-
tional center for research on the diag-
nosis and treatment of health condi-
tions of the descendants of veterans ex-
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posed to toxic substances during serv-
ice in the Armed Forces, to establish
an advisory board on exposure to toxic
substances, and for other purposes.

S. 2785

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2785, a bill to direct the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to publish a health ad-
visory and submit reports with respect
to microcystins in drinking water.

S. 2828

At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
names of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) and the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2828, a bill to im-
pose sanctions with respect to the Rus-
sian Federation, to provide additional
assistance to Ukraine, and for other
purposes.

S. 2839

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2839, a bill to authorize
the Attorney General to award grants
to address the national epidemics of
prescription opioid abuse and heroin
use.

S. 2843

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2843, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to provide certain
members of the reserve components of
the Armed Forces who are victims of
sex-related offenses with access to a
special victims’ counsel.

S. 2944

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2944, a bill to amend the
Social Security Act to provide for the
termination of social security benefits
for individuals who participated in
Nazi persecution, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 2949

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Ms. AYOTTE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2949, a bill to improve
motor vehicle safety by encouraging
the sharing of certain information.

S. 2964

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND), the Senator from
Washington (Mrs. MURRAY) and the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2964, a bill to
extend the trade adjustment assistance
program, and for other purposes.

S. 2966

At the request of Ms. BALDWIN, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2966, a bill to improve the under-
standing and coordination of critical
care health services.
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S. RES. 578
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) and the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) were
added as cosponsors of S. Res. 578, a
resolution supporting the role of the
United States in ensuring children in
the world’s poorest countries have ac-
cess to vaccines and immunization
through Gavi, the Vaccine Alliance.

————

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND
PROPOSED

SA 3965. Mr. WARNER (for himself, Mr.
VITTER, Mr. KAINE, and Mr. CARDIN) proposed
an amendment to the bill S. 1000, to require
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget to prepare a crosscut budget for
restoration activities in the Chesapeake Bay
watershed, and for other purposes.

SA 3966. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 2828, to impose sanctions with respect
to the Russian Federation, to provide addi-
tional assistance to Ukraine, and for other
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

SA 3967. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 2410, to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2015 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 3968. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 2410, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 3969. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the
bill S. 2410, supra; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

SA 3970. Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
ScoTrT, and Mr. MERKLEY) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by him
to the bill S. 2410, supra; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

———

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS

SA 3965. Mr. WARNER (for himself,
Mr. VITTER, Mr. KAINE, and Mr.
CARDIN) proposed an amendment to the
bill S. 1000, to require the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget
to prepare a crosscut budget for res-
toration activities in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed, and for other purposes;
as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Chesapeake
Bay Accountability and Recovery Act of
2014”°.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-
trator” means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

(2) CHESAPEAKE BAY STATE.—The term
‘“‘Chesapeake Bay State’” or ‘“‘State’” means
any of—

(A) the States of Maryland, West Virginia,
Delaware, and New York;

(B) the Commonwealths of Virginia and
Pennsylvania; and

(C) the District of Columbia.
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(3) CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED.—The term
‘‘Chesapeake Bay watershed’’ means all trib-
utaries, backwaters, and side channels, in-
cluding watersheds, draining into the Chesa-
peake Bay.

(4) CHESAPEAKE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL.—The
term ‘‘Chesapeake Executive Council” has
the meaning given the term by section 117(a)
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(33 U.S.C. 1267(a)).

(5) CHIEF EXECUTIVE.—The term ‘‘chief ex-
ecutive” means, in the case of a State or
Commonwealth, the Governor of the State or
Commonwealth and, in the case of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the Mayor of the District
of Columbia.

(6) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’” means
the Director of the Office of Management
and Budget.

(7) FEDERAL RESTORATION ACTIVITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Federal res-
toration activity’ means a Federal program
or project carried out under Federal author-
ity in existence as of the date of enactment
of this Act with the express intent to di-
rectly protect, conserve, or restore living re-
sources, habitat, water resources, or water
quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, in-
cluding programs or projects that provide fi-
nancial and technical assistance to promote
responsible land use, stewardship, and com-
munity engagement in the Chesapeake Bay
watershed.

(B) CATEGORIZATION.—Federal restoration
activities may be categorized as follows:

(i) Physical restoration.

(ii) Planning.

(iii) Feasibility studies.

(iv) Scientific research.

(v) Monitoring.

(vi) Education.

(vii) Infrastructure development.

(8) STATE RESTORATION ACTIVITY.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘State restora-
tion activity’” means any State program or
project carried out under State authority
that directly or indirectly protect, conserve,
or restore living resources, habitat, water re-
sources, or water quality in the Chesapeake
Bay watershed, including programs or
projects that promote responsible land use,
stewardship, and community engagement in
the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

(B) CATEGORIZATION.—State restoration ac-
tivities may be categorized as follows:

(i) Physical restoration.

(ii) Planning.

(iii) Feasibility studies.

(iv) Scientific research.

(v) Monitoring.

(vi) Education.

(vii) Infrastructure development.

SEC. 3. CHESAPEAKE BAY CROSSCUT BUDGET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director, in consulta-
tion with the Chesapeake Executive Council,
the chief executive of each Chesapeake Bay
State, and the Chesapeake Bay Commission,
shall submit to Congress a financial report
containing—

(1) an interagency crosscut budget that
displays, as applicable—

(A) the proposed funding for any Federal
restoration activity to be carried out in the
succeeding fiscal year, including any planned
interagency or intra-agency transfer, for
each of the Federal agencies that carry out
restoration activities;

(B) to the extent that information is avail-
able, the estimated funding for any State
restoration activity to be carried out in the
succeeding fiscal year;

(C) all expenditures for Federal restoration
activities from the preceding 2 fiscal years,
the current fiscal year, and the succeeding
fiscal year;

(D) all expenditures, to the extent that in-
formation is available, for State restoration
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activities during the equivalent time period
described in subparagraph (C); and

(E) a section that identifies and evaluates,
based on need and appropriateness, specific
opportunities to consolidate similar pro-
grams and activities within the budget and
recommendations to Congress for legislative
action to streamline, consolidate, or elimi-
nate similar programs and activities within
the budget;

(2) a detailed accounting of all funds re-
ceived and obligated by each Federal agency
for restoration activities during the current
and preceding fiscal years, including the
identification of funds that were transferred
to a Chesapeake Bay State for restoration
activities;

(3) to the extent that information is avail-
able, a detailed accounting from each State
of all funds received and obligated from a
Federal agency for restoration activities
during the current and preceding fiscal
years; and

(4) a description of each of the proposed
Federal and State restoration activities to
be carried out in the succeeding fiscal year
(corresponding to those activities listed in
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1)),
including—

(A) the project description;

(B) the current status of the project;

(C) the Federal or State statutory or regu-
latory authority, program, or responsible
agency;

(D) the authorization level for appropria-
tions;

(E) the project timeline, including bench-
marks;

(F') references to project documents;

(G) descriptions of risks and uncertainties
of project implementation;

(H) a list of coordinating entities;

(I) a description of the funding history for
the project;

(J) cost sharing; and

(K) alignment with the existing Chesa-
peake Bay Agreement, Chesapeake Execu-
tive Council goals and priorities, and Annual
Action Plan required by section 205 of Execu-
tive Order 13508 (33 U.S.C. 1267 note; relating
to Chesapeake Bay protection and restora-
tion).

(b) MINIMUM FUNDING LEVELS.—In describ-
ing restoration activities in the report re-
quired under subsection (a), the Director
shall only include—

(1) for the first 3 years that the report is
required, descriptions of—

(A) Federal restoration activities that
have funding amounts greater than or equal
to $300,000; and

(B) State restoration activities that have
funding amounts greater than or equal to
$300,000; and

(2) for every year thereafter, descriptions
of—

(A) Federal restoration activities that
have funding amounts greater than or equal
to $100,000; and

(B) State restoration activities that have
funding amounts greater than or equal to
$100,000.

(c) DEADLINE.—The Director shall submit
to Congress the report required by sub-
section (a) not later than September 30 of
each year.

(d) REPORT.—Copies of the report required
by subsection (a) shall be submitted to the
Committees on Appropriations, Natural Re-
sources, Energy and Commerce, and Trans-
portation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives and the Committees on Ap-
propriations, Environment and Public
Works, and Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation of the Senate.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply beginning with the first fiscal year
after the date of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 4. INDEPENDENT EVALUATOR FOR THE
CHESAPEAKE BAY PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be an Inde-
pendent Evaluator for restoration activities
in the Chesapeake Bay watershed, who shall
review and report on—

(1) restoration activities; and

(2) any related topics that are suggested by
the Chesapeake Executive Council.

(b) APPOINTMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of submission of nominees by
the Chesapeake Executive Council, the Inde-
pendent Evaluator shall be appointed by the
Administrator from among nominees sub-
mitted by the Chesapeake Executive Council
with the consultation of the scientific com-
munity.

(2) NOMINATIONS.—The Chesapeake Execu-
tive Council may nominate for consideration
as Independent Evaluator a science-based in-
stitution of higher education.

