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from the war. I ask unanimous consent
that the full article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Lexington Herald-Leader, June 5,
2014]

VETERANS FROM LEXINGTON, LOUISVILLE
AREAS MARK D-DAY ANNIVERSARY THIS
WEEKEND

(By Jim Warren)

On D-day morning, 70 years ago Friday,
Winchester’s Jonah Thomas was an Army
combat engineer in one of the first landing
craft to hit Omaha Beach.

German shells obliterated the boat almost
the instant it touched the sand.

“I didn’t see anybody else there when we
hit the beach, so maybe they didn’t have
anybody else to shoot at,” Thomas recalled.
“They blew that boat to smithereens.”

A soldier in front of Thomas was struck in
the face. Thomas was covered with his blood.

“I would have been hit if he hadn’t been
there,” Thomas said. ‘‘There were 44 men
crammed in that boat, and hardly anybody
survived.”

Thomas, now 89, was one of the few who
did.

He’ll be among about 80 veterans from the
Lexington and Louisville areas who are fly-
ing to Washington early Friday, the 70th an-
niversary of D-day. They’ll visit the Korean
War Veterans Memorial, the Iwo Jima Monu-
ment, and the National World War II Memo-
rial before returning Friday evening. A pub-
lic welcome is planned at Blue Grass Airport
when they return.

D-day, June 6, 1944, was when roughly
160,000 American, British and other Allied
troops stormed into Nazi-held France along a
50-mile stretch of beaches in Normandy.

It was one of history’s biggest military op-
erations. More than 5,000 ships and 11,000
planes supported the landings, which
launched the final campaigns that ended
World War II in Europe in May 1945.

Within five days after D-day, more than
300,000 soldiers, 54,000 vehicles and 104,000
tons of supplies had come ashore.

But for the first few hours, the D-day in-
vaders struggled just to survive a wave of
bullets and shells from German guns. About
12,000 Allied soldiers were killed, wounded or
captured, including roughly 6,000 Americans.

London’s Owen Edwards, then 18, was a
Navy coxswain, steering one of the landing
boats headed for Omaha. His job—delivering
a 20-man medical team to the beach—looked
impossible.

“Eighty-eight millimeter shells were hit-
ting so close they were throwing water into
the boat,” Edwards remembers. ‘It was so
intense, that I finally turned the boat to-
ward another part of the beach where the
shelling wasn’t as heavy. I probably wouldn’t
have made it if I hadn’t done that.”

Edwards, now 88, is another veteran who’ll
be making the trip to Washington Friday. He
eventually landed the medical team safely
on Omaha, one of two runs he made to the
beach that day.

“It was complete chaos,” Thomas said.
“There were bodies everywhere, wrecked
equipment, tanks that never made it, sol-
diers that drowned going in. It’s a miracle
that we took that beach.”

Thomas visited Omaha Beach in 1993, and
stood on the spot where he landed his boat.

““The beach was so quiet and peaceful then,
but I could visualize what it was like on
June 6, 1944, he said. “It was pretty emo-
tional.”

The French invited Robert L. Williams to
visit Normandy for the 70th D-day anniver-
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sary. But Williams, 91, decided to stay home
in Kenton County.

“I’'m getting too old for nine hours on an
airplane,” he said. ‘‘Besides, I've been there
and done that.”

Williams, a 101st Airborne Division para-
trooper, had one of D-day’s most dangerous
jobs. He was among about 13,000 Allied para-
troopers who parachuted into Normandy to
seize and hold strategic roads and bridges be-
fore the invasion.

Williams survived days of heavy fighting in
Normandy, but was seriously wounded on
June 16, 1944.

Fifty years later, he helped organize a re-
creation of the original parachute jump for
the 50th D-day anniversary on June 6, 1994.
Williams and 18 other original D-day para-
troopers parachuted into Normandy from a
World War II era C-47.

‘“The government said, ‘There’s no way
we’re going to let you do that, you’re all too
old,”” Williams recalls. “We did it anyway.”

He says the 1994 jump was one of the most
satisfying things he’s ever done.

‘““People were beginning to forget about
World War II back then,” Williams said. ‘I
think that jump kind of brought it all back.
To me, it was more exciting than D-day.”’

The boat carrying Lexington infantryman
John A. Palumbo was blown out of the water
100 yards off Omaha Beach on D-day. It was
his first taste of combat.

Palumbo splashed shore. But a bullet de-
stroyed his BAR light machine gun and left
shrapnel in his right arm.

Eventually, he hooked up with some more
experienced soldiers, helped them get
through a minefield, and found cover on a
bluff behind the beach. He never fired a shot
on D-day, but saw much heavy fighting later.

Palumbo, now 93, landed on a sector of
Omaha Beach code-named ‘‘Easy Red.”

“There was nothing easy about what we
went through there,”” he recalls. ‘“‘No one on
that beach was rear-echelon. Everybody was
a front-line soldier on D-day. Period.”

Palumbo often says that every day of his
life since D-day has been a bonus, because he
didn’t expect to survive.

“I'm glad I went through it,”” he said,
“rather than having any of my heirs go
through it.”

Ray Swafford, now 88, of Manchester, was a
sailor on the minesweeper YMS-247, destroy-
ing underwater mines to clear a safe path for
ships taking troops to Normandy.

It was dangerous work. The night before D-
day, another minesweeper hit a mine and ex-
ploded.

“We had to leave the survivors in the
water, and that hurt real bad,” Swafford re-
members.

After clearing mines, Swafford’s ship spent
D-day guiding landing craft toward shore,
picking up survivors, even trying to draw
German gunfire away from soldiers on the
beach. They also went to assist the destroyer
USS Corry, which was sinking.

But Swafford was most unnerved by Ger-
man ‘‘E-boats,” small fast craft that fired
torpedoes.

“We couldn’t shoot back at them because
we might hit our own ships,’” he said. ‘‘Those
torpedoes still bother me today. I really
don’t like to think about it.”

Swafford isn’t going on Friday’s Wash-
ington trip, but he said he might mark the
70th anniversary by cooking out with some
friends.

“The captain of my ship stopped here to
visit me once about 20 years ago,” Swafford
said. ‘“‘He asked what I thought about D-day,
and I said, ‘It seems like a bad dream.’”’

‘“He said, ‘That’s the way it seems to me
too.””
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FY14 INTELLIGENCE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President,
I am pleased to speak today on the
Senate’s passage last night of the In-
telligence Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2014. I would like to speak briefly
on the bill itself, as well as the process
for its passage.

As Members know, the intelligence
committee produces an authorization
bill every year that both authorizes
funds for the intelligence community
and sets out legislation that authorizes
and limits intelligence activities. This
is the primary vehicle for legislation
on intelligence matters and serves as
one of the most important tools by
which the intelligence committee, and
indeed the Congress, is able to carry
out its oversight duties.

From the committee’s formation in
1976 through 2004, the Congress passed
intelligence authorization legislation
every year. Unfortunately, that streak
came to an end during the last decade,
and there was no Intelligence bill
signed into law from 2005 to 2009. It is
no coincidence that during this period
the congressional oversight was also at
a low point.

When I became chairman of the com-
mittee in January 2009, one of my top
priorities was to reinstitute the annual
authorization bill process. Fortu-
nately, I was joined in that goal by
then-vice chairman of the committee
Kit Bond and by the chairman of the
House Intelligence Committee,
Silvestre Reyes. We also, importantly,
had the support of the majority and
Republican leaders in the Senate and
the leaders of the two committees with
the greatest shared interest in the bill,
the Armed Services Committee and the
Appropriations Subcommittee on De-
fense.

I am proud that the Congress has
passed and the President has signed In-
telligence authorization bills each of
the past 4 years. With the Senate’s ac-
tion yesterday, we stand ready to pass
a fifth.

The committee’s preparation of the
Fiscal Year 2014 Intelligence Author-
ization Act last summer was disrupted
by the leaks, beginning in June 2013, of
materials taken from the NSA by
former contractor Edward Snowden.
The committee held roughly a dozen
hearings in the following months on
NSA programs like the bulk phone
metadata program conducted pursuant
to title V of the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act, Section 215 of the
USA PATRIOT Act, and the targeted
collection of electronic communica-
tions of non-U.S. persons outside the
United States under section 702 of the
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act.
These were programs that had already
been the subject of considerable com-
mittee oversight and discussion over
the past several years.

The committee also received brief-
ings on the extent of damage caused by
the leaks and on the shortcomings of
the internal security measures to pre-
vent someone from accessing,
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downloading, and leaving NSA with
classified information.

We marked up a separate bill, the
FISA Improvements Act, last October
and then marked up the Intelligence
authorization bill last November.

After approving the authorization
bill, we worked with the House Intel-
ligence Committee to produce the leg-
islation that the Senate passed yester-
day. We have preconferenced these bills
over the past couple of years in order
to move them through the process,
with good results.

Let me describe a few of the provi-
sions in the bill, as well as one that
was not included.