(3) REQUIREMENTS.—The Administrator
shall only select as Independent Evaluator a
nominee that the Administrator determines
demonstrates excellence in marine science,
policy evaluation, or other studies relating
to complex environmental restoration ac-
tivities.

(c) REPORTS.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of appointment and once every 2
years thereafter, the Independent Evaluator
shall submit to Congress a report describing
the findings and recommendations of reviews
conducted under subsection (a).

SEC. 5. PROHIBITION ON NEW FUNDING.

No additional funds are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this Act.

SA 3966. Mr. CORKER submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 2828, to impose sanc-
tions with respect to the Russian Fed-
eration, to provide additional assist-
ance to Ukraine, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the
table; as follows:
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014”.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
Sec. 3. Statement  of
Ukraine.

Sanctions relating to the defense and
energy sectors of the Russian
Federation.

Sanctions on Russian and other for-
eign financial institutions.
Major non-NATO ally status for

Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova.

Increased military assistance for the

Government of Ukraine.
Expanded nonmilitary assistance for
Ukraine.

Expanded broadcasting in countries

of the former Soviet Union.

10. Support for Russian democracy and
civil society organizations.

11. Report on non-compliance by the
Russian Federation of its obli-
gations under the INF Treaty.

Sec. 12. Rule of construction.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ACCOUNT; CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT; PAY-
ABLE-THROUGH ACCOUNT.—The terms ‘‘ac-
count”’, ‘“‘correspondent account”, and ‘‘pay-
able-through account’” have the meanings
given those terms in section 5318A of title 31,
United States Code.

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional
committees’ means—

policy regarding

Sec. 4.

Sec. 5.
Sec. 6.
Sec. T.
Sec. 8.
Sec. 9.
Sec.

Sec.
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(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
the Committee on Financial Services of the
House of Representatives.

(3) DEFENSE ARTICLE; DEFENSE SERVICE;
TRAINING.—The terms ‘‘defense article’’, ‘‘de-
fense service’’, and ‘‘training’’ have the
meanings given those terms in section 47 of
the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2794).

(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The term ‘‘fi-
nancial institution’ means a financial insti-
tution specified in subparagraph (A), (B), (C),
D), (E), (F), (&), (H), (D), (J), (M), or (Y) of
section 5312(a)(2) of title 31, United States
Code.

(5) FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The
term ‘‘foreign financial institution” has the
meaning given that term in section 561.308 of
title 31, Code of Federal Regulations (or any
corresponding similar regulation or ruling).

(6) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign
person’’ means any individual or entity that
is not a United States citizen, a permanent
resident alien, or an entity organized under
the laws of the United States or any jurisdic-
tion within the United States.

(7) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’,
with respect to conduct, a circumstance, or a
result, means that a person has actual
knowledge, or should have known, of the
conduct, the circumstance, or the result.

(8) RUSSIAN PERSON.—The term ‘‘Russian
person’’ means—

(A) an individual who is a citizen or na-
tional of the Russian Federation; or

(B) an entity organized under the laws of
the Russian Federation.

(9) SPECIAL RUSSIAN CRUDE OIL PROJECT.—
The term ‘‘special Russian crude oil project’’
means a project intended to extract crude oil
from—

(A) the exclusive economic zone of the Rus-
sian Federation in waters more than 500 feet
deep;

(B) Russian Arctic offshore locations; or

(C) shale formations located in the Russian
Federation.

SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF POLICY REGARDING
UKRAINE.

It is the policy of the United States to fur-
ther assist the Government of Ukraine in re-
storing its sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity to deter the Government of the Russian
Federation from further destabilizing and in-
vading Ukraine and other independent coun-
tries in Central and Eastern Europe, the
Caucasus, and Central Asia. That policy
shall be carried into effect, among other
things, through a comprehensive effort, in
coordination with allies and partners of the
United States where appropriate, that in-
cludes economic sanctions, diplomacy, as-
sistance for the people of Ukraine, and the
provision of military capabilities to the Gov-
ernment of Ukraine that will enhance the
ability of that Government to defend itself
and to restore its sovereignty and territorial
integrity in the face of unlawful actions by
the Government of the Russian Federation.
SEC. 4. SANCTIONS RELATING TO THE DEFENSE

AND ENERGY SECTORS OF THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION.

(a) SANCTIONS RELATING TO THE DEFENSE
SECTOR.—

(1) ROSOBORONEXPORT.—Except as provided
in subsection (d), not later than 30 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
President shall impose 3 or more of the sanc-
tions described in subsection (c) with respect
to Rosoboronexport.

(2) RUSSIAN PRODUCERS, TRANSFERORS, OR
BROKERS OF DEFENSE ARTICLES.—Except as
provided in subsection (d), on and after the
date that is 45 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, the President shall im-
pose 3 or more of the sanctions described in
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subsection (c¢) with respect to a foreign per-
son the President determines—

(A) is an entity—

(i) owned or controlled by the Government
of the Russian Federation or owned or con-
trolled by nationals of the Russian Federa-
tion; and

(ii) that—

(I) knowingly manufactures or sells de-
fense articles transferred into Syria or into
the territory of a specified country without
the consent of the internationally recognized
government of that country;

(IT) transfers defense articles into Syria or
into the territory of a specified country
without the consent of the internationally
recognized government of that country; or

(III) brokers or otherwise assists in the
transfer of defense articles into Syria or into
the territory of a specified country without
the consent of the internationally recognized
government of that country; or

(B) knowingly, on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act, assists, sponsors, or
provides financial, material, or technological
support for, or goods or services to or in sup-
port of, an entity described in subparagraph
(A) with respect to an activity described in
clause (ii) of that subparagraph.

(3) SPECIFIED COUNTRY DEFINED.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—In this subsection, the
term ‘‘specified country’” means—

(i) Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova; and

(ii) any other country designated by the
President as a country of significant concern
for purposes of this subsection, such as Po-
land, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and the
Central Asia republics.

(B) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—The President
shall notify the appropriate congressional
committees in writing not later than 15 days
before—

(i) designating a country as a country of
significant concern under subparagraph
(A)(ii); or

(ii) terminating a designation under that
subparagraph, including the termination of
any such designation pursuant to subsection
(h).
(b) SANCTIONS RELATED TO THE ENERGY
SECTOR.—

(1) DEVELOPMENT OF SPECIAL RUSSIAN CRUDE
OIL PROJECTS.—Except as provided in sub-
section (d), on and after the date that is 45
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the President shall impose 3 or more of
the sanctions described in subsection (c)
with respect to a foreign person if the Presi-
dent determines that the foreign person
knowingly makes a significant investment
in a special Russian crude oil project.

(2) AUTHORIZATION FOR EXTENSION OF LI-
CENSING LIMITATIONS ON CERTAIN EQUIP-
MENT.—The President, through the Bureau of
Industry and Security of the Department of
Commerce or the Office of Foreign Assets
Control of the Department of the Treasury,
as appropriate, may impose additional li-
censing requirements for or other restric-
tions on the export or reexport of items for
use in the energy sector of the Russian Fed-
eration, including equipment used for ter-
tiary oil recovery.

(3) CONTINGENT SANCTION RELATING TO
GAZPROM.—If the President determines that
Gazprom is withholding significant natural
gas supplies from member countries of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, or fur-
ther withholds significant natural gas sup-
plies from countries such as Ukraine, Geor-
gia, or Moldova, the President shall, not
later than 45 days after making that deter-
mination, impose the sanction described in
subsection (¢)(7) and at least one additional
sanction described in subsection (c) with re-
spect to Gazprom.

(c) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions
the President may impose with respect to a
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foreign person under subsection (a) or (b) are
the following:

(1) EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ASSISTANCE.—The
President may direct the Export-Import
Bank of the United States not to approve the
issuance of any guarantee, insurance, exten-
sion of credit, or participation in the exten-
sion of credit in connection with the export
of any goods or services to the foreign per-
son.

(2) PROCUREMENT SANCTION.—The President
may prohibit the head of any executive agen-
cy (as defined in section 133 of title 41,
United States Code) from entering into any
contract for the procurement of any goods or
services from the foreign person.

(3) ARMS EXPORT PROHIBITION.—The Presi-
dent may prohibit the exportation or provi-
sion by sale, lease or loan, grant, or other
means, directly or indirectly, of any defense
article or defense service to the foreign per-
son and the issuance of any license or other
approval to the foreign person under section
38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C.
27178).

(4) DUAL-USE EXPORT PROHIBITION.—The
President may prohibit the issuance of any
license and suspend any license for the trans-
fer to the foreign person of any item the ex-
port of which is controlled under the Export
Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App.
2401 et seq.) (as in effect pursuant to the
International Emergency Economic Powers
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)) or the Export Ad-
ministration Regulations under subchapter C
of chapter VII of title 15, Code of Federal
Regulations.

(6) PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent may, pursuant to such regulations as
the President may prescribe, prohibit any
person from—

(A) acquiring, holding, withholding, using,
transferring, withdrawing, transporting, or
exporting any property that is subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States and with re-
spect to which the foreign person has any in-
terest;

(B) dealing in or exercising any right,
power, or privilege with respect to such prop-
erty; or

(C) conducting any transaction involving
such property.