First, the classified annex to the bill
authorizes sufficient funding for the in-
telligence community to collect and
analyze intelligence for our national
security. Among other intelligence ac-
tivities, the bill funds counterterror-
ism, counterproliferation, counter-
intelligence, and covert action pro-
grams.

While classification prevents me
from getting into specifics, the bill
also continues the committee’s prac-
tice of adding funding for intelligence
agencies to implement a better insider
threat detection system. We have been
pushing the intelligence agencies to
shore up their safeguards before Mr.
Snowden and continue to do so after-
wards.

The bill recognizes that the intel-
ligence community’s funding has been
reduced significantly due to budget
cuts and sequestration. Director of Na-
tional Intelligence James Clapper has
testified that while the challenges fac-
ing the intelligence community have
grown, its resources have declined. He
has made clear that the community
can not do ‘‘more with less”—it is
going to have to do less, and that
means accepting additional risk.

On the legislative side, the bill con-
tains numerous provisions to strength-
en intelligence oversight, protect whis-
tleblowers, and enhance authorities for
intelligence operations. Let me de-
scribe just a few of them here.

Two provisions in the bill are in-
tended to enhance congressional over-
sight of significant legal interpreta-
tions affecting intelligence activities,
particularly when such interpretations
result from opinions of the Justice De-
partment’s Office of Liegal Counsel.

Section 321 amends the National Se-
curity Act to require that the general
counsel of each intelligence agency no-
tify the congressional intelligence
committees, in writing, of any signifi-
cant legal interpretation of the U.S.
Constitution or Federal law affecting
intelligence activities conducted by
that agency.

While the committee generally is
kept apprised of the legal basis for in-
telligence activities of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, as required by sections 502
and 503 of the National Security Act,
there have been times when we have
not gotten enough information in this
regard for us to provide oversight. This
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provision is intended to ensure that, in
the future, the committee receives a
detailed, written notification of signifi-
cant legal interpretations from these
general counsels in a timely manner,
to include significant interpretations
resulting from opinions of the Justice
Department’s Office of Legal Counsel,
OLC.

Section 322 requires the Attorney
General to establish a process for the
regular review for official publication
of significant OLC opinions that have
been provided to any part of the Intel-
ligence Community.

Section 322 also requires that if any
OLC opinion would have been selected
for official publication but for the fact
that the publication would reveal clas-
sified or other sensitive information
relating to national security, the opin-
ion shall be provided or made available
to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress.

The committee regularly conducts
oversight of intelligence activities that
are the subject of one or more OLC
opinions. These opinions often rep-
resent the best and most comprehen-
sive legal analysis of intelligence ac-
tivities. Further, the opinions are
sometimes cited by intelligence com-
munity officials as the basis for execu-
tive branch policy. The committee re-
gards access to these legal opinions as
necessary to the performance of its
oversight functions and often requests
access to such opinions, or the legal
analysis contained in such opinions,
when the committee is made aware of
their existence.

Unfortunately, the Department of
Justice and the intelligence commu-
nity routinely decline to provide the
committee with access to OLC opinions
that are relevant to the committee’s
oversight functions, even when access
is specifically requested by the com-
mittee. At times, the Department and
intelligence agencies will not even ad-
vise the committee that relevant OLC
opinions exist. Generally, when refus-
ing to provide access to OLC opinions,
the executive branch asserts that the
information sought by the committee
is subject to privilege.

The committee recognizes that, in
certain limited cases, OLC opinions or
information concerning OLC opinions
may be entitled to executive privilege
and withheld from Congress on that
basis. Nonetheless, the Supreme Court
has found in United States v. Nixon, 418
U.S. 683, 1974, that executive privilege
is a narrow and qualified privilege that
may be overcome by an adequate show-

ing of need.
Section 322 is intended to codify an
agreement between the executive

branch and the legislative branch with
respect to access to OLC opinions pro-
vided to an intelligence agency. Spe-
cifically, section 322 is intended to en-
sure the committee is, at a minimum,
granted access to all OLC opinions pro-
vided to an element of the intelligence
community, or information concerning
such OLC opinions, that would have
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been made available to the public had
it been unclassified. Section 322 does
not alter and is not intended to alter
the responsibilities of the executive
branch under the National Security
Act, the Freedom of Information Act,
or any other statute establishing a re-
quirement for the disclosure of infor-
mation to Congress or to the public,
and there remain areas of disagreement
between the branches with respect to
the scope of the executive branch’s re-
sponsibilities under such statutes. In
particular, the rule of construction set
forth in section 322(d) is intended to
apply only to official publication under
this section and should not be inter-
preted as congressional affirmation of
a ‘‘deliberative process’ privilege or
any other privilege as the basis for
withholding information from Congress
or the public under any other statute.