(6) BANKING TRANSACTIONS.—The President
may, pursuant to such regulations as the
President may prescribe, prohibit any trans-
fers of credit or payments between financial
institutions or by, through, or to any finan-
cial institution, to the extent that such
transfers or payments are subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and involve
any interest of the foreign person.

(7) PROHIBITION ON INVESTMENT IN EQUITY
OR DEBT OF SANCTIONED PERSON.—The Presi-
dent may, pursuant to such regulations as
the President may prescribe, prohibit any
United States person from transacting in,
providing financing for, or otherwise dealing
in—

(A) debt—

(i) of longer than 30 days’ maturity of a
foreign person with respect to which sanc-
tions are imposed under subsection (a) or of
longer than 90 days’ maturity of a foreign
person with respect to which sanctions are
imposed under subsection (b); and

(ii) issued on or after the date on which
such sanctions are imposed with respect to
the foreign person; or

(B) equity of the foreign person issued on
or after that date.

(8) EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES AND
REVOCATION OF VISA OR OTHER DOCUMENTA-
TION.—In the case of a foreign person who is
an individual, the President may direct the
Secretary of State to deny a visa to, and the
Secretary of Homeland Security to exclude
from the United States, the foreign person,
subject to regulatory exceptions to permit
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the United States to comply with the Agree-
ment regarding the Headquarters of the
United Nations, signed at Liake Success June
26, 1947, and entered into force November 21,
1947, between the United Nations and the
United States, or other applicable inter-
national obligations.

(9) SANCTIONS ON PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OFFI-
CERS.—In the case of a foreign person that is
an entity, the President may impose on the
principal executive officer or officers of the
foreign person, or on individuals performing
similar functions and with similar authori-
ties as such officer or officers, any of the
sanctions described in this subsection appli-
cable to individuals.

(d) EXCEPTIONS.—

(1) IMPORTATION OF GOODS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The authority to block
and prohibit all transactions in all property
and interests in property under subsection
(c)(5) shall not include the authority to im-
pose sanctions on the importation of goods.

(B) GOOD DEFINED.—In this paragraph, the
term ‘‘good” has the meaning given that
term in section 16 of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. App. 2415) (as con-
tinued in effect pursuant to the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)).

(2) ADDITIONAL EXCEPTIONS.—The President
shall not be required to apply or maintain
the sanctions under subsection (a) or (b)—

(A) in the case of procurement of defense
articles or defense services under existing
contracts, subcontracts, or other business
agreements, including ancillary or inci-
dental contracts for goods, or for services or
funding (including necessary financial serv-
ices) associated with such goods, as nec-
essary to give effect to such contracts, sub-
contracts, or other business agreements, and
the exercise of options for production quan-
tities to satisfy requirements essential to
the national security of the United States—

(i) if the President determines in writing
that—

(I) the foreign person to which the sanc-
tions would otherwise be applied is a sole
source supplier of the defense articles or
services;

(IT) the defense articles or services are es-
sential;

(ITII) alternative sources are not readily or
reasonably available; and

(IV) the national interests of the United
States would be adversely affected by the ap-
plication or maintenance of such sanctions;
or

(ii) if the President determines in writing
that—

(I) such articles or services are essential to
the national security under defense co-
production agreements; and

(IT) the national interests of the United
States would be adversely affected by the ap-
plication or maintenance of such sanctions;

(B) in the case of procurement, to eligible
products, as defined in section 308(4) of the
Trade Agreements Act of 1979 (19 U.S.C.
2518(4)), of any foreign country or instrumen-
tality designated under section 301(b)(1) of
that Act (19 U.S.C. 2511(b)(1));

(C) to products, technology, or services
provided under contracts, subcontracts, or
other business agreements (including ancil-
lary or incidental contracts for goods, or for
services or funding (including necessary fi-
nancial services) associated with such goods,
as necessary to give effect to such contracts,
subcontracts, or other business agreements)
entered into before the date on which the
President publishes in the Federal Register
the name of the foreign person with respect
to which the sanctions are to be imposed;

(D) to—

(i) spare parts that are essential to United
States products or production;
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(ii) component parts, but not finished prod-
ucts, essential to United States products or
production; or

(iii) routine servicing and maintenance of
United States products, to the extent that
alternative sources are not readily or reason-
ably available;

(E) to information and technology essen-
tial to United States products or production;
or

(F) to food, medicine, medical devices, or
agricultural commodities (as those terms are
defined in section 101 of the Comprehensive
Iran Sanctions, Accountability, and Divest-
ment Act of 2010 (22 U.S.C. 8511)).

(e) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive
the application of sanctions under subsection
(a) or (b) with respect to a foreign person if
the President—

(A) determines that the waiver is in the
national security interest of the United
States; and

(B) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on the deter-
mination and the reasons for the determina-
tion.

(2) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required
by paragraph (1)(B) shall be submitted in un-
classified form, but may include a classified
annex.

(f) TRANSACTION-SPECIFIC NATIONAL SECU-
RITY WAIVER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive
the application of sanctions under subsection
(a) or (b) with respect to a specific trans-
action if the President—

(A) determines that the transaction is in
the national security interest of the United
States; and

(B) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a detailed report on the
determination and the specific reasons for
the determination that a waiver with respect
to the transaction is necessary and appro-
priate.

(2) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required
by paragraph (1)(B) shall be submitted in un-
classified form, but may include a classified
annex.

(g2) IMPLEMENTATION; PENALTIES.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may
exercise all authorities provided under sec-
tions 203 and 205 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702
and 1704) to carry out the purposes of this
section.

(2) PENALTIES.—The penalties provided for
in subsections (b) and (c) of section 206 of the
International Emergency Economic Powers
Act (b0 U.S.C. 1705) shall apply to a person
that violates, attempts to violate, or con-
spires to violate, or causes a violation of,
subsection (a) or (b) of this section, or an
order or regulation prescribed under either
such subsection, to the same extent that
such penalties apply to a person that com-
mits an unlawful act described in section
206(a) of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act.

(h) TERMINATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), this section, and sanctions im-
posed under this section, shall terminate on
the date on which the President submits to
the appropriate congressional committees a
certification that the Government of the
Russian Federation has ceased ordering, con-
trolling, or otherwise directing, supporting,
or financing, significant acts intended to un-
dermine the peace, security, stability, sov-
ereignty, or territorial integrity of Ukraine,
including through an agreement between the
appropriate parties.

(2) APPLICABILITY WITH RESPECT TO SYRIA.—
The termination date under paragraph (1)
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shall not apply with respect to the provi-
sions of subsection (a) relating to the trans-
fer of defense articles into Syria or sanctions
imposed pursuant to such provisions.

SEC. 5. SANCTIONS ON RUSSIAN AND OTHER FOR-
EIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.

(a) FACILITATION OF CERTAIN DEFENSE- AND
ENERGY-RELATED TRANSACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent may impose the sanction described in
subsection (¢c) with respect to a foreign fi-
nancial institution that the President deter-
mines knowingly engages, on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act, in signifi-
cant transactions involving activities de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii) or (B) of sec-
tion 4(a)(2) or paragraph (1) or (3) of section
4(b) for persons with respect to which sanc-
tions are imposed under section 4.

(b) FACILITATION OF FINANCIAL TRANS-
ACTIONS ON BEHALF OF SPECIALLY DES-
IGNATED NATIONALS.—The President may im-
pose the sanction described in subsection (c¢)
with respect to a foreign financial institu-
tion if the President determines that the for-
eign financial institution has, on or after the
date that is 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, knowingly facilitated a
significant financial transaction on behalf of
any Russian person included on the list of
specially designated nationals and blocked
persons maintained by the Office of Foreign
Assets Control of the Department of the
Treasury, pursuant to—

(1) this Act;

(2) Executive Order 13660 (79 Fed. Reg.
13,493), 13661 (79 Fed. Reg. 15,535), or 13662 (79
Fed. Reg. 16,169); or

(3) any other executive order addressing
the crisis in Ukraine.

(c) SANCTION DESCRIBED.—The sanction de-
scribed in this subsection is, with respect to
a foreign financial institution, a prohibition
on the opening, and a prohibition or the im-
position of strict conditions on the main-
taining, in the United States of a cor-
respondent account or a payable-through ac-
count by the foreign financial institution.

(d) NATIONAL SECURITY WAIVER.—The
President may waive the application of sanc-
tions under this section with respect to a
foreign financial institution if the Presi-
dent—

(1) determines that the waiver is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States;
and

(2) submits to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report on the deter-
mination and the reasons for the determina-
tion.

(e) IMPLEMENTATION; PENALTIES.—

(1) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may
exercise all authorities provided under sec-
tions 203 and 205 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702
and 1704) to carry out the purposes of this
section.

(2) PENALTIES.—The penalties provided for
in subsections (b) and (c) of section 206 of the
International Emergency Economic Powers
Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) shall apply to a person
that violates, attempts to violate, or con-
spires to violate, or causes a violation of,
subsection (a) or (b) of this section, or an
order or regulation prescribed under either
such subsection, to the same extent that
such penalties apply to a person that com-
mits an unlawful act described in section
206(a) of the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act.

(f) TERMINATION.—This section, and sanc-
tions imposed under this section, shall ter-
minate on the date on which the President
submits to the appropriate congressional
committees the certification described in
section 4(h).
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SEC. 6. MAJOR NON-NATO ALLY STATUS FOR
UKRAINE, GEORGIA, AND MOLDOVA.

Section 517 of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321k) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

““(c) ADDITIONAL DESIGNATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective on the date of
the enactment of the Ukraine Freedom Sup-
port Act of 2014, Ukraine, Georgia, and
Moldova are each designated as a major non-
NATO ally for purposes of this Act and the
Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et
seq.).

‘(2) NOTICE OF TERMINATION OF DESIGNA-
TION.—The President shall notify Congress in
accordance with subsection (a)(2) before ter-
minating the designation of a country speci-
fied in paragraph (1).”.

SEC. 7. INCREASED MILITARY ASSISTANCE FOR
THE GOVERNMENT OF UKRAINE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President is author-
ized to provide defense articles, defense serv-
ices, and training to the Government of
Ukraine for the purpose of countering offen-
sive weapons and reestablishing the sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity of Ukraine,
including anti-tank and anti-armor weapons,
crew weapons and ammunition, counter-ar-
tillery radars to identify and target artillery
batteries, fire control, range finder, and opti-
cal and guidance and control equipment, tac-
tical troop-operated surveillance drones, and
secure command and communications equip-
ment, pursuant to the provisions of the Arms
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.),
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151 et seq.), and other relevant provisions of
law.

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 60
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the President shall submit a report de-
tailing the anticipated defense articles, de-
fense services, and training to be provided
pursuant to this section and a timeline for
the provision of such defense articles, de-
fense services, and training, to—

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Appropriations, and the
Committee on Armed Services of the Senate;
and

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
Committee on Appropriations, and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House of
Representatives.

(¢) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of State
$100,000,000 for fiscal year 2015, $125,000,000 for
fiscal year 2016, and $125,000,000 for fiscal
yvear 2017 to carry out activities under this
section.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated pursuant to
paragraph (1) shall remain available for obli-
gation and expenditure through the end of
fiscal year 2018.

(d) AUTHORITY FOR THE USE OF FUNDS.—The
funds made available pursuant to subsection
(c¢) for provision of defense articles, defense
services, and training may be used to pro-
cure such articles, services, and training
from the United States Government or other
appropriate sources.

(e) PROTECTION OF CIVILIANS.—It is the
sense of Congress that the Government of
Ukraine should take all appropriate steps to
protect civilians.

SEC. 8. EXPANDED NONMILITARY ASSISTANCE
FOR UKRAINE.

(a) ASSISTANCE TO INTERNALLY DISPLACED
PEOPLE IN UKRAINE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of State shall submit a plan,
including actions by the United States Gov-
ernment, other governments, and inter-
national organizations, to meet the need for
protection of and assistance for internally
displaced persons in Ukraine, to—
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(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Appropriations, and the
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
of the Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
Committee on Appropriations, and the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the
House of Representatives.

(2) ELEMENTS.—The plan required by para-
graph (1) should include, as appropriate, ac-
tivities in support of—

(A) helping to establish a functional and
adequately resourced central registration
system in Ukraine that can ensure coordina-
tion of efforts to provide assistance to inter-
nally displaced persons in different regions;

(B) encouraging adoption of legislation in
Ukraine that protects internally displaced
persons from discrimination based on their
status and provides simplified procedures for
obtaining the new residency registration or
other official documentation that is a pre-
requisite to receiving appropriate social pay-
ments under the laws of Ukraine, such as
pensions and disability, child, and unemploy-
ment benefits; and

(C) helping to ensure that information is
available to internally displaced persons
about—

(i) government agencies and independent
groups that can provide assistance to such
persons in various regions; and

(ii) evacuation assistance available to per-
sons seeking to flee armed conflict areas.

(3) ASSISTANCE THROUGH INTERNATIONAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—The President shall instruct
the United States permanent representative
or executive director, as the case may be, to
the relevant United Nations voluntary agen-
cies, including the United Nations High Com-
missioner for Refugees and the United Na-
tions Office for the Coordination of Humani-
tarian Affairs, and other appropriate inter-
national organizations, to use the voice and
vote of the United States to support appro-
priate assistance for internally displaced
persons in Ukraine.

(b) ASSISTANCE TO THE DEFENSE SECTOR OF
UKRAINE.—The Secretary of State and the
Secretary of Defense should assist entities in
the defense sector of Ukraine to reorient ex-
ports away from customers in the Russian
Federation and to find appropriate alter-
native markets for those entities in the de-
fense sector of Ukraine that have already
significantly reduced exports to and coopera-
tion with entities in the defense sector of the
Russian Federation.

(c) ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS THE ENERGY
CRISIS IN UKRAINE.—

(1) EMERGENCY ENERGY ASSISTANCE.—

(A) PLAN REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
State and the Secretary of Energy, in col-
laboration with the Administrator of the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment and the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, shall
work with officials of the Government of
Ukraine to develop a short-term emergency
energy assistance plan designed to help
Ukraine address the potentially severe short-
term heating fuel and electricity shortages
facing Ukraine in 2014 and 2015.

(B) ELEMENTS.—The plan required by sub-
paragraph (A) should include strategies to
address heating fuel and electricity short-
ages in Ukraine, including, as appropriate—

(i) the acquisition of short-term, emer-
gency fuel supplies;

(ii) the repair or replacement of infrastruc-
ture that could impede the transmission of
electricity or transportation of fuel;

(iii) the prioritization of the transpor-
tation of fuel supplies to the areas where
such supplies are needed most;

(iv) streamlining emergency communica-
tions throughout mnational, regional, and
local governments to manage the potential
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energy crisis resulting from heating fuel and
electricity shortages;

(v) forming a crisis management team
within the Government of Ukraine to specifi-
cally address the potential crisis, including
ensuring coordination of the team’s efforts
with the efforts of outside governmental and
nongovernmental entities providing assist-
ance to address the potential crisis; and

(vi) developing a public outreach strategy
to facilitate preparation by the population
and communication with the population in
the event of a crisis.

(C) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary of State,
the Secretary of Energy, and the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development are authorized to pro-
vide assistance in support of, and to invest in
short-term solutions for, enabling Ukraine
to secure the energy safety of the people of
Ukraine during 2014 and 2015, including
through—

(i) procurement and transport of emer-
gency fuel supplies, including reverse pipe-
line flows from Europe;

(ii) provision of technical assistance for
crisis planning, crisis response, and public
outreach;

(iii) repair of infrastructure to enable the
transport of fuel supplies;

(iv) repair of power generating or power
transmission equipment or facilities;

(v) procurement and installation of com-
pressors or other appropriate equipment to
enhance short-term natural gas production;

(vi) procurement of mobile electricity gen-
eration units;

(vii) conversion of natural gas heating fa-
cilities to run on other fuels, including alter-
native energy sources; and

(viii) provision of emergency weatheriza-
tion and winterization materials and sup-
plies.

(2) REDUCTION OF UKRAINE’S RELIANCE ON
ENERGY IMPORTS.—

(A) PLANS REQUIRED.—The Secretary of
State, in collaboration with the Secretary of
Energy and the Administrator of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, shall work with officials of the Gov-
ernment of Ukraine to develop medium- and
long-term plans to increase energy produc-
tion and efficiency to increase energy secu-
rity by helping Ukraine reduce its depend-
ence on natural gas imported from the Rus-
sian Federation.

(B) ELEMENTS.—The medium- and long-
term plans required by subparagraph (A)
should include strategies, as appropriate,
to—

(i) improve corporate governance and
unbundling of state-owned oil and gas sector
firms;

(ii) increase production from natural gas
fields and from other sources, including re-
newable energy;

(iii) license new oil and gas blocks trans-
parently and competitively;

(iv) modernize oil and gas upstream infra-
structure; and

(v) improve energy efficiency.

(C) PRIORITIZATION.—The Secretary of
State, the Administrator of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment, and the Secretary of Energy should,
during fiscal years 2015 through 2018, work
with other donors, including multilateral
agencies and nongovernmental organiza-
tions, to prioritize, to the extent practicable
and as appropriate, the provision of assist-
ance from such donors to help Ukraine to
improve energy efficiency, increase energy
supplies produced in Ukraine, and reduce re-
liance on energy imports from the Russian
Federation, including natural gas.

(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated
$50,000,000 in the aggregate for fiscal years
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2016 through 2018 to carry out activities
under this paragraph.