Title VI of the intelligence author-
ization legislation includes a number
of provisions to enhance whistleblower
protections for intelligence community
employees. These provisions prohibit
taking a personnel action against an
intelligence community employee as a
reprisal for making a protected whis-
tleblower disclosure to the DNI or his
designee, the inspector general of the
intelligence community, the head of
the employing agency or his designee,
the appropriate inspector general of
the employing agency, a congressional
intelligence committee, or a member of
a congressional intelligence com-
mittee. In addition, title VI prohibits
agency personnel with authority over
personnel security clearance or access
determinations from taking or failing
to take or threatening to take or fail-
ing to take any action with respect to
any employee’s security clearance or
access determination in retaliation for
a protected whistleblower disclosure.
Finally, the title directs the DNI to
create procedures to allow appeals of
adverse security clearance and access
determinations.

These provisions strengthen and reaf-
firm the mechanisms already in exist-
ence for legitimate whistleblowers to
bring information regarding violations
of law or other concerns to one of sev-
eral inspectors general throughout the
government or to Congress. Impor-
tantly, these channels exist because it
is not for any one person to decide on
his own which intelligence methods are
wise or effective.

I would like to note my appreciation
for Senator COLLINS for her work on
this portion of the bill and for Senator
CHAMBLISS and Congressman MIKE
ROGERS for engaging in lengthy nego-
tiations to find the workable com-
promise included in this bill.

Title IV of the bill requires Senate
confirmation for the directors and in-
spectors general of the National Secu-
rity Agency, NSA, and the National
Reconnaissance Office, NRO. The indi-
viduals appointed to fill these positions
perform critical roles in managing and/
or overseeing technically complex,
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highly expensive programs, with sig-
nificant implications for national secu-
rity. These individuals also play a vital
role in ensuring that intelligence ac-
tivities carried out by the NSA and
NRO are conducted in full compliance
with the law and in a manner that pro-
tects the privacy and civil liberties of
Americans. By requiring Presidential
appointment and Senate confirmation
of these four positions, Congress will be
better able to fulfill its responsibility
for providing oversight of the activities
of these intelligence agencies.

A separate Senate resolution will
govern the process for handling the
confirmation of individuals nominated
to these four positions. I am cognizant
that the confirmation process in the
Senate is time consuming, and it is my
intention to continue the intelligence
committee’s practice of considering
nominees quickly and moving them
through the Senate on a swift and bi-
partisan basis.

Title V of the bill includes a number
of provisions that are intended to im-
prove the process for investigating per-
sons who are proposed for access to
classified information and adjudicating
whether such persons satisfy the cri-
teria for obtaining and retaining access
to such information. Recent events, in-
cluding the Snowden disclosures and
the navy yard shooting, have high-
lighted the shortcomings of existing se-
curity clearance processes. The provi-
sions in title V continue the commit-
tee’s practice of seeking improvements
to these processes. In particular, sec-
tion 501 requires the DNI to ensure that
the background of each employee or of-
ficer of the intelligence community,
each intelligence community con-
tractor, and each individual employee
of such a contractor who has been de-
termined to be eligible for access to
classified information is monitored on
a continual basis under standards de-
veloped by the Director.

Finally, section 309 continues
Congress’s push for financial
auditability within the intelligence

community by requiring key agencies
to undergo full financial audits, begin-
ning with their fiscal year 2014 finan-
cial statements and to take all reason-
able steps to achieve an unqualified
opinion on financial statements by fis-
cal year 2016.

With the budget reductions of the
past couple of years, we simply cannot
afford to mismanage Federal funds.
Achieving financial auditability is a
key tool to identify and eliminate
wasted funding, and I am pleased to
say that intelligence agencies are mak-
ing progress in this regard—though
they still have work to do.

In addition, I want to note one provi-
sion that does not appear in the bill as
passed by the Senate. During the intel-
ligence committee’s consideration of
this legislation, I moved an amend-
ment, which was adopted by the com-
mittee, regarding U.S. counterterror-
ism operations. Specifically, the provi-
sion would have required that the
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President issue an annual public report
that sets forth the total number of
combatants and noncombatant civil-
ians killed or injured during the pre-
ceding year through the use of targeted
lethal force outside the United States
by remotely piloted aircraft.