(3) SUPPORT FROM THE OVERSEAS PRIVATE
INVESTMENT CORPORATION.—The Overseas
Private Investment Corporation shall—

(A) prioritize, to the extent practicable,
support for investments to help increase en-
ergy efficiency, develop domestic oil and
natural gas reserves, improve and repair
electricity infrastructure, and develop re-
newable and other sources of energy in
Ukraine; and

(B) implement procedures for expedited re-
view and, as appropriate, approval, of appli-
cations by eligible investors (as defined in
section 238 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2198)) for loans, loan guaran-
tees, and insurance for such investments.

(4) SUPPORT BY THE WORLD BANK GROUP AND
THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND
DEVELOPMENT.—The President shall, to the
extent practicable and as appropriate, direct
the United States Executive Directors of the
World Bank Group and the European Bank
for Reconstruction and Development to use
the voice, vote, and influence of the United
States to encourage the World Bank Group
and the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development and other international fi-
nancial institutions—

(A) to invest in, and increase their efforts
to promote investment in, projects to im-
prove energy efficiency, improve and repair
electricity infrastructure, develop domestic
oil and natural gas reserves, and develop re-
newable and other sources of energy in
Ukraine; and

(B) to stimulate private investment in
such projects.

(d) ASSISTANCE TO CIVIL SOCIETY IN
UKRAINE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
and the Administrator of the United States
Agency for International Development shall,
directly or through nongovernmental or
international organizations, such as the Or-
ganization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe, the National Endowment for Democ-
racy, and related organizations—

(A) strengthen the organizational and
operational capacity of democratic civil so-
ciety in Ukraine;

(B) support the efforts of independent
media outlets to broadcast, distribute, and
share information in all regions of Ukraine;

(C) counter corruption and improve trans-
parency and accountability of institutions
that are part of the Government of Ukraine;
and

(D) provide support for democratic orga-
nizing and election monitoring in Ukraine.

(2) STRATEGY REQUIRED.—Not later than 60
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the President shall submit a strategy to
carry out the activities described in para-
graph (1) to—

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of State $20,000,000 for fiscal
year 2016 to carry out this subsection.

(4) TRANSPARENCY REQUIREMENTS.—AnNy as-
sistance provided pursuant to this subsection
shall be conducted in as transparent of a
manner as possible, consistent with the na-
ture and goals of this subsection. The Presi-
dent shall provide a briefing on the activities
funded by this subsection at the request of
the committees specified in paragraph (2).
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SEC. 9. EXPANDED BROADCASTING IN COUN-
TRIES OF THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Chairman of the Broadcasting Board of
Governors shall submit to Congress a plan,
including a cost estimate, for immediately
and substantially increasing, and maintain-
ing through fiscal year 2017, the quantity of
Russian-language broadcasting into the
countries of the former Soviet Union funded
by the United States in order to counter
Russian Federation propaganda.

(b) PRIORITIZATION OF BROADCASTING INTO
UKRAINE, GEORGIA, AND MOLDOVA.—The plan
required by subsection (a) shall prioritize
broadcasting into Ukraine, Georgia, and
Moldova by the Voice of America and Radio
Free Europe/Radio Liberty.

(c) ADDITIONAL PRIORITIES.—In developing
the plan required by subsection (a), the
Chairman shall consider—

(1) near-term increases in Russian-lan-
guage broadcasting for countries of the
former Soviet Union (other than the coun-
tries specified in subsection (b)), including
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia; and

(2) increases in broadcasting in other crit-
ical languages, including Ukrainian and Ro-
manian languages.

(d) BROADCASTING DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘broadcasting’” means the dis-
tribution of media content via radio broad-
casting, television broadcasting, and Inter-
net-based platforms, among other platforms.

() AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Broadcasting Board of
Governors $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2016 through 2018 to carry out activities
under this section.

(2) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Amounts
authorized to be appropriated pursuant to
paragraph (1) shall supplement and not sup-
plant other amounts made available for ac-
tivities described in this section.

SEC. 10. SUPPORT FOR RUSSIAN DEMOCRACY
AND CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State
shall, directly or through nongovernmental
or international organizations, such as the
Organization for Security and Co-operation
in Europe, the National Endowment for De-
mocracy, and related organizations—

(1) improve democratic governance, trans-
parency, accountability, rule of law, and
anti-corruption efforts in the Russian Fed-
eration;

(2) strengthen democratic institutions and
political and civil society organizations in
the Russian Federation;

(3) expand uncensored Internet access in
the Russian Federation; and

(4) expand free and unfettered access to
independent media of all kinds in the Rus-
sian Federation, including through increas-
ing United States Government-supported
broadcasting activities, and assist with the
protection of journalists and civil society ac-
tivists who have been targeted for free
speech activities.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary of State $20,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2016 through 2018 to carry out
the activities set forth in subsection (a).

(c) STRATEGY REQUIREMENT.—Not later
than 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act, the President shall submit a
strategy to carry out the activities set forth
in subsection (a) to—

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Appropriations of the
Senate; and

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House of Representatives.
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(d) TRANSPARENCY REQUIREMENTS.—ANy as-
sistance provided pursuant to this section
shall be conducted in as transparent of a
manner as possible, consistent with the na-
ture and goals of this section. The President
shall provide a briefing on the activities
funded by this section at the request of the
committees specified in subsection (c).

SEC. 11. REPORT ON NON-COMPLIANCE BY THE
RUSSIAN FEDERATION OF ITS OBLI-
GATIONS UNDER THE INF TREATY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The Russian Federation is in violation
of its obligations under the Treaty between
the United States of America and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimi-
nation of Their Intermediate-Range and
Shorter-Range Missiles, signed at Wash-
ington December 8, 1987, and entered into
force June 1, 1988 (commonly referred to as
the ‘‘Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces
Treaty’ or “INF Treaty’).

(2) This behavior poses a threat to the
United States, its deployed forces, and its al-
lies.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) the President should hold the Russian
Federation accountable for being in viola-
tion of its obligations under the INF Treaty;
and

(2) the President should demand the Rus-
sian Federation completely and verifiably
eliminate the military systems that con-
stitute the violation of its obligations under
the INF Treaty.

(c) REPORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
and every 90 days thereafter, the President
shall submit to the committees specified in
subsection (d) a report that includes the fol-
lowing elements:

(A) A description of the status of the Presi-
dent’s efforts, in cooperation with United
States allies, to hold the Russian Federation
accountable for being in violation of its obli-
gations under the INF Treaty and obtain the
complete and verifiable elimination of its
military systems that constitute the viola-
tion of its obligations under the INF Treaty.

(B) The President’s assessment as to
whether it remains in the national security
interests of the United States to remain a
party to the INF Treaty, and other related
treaties and agreements, while the Russian
Federation is in violation of its obligations
under the INF Treaty.

(C) Notification of any deployment by the
Russian Federation of a ground launched
ballistic or cruise missile system with a
range of between 500 and 5,500 kilometers.

(D) A plan developed by the Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Director of
National Intelligence and the Defense Threat
Reduction Agency (DTRA), to verify that the
Russian Federation has fully and completely
dismantled any ground launched cruise mis-
siles or ballistic missiles with a range of be-
tween 500 and 5,500 kilometers, including de-
tails on facilities that inspectors need access
to, people inspectors need to talk with, how
often inspectors need the accesses for, and
how much the verification regime would
cost.

(2) FORM.—The report required under para-
graph (1) shall be submitted in unclassified
form but may contain a classified annex.

(d) COMMITTEES SPECIFIED.—The commit-
tees specified in this subsection are—

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations,
the Committee on Armed Services, and the
Select Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; and

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the
Committee on Armed Services, and the Per-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

manent Select Committee on Intelligence of
the House of Representatives.
SEC. 12. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

Nothing in this Act or an amendment
made by this Act shall be construed as an
authorization for the use of military force.

SA 3967. Mr. WYDEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 2410, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2015 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle D of title V, add the
following:
SEC. 535. REQUIREMENT TO USE HUMAN-BASED
METHODS FOR CERTAIN MEDICAL
TRAINING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 101 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new section:

“§2017. Requirement to use human-based
methods for certain medical training

‘“(a) COMBAT TRAUMA INJURIES.—(1) Not
later than October 1, 2017, the Secretary of
Defense shall develop, test, and validate
human-based training methods for the pur-
pose of training members of the armed forces
in the treatment of combat trauma injuries
with the goal of replacing live animal-based
training methods.

“(2) Not later than October 1, 2019, the Sec-
retary—

‘“(A) shall only use human-based training
methods for the purpose of training members
of the armed forces in the treatment of com-
bat trauma injuries; and

‘“(B) may not use animals for such purpose.

““(b) EXCEPTION FOR PARTICULAR COMMANDS
AND TRAINING METHODS.—(1) The Secretary
may exempt a particular command, par-
ticular training method, or both, from the
requirement for human-based training meth-
ods under subsection (a)(2) if the Secretary
determines that human-based training meth-
ods will not provide an educationally equiva-
lent or superior substitute for live animal-
based training methods for such command or
training method, as the case may be.

‘(2) Any exemption under this subsection
shall be for such period, not more than one
year, as the Secretary shall specify in grant-
ing the exemption. Any exemption may be
renewed (subject to the preceding sentence).

‘“(c) ANNUAL REPORTS.—(1) Not later than
October 1, 2016, and each year thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to the congressional
defense committees a report on the develop-
ment and implementation of human-based
training methods and replacement of live-
animal based training methods for the pur-
pose of training members of the armed forces
in the treatment of combat trauma injuries
under this section.

‘“(2) Each report under this subsection on
or after October 1, 2019, shall include a de-
scription of any exemption under subsection
(b) that is in force as the time of such report,
and a current justification for such exemp-
tion.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) The term ‘combat trauma injuries’
means severe injuries likely to occur during
combat, including—

‘‘(A) hemorrhage;

‘(B) tension pneumothorax;

‘(C) amputation resulting from blast in-
jury;

‘(D) compromises to the airway; and

““(E) other injuries.
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‘(2) The term ‘human-based training meth-
ods’ means, with respect to training individ-
uals in medical treatment, the use of sys-
tems and devices that do not use animals, in-
cluding—

““(A) simulators;

‘(B) partial task trainers;

‘(C) moulage;

‘(D) simulated combat environments;

“(E) human cadavers; and

‘“(F) rotations in civilian and military
trauma centers.

“‘(3) The term ‘partial task trainers’ means
training aids that allow individuals to learn
or practice specific medical procedures.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of chapter 101 of
such title is amended by adding at the end
the following new item:
¢2017. Requirement to wuse human-based

methods for certain medical
training.”.

SA 3968. Mr. WYDEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 2410, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2015 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1087. CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN TIME
SPENT RECEIVING MEDICAL CARE
FROM SECRETARY OF DEFENSE AS
ACTIVE DUTY FOR PURPOSES OF

ELIGIBILITY FOR POST-9/11 EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3301(1)(B) of title
38, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ““12301(h),” after <“12301(g),”.

(b) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.—The
amendment made by subsection (a) shall
apply as if such amendment were enacted
immediately after the enactment of the
Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Assistance
Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-252).

SA 3969. Mr. WYDEN submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill S. 2410, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2015 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense, for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes; which was
ordered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1087. CONSIDERATION BY SECRETARY OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS OF RESOURCES
DISPOSED OF FOR LESS THAN FAIR
MARKET VALUE BY INDIVIDUALS AP-
PLYING FOR PENSION.

(a) VETERANS.—Section 1522 of title 38,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by inserting ‘(1)
retary’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(2)(A) If a veteran otherwise eligible for
payment of pension under section 1513 or 1521
of this title or the spouse of such veteran
disposes of covered resources for less than
fair market value on or after the look-back
date described in subparagraph (C)(i), the
Secretary shall deny or discontinue the pay-
ment of pension to such veteran under sec-
tion 1513 or 1521 of this title, as the case may

before ““The Sec-
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be, for months during the period beginning
on the date described in subparagraph (D)
and equal to the number of months cal-
culated as provided in subparagraph (E).

‘“(B)(1) For purposes of this paragraph, a
covered resource is any resource that was a
part of the corpus of the estate of the vet-
eran or, if the veteran has a spouse, the cor-
pus of the estates of the veteran and of the
veteran’s spouse, that the Secretary con-
siders that under all the circumstances, if
the veteran or spouse had not disposed of
such resource, it would be reasonable that
the resource (or some portion of the re-
source) be consumed for the veteran’s main-
tenance.

‘(i) For purposes of this paragraph, the
Secretary may consider, in accordance with
regulations the Secretary shall prescribe, a
transfer of an asset (including a transfer of
an asset to an annuity, trust, or other finan-
cial instrument or investment) a disposal of
a covered resource for less than fair market
value if such transfer reduces the amount in
the corpus of the estate of the veteran or, if
the veteran has a spouse, the corpus of the
estates of the veteran and of the veteran’s
spouse, that the Secretary considers, under
all the circumstances, would be reasonable
to be consumed for the veteran’s mainte-
nance.

“(C)(@) The look-back date described in this
clause is a date that is 36 months before the
date described in clause (ii).

‘“(ii) The date described in this clause is
the date on which the veteran applies for
pension under section 1513 or 1521 of this
title or, if later, the date on which the vet-
eran (or the spouse of the veteran) disposes
of covered resources for less than fair mar-
ket value.

‘(D) The date described in this subpara-
graph is the first day of the first month in or
after which covered resources were disposed
of for less than fair market value and which
does not occur in any other period of ineligi-
bility under this paragraph.

“(BE) The number of months calculated
under this subparagraph shall be equal to—

‘(i) the total, cumulative uncompensated
value of the portion of covered resources so
disposed of by the veteran (or the spouse of
the veteran) on or after the look-back date
described in subparagraph (C)(i) that the
Secretary determines would reasonably have
been consumed for the veteran’s mainte-
nance; divided by

‘(ii) the maximum amount of monthly
pension that is payable to a veteran under
section 1513 or 1521 of this title, including
the maximum amount of increased pension
payable under such sections on account of
family members, but not including any
amount of pension payable under such sec-
tions because a veteran is in need of regular
aid and attendance or is permanently house-
bound,
rounded down, in the case of any fraction, to
the nearest whole number, but shall not in
any case exceed 36 months.”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by inserting ‘(1) before
retary’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(2)(A) If a veteran otherwise eligible for
payment of increased pension under sub-
section (c¢), (d), (e), or (f) of section 1521 of
this title on account of a child, the spouse of
the veteran, or the child disposes of covered
resources for less than fair market value on
or after the look-back date described in sub-
paragraph (C)(i), the Secretary shall deny or
discontinue payment of such increased pen-
sion for months during the period beginning
on the date described in subparagraph (D)
and equal to the number of months cal-
culated as provided in subparagraph (E).

“The Sec-
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“(B)(1) For purposes of this paragraph, a
covered resource is any resource that was a
part of the corpus of the estate of the child
that the Secretary considers that under all
the circumstances, if the veteran, the spouse
of the veteran, or the child had not disposed
of such resource, it would be reasonable that
the resource (or some portion of the re-
source) be consumed for the child’s mainte-
nance.

‘“(ii) For purposes of this paragraph, the
Secretary may consider, in accordance with
regulations the Secretary shall prescribe, a
transfer of an asset (including a transfer of
an asset to an annuity, trust, or other finan-
cial instrument or investment) a disposal of
a covered resource for less than fair market
value if such transfer reduces the amount in
the corpus of the estate of the child that the
Secretary considers, under all the cir-
cumstances, would be reasonable to be con-
sumed for the child’s maintenance.

“(C)() The look-back date described in this
clause is a date that is 36 months before the
date described in clause (ii).

“(ii) The date described in this clause is
the date on which the veteran applies for
payment of increased pension under sub-
section (c), (d), (e), or (f) of section 1521 of
this title on account of a child or, if later,
the date on which the veteran, the spouse of
the veteran, or the child disposes of covered
resources for less than fair market value.

“(D) The date described in this subpara-
graph is the first day of the first month in or
after which covered resources were disposed
of for less than fair market value and which
does not occur in any other period of ineligi-
bility under this paragraph.

‘“(E) The number of months calculated
under this subparagraph shall be equal to—

‘(i) the total, cumulative uncompensated
value of the portion of the covered resources
so disposed of by the veteran, the spouse of
the veteran, or the child on or after the look-
back date described in subparagraph (C)@{)
that the Secretary determines would reason-
ably have been consumed for the child’s
maintenance; divided by

‘“(ii) the maximum amount of increased
monthly pension that is payable to a veteran
under subsection (c¢), (d), (e), or (f) of section
1521 of this title on account of a child,
rounded down, in the case of any fraction, to
the nearest whole number, but shall not in
any case exceed 36 months.”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(c)(1)(A) The Secretary shall not deny or
discontinue payment of pension under sec-
tion 1513 or 1521 of this title or payment of
increased pension under subsection (c), (d),
(e), or (f) of section 1521 of this title on ac-
count of a child by reason of the application
of subsection (a)(2) or (b)(2) of this section to
the disposal of resources by an individual—

“(1) if—

‘“(I) a satisfactory showing is made to the
Secretary (in accordance with regulations
promulgated by the Secretary) that all re-
sources disposed of for less than fair market
value have been returned to the individual
who disposed of the resources; or

‘“(IT1) the Secretary determines, under pro-
cedures established by the Secretary in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B), that the de-
nial or discontinuance of payment would
work an undue hardship; or

‘(i) to the extent that any portion of the
resources disposed of for less than fair mar-
ket value have been returned to the indi-
vidual who disposed of the resources.

“(B) Undue hardship would be worked by
the denial or discontinuance of payment for
purposes of subparagraph (A)(1)(II) if the de-
nial or discontinuance of payment would de-
prive the individual during the period of de-
nial or discontinuance—
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‘(i) of medical care such that the individ-
ual’s life or health would be endangered;

‘‘(ii) of necessary food or clothing, or other
necessities of life; or

‘“(iii) on such other basis as the Secretary
shall specify in the procedures required by
subparagraph (A)()II).