While the amendment was approved
in committee, there was sufficient op-
position to its inclusion in both the
Senate and the House that the bill
would not have passed with the provi-
sion included. I agreed to remove the
provision from the bill but have en-
gaged with the executive branch on the
issue. I received a letter from Director
of National Intelligence Clapper, dated
April 18, 2014, that says the executive
branch is ‘“‘currently exploring ways in
which it can provide the American peo-
ple more information about the United
States’ use of force outside areas of ac-
tive hostilities” and is ‘“‘committed to

. sharing as much information as
possible with the American people and
the Congress.”

I continue to believe that it is impor-
tant to release these figures concerning
the number of people killed or injured
by the use of targeted lethal force out-
side the United States by remotely pi-
loted aircraft, as the public estimates
of the number of casualties are so dif-
ferent from the official figures we have
received. This will continue to be of in-
terest, and I will continue to address
the issue in the Senate and with the
administration.

Today, though, I am very bpleased
that the Fiscal Year 2014 Intelligence
Authorization Act has been approved
by the Senate and is on its way to the
House of Representatives. I believe
that the bill includes a number of im-
portant measures and that by con-
tinuing to enact legislation, the intel-
ligence committee will further
strengthen its oversight role of U.S. in-
telligence activities.

Finally, I would like to thank, as al-
ways, the vice chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator SAXBY CHAMBLISS. We
have worked together on this bill, and
both of us support the package. We
have also had to work both sides of the
aisle to achieve unanimous support for
the measure, and I thank him for his
work and partnership.

I would also like to thank the staff
who put the bill together. On the
Democratic side, that is principally
Eric Losick, SSCI counsel, Jon
Rosenwasser, SSCI budget director,
deputy staff director Lorenzo Goco,
and counsel Mike Buchwald.

On the Republican side, I thank Jack
Livingston and Kathleen Rice, our mi-
nority counsels, and Hayden Milberg,
minority budget director.

I thank my colleagues for their sup-
port.

REMEMBERING WILLIAM MACK
WATKINS

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, the
world lost an amazing man last week.
William Mack Watkins was a wonder-
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ful husband, father, brother, grand-
father and friend. After a lengthy bat-
tle with progressive supranuclear
palsy, PSP, Mack passed away peace-
fully on Thursday, June 5, 2014, with
his beloved wife Julia and other family
by his side.

Mack was born in Tremonton, UT, on
May 30, 1936, to Clifford Charles and
Lois Oswald Watkins. Rising from
humble beginnings, Mack was proud of
his rural Northern Utah roots, often
saying he was ‘‘just a poor peach pick-
er from Brigham City.”” Those who had
the privilege of knowing Mack knew
that he was so much more.

Mack was a stern believer in the
power of education, evidenced by his
own studies at Box Elder High School
and his degree in history from the Uni-
versity of Utah, where he was a mem-
ber of the Sigma Chi fraternity.

A proud and loyal member of The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints, Mack served in a variety of ca-
pacities including a proselyting mis-
sion in the Swiss-Austrian Mission
from 1956-1959. Later, he was called to
serve as president alongside his wife
over the Czech-Prague mission from
1998-2001. He undoubtedly left a lasting
legacy at both missions.

Mack had a unique ability to bring
people together, and he connected with
people of all walks of life. He continued
and valued continuing relationships.
He created lifelong friendships with
missionaries he served with, the Aus-
trian people, business partners and
members of the LDS church and com-
munity. Mack’s keen insight in fi-
nances led to his professional success
in the finance industry. After working
for two renowned Utah companies,
Mack formed his own financial services
business, WMW Management Inc.

But for all his professional success,
Mack’s proudest achievements came as
a loving husband and proud father of
nine children whom he loved dearly.

Mack’s love for music and fine arts
was evident through the 10 years he
sang in the Mormon Tabernacle Choir
as well as his talents with the trumpet
and guitar. He served as president of
the Utah Opera Company and enjoyed
his season tickets to the Utah Sym-
phony and The Pioneer Theater Com-
pany. And his patience and persever-
ance was displayed in his love for one
of the most humbling hobbies any per-
son can enjoy—golf.

While Mack was taken from us, his
legacy will live on. It is my honor to
stand with the Watkins family this
week and pay tribute to this remark-
able Utahn we are so proud of, and who
we all loved. He will never be forgot-
ten.

CELEBRATING THE ARMY’S 239TH
BIRTHDAY AND FLAG DAY

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, this
Saturday—dJune 14—marks the Army’s
239th birthday. For 239 years, the Na-
tion has entrusted the Army with pre-
serving freedom and defending our
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