‘“(C) If payment of pension or increased
pension that would otherwise be denied or
discontinued by reason of the application of
subsection (a)(2) or (b)(2) is denied or discon-
tinued only in part by reason of the return of
resources as described in subparagraph
(A)(ii), the period of the denial or discontinu-
ance as determined pursuant to subpara-
graph (E) of subsection (a)(2) or (b)(2), as ap-
plicable, shall be recalculated to take into
account such return of resources.

‘(2) At the time a veteran applies for pen-
sion under section 1513 or 1521 of this title or
increased pension under subsection (c), (d),
(e), or (f) of section 15621 of this title on ac-
count of a child, and at such other times as
the Secretary considers appropriate, the Sec-
retary shall—

‘“(A) inform such veteran of the provisions
of subsections (a)(2) and (b)(2) providing for a
period of ineligibility for payment of pension
under such sections for individuals who
make certain dispositions of resources for
less than fair market value, including the ex-
ception for hardship from such period of in-
eligibility;

‘(B) obtain from such veteran information
which may be used in determining whether
or not a period of ineligibility for such pay-
ments would be required by reason of such
subsections; and

“(C) provide such veteran a timely process
for determining whether or not the exception
for hardship shall apply to such veteran.’.

(b) SURVIVING SPOUSES AND CHILDREN.—
Section 1543 of such title is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3);

(B) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2):

““(2)(A) If a surviving spouse otherwise eli-
gible for payment of pension under section
1541 of this title disposes of covered re-
sources for less than fair market value on or
after the look-back date described in sub-
paragraph (C)(i), the Secretary shall deny or
discontinue the payment of pension to such
surviving spouse under section 1541 of this
title for months during the period beginning
on the date described in subparagraph (D)
and equal to the number of months cal-
culated as provided in subparagraph (E).

“(B)(1) For purposes of this paragraph, a
covered resource is any resource that was a
part of the corpus of the estate of the sur-
viving spouse that the Secretary considers
that under all the circumstances, if the sur-
viving spouse had not disposed of such re-
source, it would be reasonable that the re-
source (or some portion of the resource) be
consumed for the surviving spouse’s mainte-
nance.

‘“(ii) For purposes of this paragraph, the
Secretary may consider, in accordance with
regulations the Secretary shall prescribe, a
transfer of an asset (including a transfer of
an asset to an annuity, trust, or other finan-
cial instrument or investment) a disposal of
a covered resource for less than fair market
value if such transfer reduces the amount in
the corpus of the estate of the surviving
spouse that the Secretary considers, under
all the circumstances, would be reasonable
to be consumed for the surviving spouse’s
maintenance.

“(C)(i) The look-back date described in this
clause is a date that is 36 months before the
date described in clause (ii).

‘(ii) The date described in this clause is
the date on which the surviving spouse ap-
plies for pension under section 1541 of this
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title or, if later, the date on which the sur-
viving spouse disposes of covered resources
for less than fair market value.

‘(D) The date described in this subpara-
graph is the first day of the first month in or
after which covered resources were disposed
of for less than fair market value and which
does not occur in any other period of ineligi-
bility under this paragraph.

“(E) The number of months calculated
under this subparagraph shall be equal to—

‘(i) the total, cumulative uncompensated
value of the portion of the covered resources
so disposed of by the surviving spouse on or
after the look-back date described in sub-
paragraph (C)(i) that the Secretary deter-
mines would reasonably have been consumed
for the surviving spouse’s maintenance; di-
vided by

‘(ii) the maximum amount of monthly
pension that is payable to a surviving spouse
under section 1541 of this title, including the
maximum amount of increased pension pay-
able under such section on account of a
child, but not including any amount of pen-
sion payable under such section because a
surviving spouse is in need of regular aid and
attendance or is permanently housebound,
rounded down, in the case of any fraction, to
the nearest whole number, but shall not in
any case exceed 36 months.”’;

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

“(4)(A) If a surviving spouse otherwise eli-
gible for payment of increased pension under
subsection (c¢), (d), or (e) of section 1541 of
this title on account of a child or the child
disposes of covered resources for less than
fair market value on or after the look-back
date described in subparagraph (C)(i), the
Secretary shall deny or discontinue payment
of such increased pension for months during
the period beginning on the date described in
subparagraph (D) and equal to the number of
months calculated as provided in subpara-
graph (E).

‘“(B)(1) For purposes of this paragraph, a
covered resource is any resource that was a
part of the corpus of the estate of the child
that the Secretary considers that under all
the circumstances, if the surviving spouse or
the child had not disposed of such resource,
it would be reasonable that the resource (or
some portion of the resource) be consumed
for the child’s maintenance.

‘“(ii) For purposes of this paragraph, the
Secretary may consider, in accordance with
regulations the Secretary shall prescribe, a
transfer of an asset (including a transfer of
an asset to an annuity, trust, or other finan-
cial instrument or investment) a disposal of
a covered resource for less than fair market
value if such transfer reduces the amount in
the corpus of the estate of the child that the
Secretary considers, under all the cir-
cumstances, would be reasonable to be con-
sumed for the child’s maintenance.

“(C)(@) The look-back date described in this
clause is a date that is 36 months before the
date described in clause (ii).

‘“(ii) The date described in this clause is
the date on which the surviving spouse ap-
plies for payment of increased pension under
subsection (c), (d), or (e) of section 1541 of
this title on account of a child or, if later,
the date on which the surviving spouse (or
the child) disposes of covered resources for
less than fair market value.

‘(D) The date described in this subpara-
graph is the first day of the first month in or
after which covered resources were disposed
of for less than fair market value and which
does not occur in any other period of ineligi-
bility under this paragraph.

‘“(E) The number of months calculated
under this clause shall be equal to—

‘(i) the total, cumulative uncompensated
value of the portion of the covered resources
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so disposed of by the surviving spouse (or the
child) on or after the look-back date de-
scribed in subparagraph (C)(i) that the Sec-
retary determines would reasonably have
been consumed for the child’s maintenance;
divided by

‘“(ii) the maximum amount of increased
monthly pension that is payable to a sur-
viving spouse under subsection (c), (d), or (e)
of section 1541 of this title on account of a
child,
rounded down, in the case of any fraction, to
the nearest whole number, but shall not in
any case exceed 36 months.”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by inserting ‘(1) before
retary’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

““(2)(A) If a child otherwise eligible for pay-
ment of pension under section 1542 of this
title or any person with whom such child is
residing who is legally responsible for such
child’s support disposes of covered resources
for less than fair market value on or after
the look-back date described in subpara-
graph (C)(i), the Secretary shall deny or dis-
continue the payment of pension to such
child under section 1542 of this title for
months during the period beginning on the
date described in subparagraph (D) and equal
to the number of months calculated as pro-
vided in subparagraph (E).

‘(B)(1) For purposes of this paragraph, a
covered resource is any resource that was a
part of the corpus of the estate of the child
or the corpus of the estate of any person
with whom such child is residing who is le-
gally responsible for such child’s support
that the Secretary considers that under all
the circumstances, if the child or person had
not disposed of such resource, it would be
reasonable that the resource (or some por-
tion of the resource) be consumed for the
child’s maintenance.

‘(i) For purposes of this paragraph, the
Secretary may consider, in accordance with
regulations the Secretary shall prescribe, a
transfer of an asset (including a transfer of
an asset to an annuity, trust, or other finan-
cial instrument or investment) a disposal of
a covered resource for less than fair market
value if such transfer reduces the amount in
the corpus of the estate described in clause
(i) that the Secretary considers, under all
the circumstances, would be reasonable to be
consumed for the child’s maintenance.

‘“(C)(i) The look-back date described in this
clause is a date that is 36 months before the
date described in clause (ii).

‘“(ii) The date described in this clause is
the date on which the child applies for pen-
sion under section 1542 of this title or, if
later, the date on which the child (or person
described in subparagraph (B)) disposes of
covered resources for less than fair market
value.

‘(D) The date described in this clause is
the first day of the first month in or after
which covered resources were disposed of for
less than fair market value and which does
not occur in any other period of ineligibility
under this paragraph.

‘(E) The number of months calculated
under this clause shall be equal to—

‘(i) the total, cumulative uncompensated
value of the portion of the covered resources
so disposed of by the child (or person de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)) on or after the
look-back date described in subparagraph
(C)(i) that the Secretary determines would
reasonably have been consumed for the
child’s maintenance; divided by

‘“(ii) the maximum amount of monthly
pension that is payable to a child under sec-
tion 1542 of this title,
rounded down, in the case of any fraction, to
the nearest whole number, but shall not in
any case exceed 36 months.”’; and

“The Sec-
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(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(e)(1)(A) The Secretary shall not deny or
discontinue payment of pension under sec-
tion 1541 or 1542 of this title or payment of
increased pension under subsection (c), (d),
or (e) of section 1541 of this title on account
of a child by reason of the application of sub-
section (a)(2), (a)(4), or (b)(2) of this section
to the disposal of resources by an indi-
vidual—

(1) if—

““(I) a satisfactory showing is made to the
Secretary (in accordance with regulations
promulgated by the Secretary) that all re-
sources disposed of for less than fair market
value have been returned to the individual
who disposed of the resources; or

‘(IT1) the Secretary determines, under pro-
cedures established by the Secretary in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B), that the de-
nial or discontinuance of payment would
work an undue hardship; or

‘‘(ii) to the extent that any portion of the
resources disposed of for less than fair mar-
ket value have been returned to the indi-
vidual who disposed of the resources.

‘(B) Undue hardship would be worked by
the denial or discontinuance of payment for
purposes of subparagraph (A)(i)(II) if the de-
nial or discontinuance of payment would de-
prive the individual during the period of de-
nial or discontinuance—

‘(i) of medical care such that the individ-
ual’s life or health would be endangered;

‘‘(ii) of necessary food or clothing, or other
necessities of life; or

‘“(iii) on such other basis as the Secretary
shall specify in the procedures required by
subparagraph (A)(i)II).

“(C) If payment of pension or increased
pension that would otherwise be denied or
discontinued by reason of the application of
subsection (a)(2), (a)(4), or (b)(2) is denied or
discontinued only in part by reason of the re-
turn of resources as described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii), the period of the denial or dis-
continuance as determined pursuant to sub-
paragraph (E) of subsection (a)(2), (a)(4), or
(b)(2), as applicable, shall be recalculated to
take into account such return of resources.

‘(2) At the time a surviving spouse or child
applies for pension under section 1541 or 1542
of this title or increased pension under sub-
section (c), (d), or (e) of section 1541 of this
title on account of a child, and at such other
times as the Secretary considers appro-
priate, the Secretary shall—

“(A) inform such surviving spouse or child
of the provisions of subsections (a)(2), (a)(4),
and (b)(2), as applicable, providing for a pe-
riod of ineligibility for payment of pension
or increased pension under such sections for
individuals who make certain dispositions of
resources for less than fair market value, in-
cluding the exception for hardship from such
period of ineligibility;

“(B) obtain from such surviving spouse or
child information which may be used in de-
termining whether or not a period of ineligi-
bility for such payments would be required
by reason of such subsections; and

‘(C) provide such surviving spouse or child
a timely process for determining whether or
not the exception for hardship shall apply to
such surviving spouse or child.”.

(¢c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsections (a)(2),
(b)(2), and (c) of section 1522 of title 38,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a), and subsections (a)(2), (a)(4), (b)(2), and
(c) of section 1543 of such title, as added by
subsection (b), shall take effect on the date
that is one year after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and shall apply with respect
to payments of pension and increased pen-
sion applied for after such date and to pay-
ments of pension and increased pension for
which eligibility is redetermined after such
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date, except that no reduction in pension
shall be made under such subsections be-
cause of any disposal of covered resources
made before such date.

(d) ANNUAL REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 900 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act
and not less frequently than once each year
thereafter through 2018, the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs shall submit to the appro-
priate committees of Congress a report on
the administration of subsections (a)(2),
(b)(2), and (c) of section 1522 of title 38,
United States Code, as added by subsection
(a), and subsections (a)(2), (a)(4), (b)(2), and
(c) of section 1543 of such title, as added by
subsection (b), during the most recent 12-
month period.

(2) ELEMENTS.—Each report submitted
under paragraph (1) shall include the fol-
lowing, for the period covered by the report:

(A) The number of individuals who applied
for pension under chapter 15 of such title.

(B) The number of individuals who received
pension under such chapter.

(C) The number of individuals with respect
to whom the Secretary denied or discon-
tinued payment of pension under the sub-
sections referred to in paragraph (1).

(D) A description of any trends identified
by the Secretary regarding pension pay-
ments that have occurred as a result of the
amendments made by this section.

(E) Such other information as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate.

(3) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS
DEFINED.—In this subsection, the term ‘‘ap-
propriate committees of Congress’ means—

(A) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs
and the Select Committee on Aging of the
Senate; and

(B) the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs of
the House of Representatives.

SA 3970. Mr. WYDEN (for himself,
Mr. ScoTrTt, and Mr. MERKLEY) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill S. 2410, to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2015 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes;
which was ordered to lie on the table;
as follows:

At the end of subtitle H of title X, add the
following:

SEC. 1087. PROHIBITION ON CLOSURE OF CER-
TAIN COAST GUARD FACILITIES.

(a) PROHIBITION.—The Coast Guard may
not—

(1) close a Coast Guard air facility that
was in operation on November 30, 2014;

(2) retire an aviation asset from an air fa-
cility described in paragraph (1); or

(3) transfer an aviation asset from an air
facility described in paragraph (1), except as
provided in subsection (b).

(b) EMERGENCY TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—
Notwithstanding subsection (a)(3), the Coast
Guard may temporarily relocate an aviation
asset for not more than 30 days in the event
of an emergency, after providing notice of
the pending temporary relocation to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
of the House of Representatives.

(c) SUNSET.—This section is repealed effec-
tive January 1, 2016.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Armed Services be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on December 2, 2014, at 9:30 a.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on De-
cember 2, 2014, at 2:30 p.m. in room SR~
253 of the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing to conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Ad-
dressing Domestic Violence in Profes-
sional Sports.”
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC
WORKS
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on December
2, 2014, at 2:15 p.m. in room SD-406 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on December 2, 2014, at 2:30 p.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR,
AND PENSIONS
Mr. SANDERS. 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 on De-
cember 2, 2014, at 9:30 a.m. in room SD-
430 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on December 2, 2014, at 3 p.m.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND WILDLIFE
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Water and Wildlife of the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate on December
2, 2014, at 9:30 a.m., in room SD-406 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building, to
conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Innova-
tion and the Utilities of the Future:
How Local Water Treatment Facilities
are Leading the Way to Better Manage
Wastewater and Water Supplies.”
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

ADDING EBOLA TO THE FDA PRI-
ORITY REVIEW VOUCHER PRO-
GRAM ACT

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of Calendar No. 602, S. 2917.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2917) to expand the program of
priority review to encourage treatments for
tropical diseases.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be read a third time,
passed, and the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate.

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

The bill (S. 2917) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

S. 2917

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 ‘“Adding
Ebola to the FDA Priority Review Voucher
Program Act’’.

SEC. 2. PRIORITY REVIEW TO ENCOURAGE
TREATMENTS FOR TROPICAL DIS-
EASES.

Section 524 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 360n) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(3)—

(A) by redesignating subparagraph (Q) as
subparagraph (R);

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (P) the
following:

“(Q) Filoviruses.”’; and

(C) in subparagraph (R), as so redesignated,
by striking ‘‘regulation by’ and inserting
““order of”’; and

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by adding ‘‘There is
no limit on the number of times a priority
review voucher may be transferred before
such voucher is used.” after the period at the
end; and

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘365 days”’
and inserting ‘90 days’’.

————

MEASURE READ THE FIRST
TIME—S. 2970

Mr. REID. It is my understanding
that S. 2970 is due for its first reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The clerk will read the bill by title
for the first time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2970) to reform procedures for de-
terminations to proceed to trial by court-
martial for certain offenses under the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, and for other
purposes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for a
second reading but object to my own
request.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will re-
ceive its second reading on the next
legislative day.

——

BILL WILLIAMS RIVER WATER
RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT OF 2014

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the immediate consideration of H.R.
4924, which is at the desk.

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

The clerk will report the bill by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 4924) to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to enter into the Big Sandy
River-Planet Ranch Water Rights Settle-
ment Agreement and the Hualapai Tribe Bill
Williams River Water Rights Settlement
Agreement, to provide for the lease of cer-
tain land located within Planet Ranch on the
Bill Williams River in the State of Arizona
to benefit the Lower Colorado River Multi-
Species Conservation Program, and to pro-
vide for the settlement of specific water
rights claims in the Bill Williams River wa-
tershed in the State of Arizona.

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 and the motion
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table with no intervening
action or debate.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 4924) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

————

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
DECEMBER 3, 2014

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, De-
cember 3, 2014; that following the pray-
er and pledge, the morning hour be
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, and the
time for the two leaders be reserved for
their use later in the day; and that fol-
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate
resume executive session and consider-
ation of the Burrows nomination, with
the time until 10 a.m. equally divided
and controlled between the two leaders
or their designees.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. For the information of all
Senators, there will be five rollcall
votes at 10 a.m. tomorrow morning on
the confirmation of the Burrows and
Lopez nominations and cloture on the
Hale, Kearney, and Pappert nomina-
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tions. Another series of votes, as many
as six, will occur at 5:30 p.m.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if there is
no further business to come before the
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that
it adjourn under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:09 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, December 3, 2014, at 9:30 a.m.

———

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate December 2, 2014:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

COLLEEN BRADLEY BELL, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AM-
BASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO HUNGARY.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

NANI A. COLORETTI, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE DEPUTY
SECRETARY OF DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

NOAH BRYSON MAMET, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE AMBAS-
SADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE ARGENTINE
REPUBLIC.

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

ROBERT S. ADLER, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO
BE A COMMISSIONER OF THE CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFE-
TY COMMISSION FOR A TERM OF SEVEN YEARS FROM OC-
TOBER 27, 2014.
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