
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES6620 September 19, 2013 
CONCLUSION OF MORNING 

BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed. 

f 

ENERGY SAVINGS AND INDUS-
TRIAL COMPETITIVENESS ACT 
OF 2013 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of S. 
1392, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1392) to promote energy savings 

in residential buildings and industry, and for 
other purposes. 

Pending: 
Wyden (for Merkley) amendment No. 1858, 

to provide for a study and report on standby 
usage power standards implemented by 
States and other industrialized nations. 

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

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise 
again to talk about the urgent need, as 
October 1 approaches, to vote on a ‘‘no 
Washington exemption from 
ObamaCare’’ amendment or bill. Again, 
this need isn’t of my creating. I wish it 
weren’t here, but it is because of an il-
legal rule issued by the Obama admin-
istration to completely reverse the 
clear language on the subject in 
ObamaCare. 

I will back up and give a brief his-
tory. 

During the ObamaCare debate, a pro-
posal was made by many of us, led by 
Senator CHUCK GRASSLEY of Iowa. The 
proposal was simple: Every Member of 
Congress and all congressional staff 
should live under the most onerous 
provisions of ObamaCare. Specifically, 
we should have to get our health care 
from the exchanges where millions of 
Americans are going against their will, 
having lost in many cases the previous 
health care coverage from employers 
that they enjoyed. 

So Senator GRASSLEY said that is 
what Washington should have to live 
with, and there was explicit, specific 
language put in ObamaCare to that 
point for Congress—that every Member 
of Congress and all congressional staff 
have to go to the exchange. The intent 
behind this was crystal clear. As the 
Senator said, ‘‘The more that Congress 
experiences the laws that pass, the bet-
ter.’’ I agree with that. I agreed with it 
then, and I agree with it now. 

Amazingly, that provision got in the 
final version of ObamaCare. Then I 
guess it was a classic example, if you 
will, of what NANCY PELOSI said: ‘‘We 
have to pass the law to figure out what 
is in it.’’ 

It did pass. Folks around Capitol Hill 
did figure out what is in it with regard 
to that section and they said: Oh, you 
know what. We have to go to the ex-
changes. We don’t like that. That is 
going to create out-of-pocket expense. 
We don’t like that. 

Immediately, furious lobbying start-
ed, continued for some time, and sure 

enough, as a result President Obama 
personally intervened. He was person-
ally involved, and his administration 
issued a rule on the subject right as 
Congress safely had left town for the 
August recess. That rule said two 
things, basically. No. 1, it said this offi-
cial congressional staff—we don’t know 
who that is, so every Member of Con-
gress will get to decide what staff, if 
any, under their employment, will have 
to go to the exchange. 

That is ridiculous. I think that is lu-
dicrous on its face. That is not what 
the statute says at all. It says ‘‘all offi-
cial congressional staff’’ and every 
Member of Congress should not be able 
to decide differently, Member by Mem-
ber, whether anyone at all on their 
staff has to go to the exchange. 

But the second part of this illegal 
rule is even more interesting. It said 
whoever does go to the exchange, in 
terms of Members and staff, gets to 
take their very generous taxpayer- 
funded subsidy from the Federal em-
ployee health benefits plan with them. 

The ObamaCare statute doesn’t say 
that at all and, in fact, a different part 
of the ObamaCare statute says exactly 
the opposite. It is about employees in 
general who go to the exchange. It says 
when an employee goes to the exchange 
he or she loses any previous employer- 
provided subsidy. That is section 1512. 
That is explicit in the ObamaCare stat-
ute. 

This special rule for Washington is il-
legal, flatout illegal and contrary to 
the statute in my opinion. But it goes 
into effect October 1 and that is why 
my colleagues and I who support the 
‘‘no Washington exemption’’ language 
had to take action, had to fight for a 
vote now. We need this debate and vote 
now, before October 1. That is what it 
is all about. 

As I said, my distinguished colleague 
from Iowa who authored this language 
could not have been more clear: ‘‘The 
more that Congress experiences the 
laws it passes, the better.’’ 

Also, employment lawyers who have 
looked at the statute agree with me 
that there is no big subsidy we should 
be able to take with us to the ex-
change. For instance, David Ermer, a 
lawyer who has represented insurers in 
the Federal employee program for 30 
years, said, ‘‘I do not think Members of 
Congress and their staff can get funds 
for coverage in the exchanges under 
the existing law.’’ That was in the New 
York Times. 

Many other employment lawyers 
have said the same because it is crystal 
clear from the statute. As National Re-
view Online reported: 

Most employment lawyers interpreted that 
to mean that the taxpayer-funded Federal 
health insurance subsidies dispensed to those 
on Congress’s payroll—which now range from 
$5,000 to $11,000 a year—would have to end. 

Yes. That is the clear language and 
the clear legislative history of the stat-
ute. Yet we have all this hocus-pocus 
to do exactly the opposite, contrary to 
the law. As the Heritage Foundation 
said: 

Obama’s action to benefit the political 
class is the latest example of this adminis-
tration doing whatever it wants, regardless 
of whether it has the authority to do so. 

The Office of Personnel Management 
overstepped its authority when it car-
ried out the President’s request to ex-
empt Congress from the requirements 
of the health care law. Changing law is 
the responsibility of the legislative 
branch, not the executive branch. 

Also, the Heritage Foundation said: 
Washington’s political class and allied big 

special interest lobbyists are responsible. 
And until this bad law is fully repealed, the 
President’s team and Congress should submit 
fully to its multiple and costly require-
ments, just like everyone else. 

The National Review Online has 
echoed the same, and they are right: 

Under behind-the-scenes pressure from 
members of Congress in both parties, Presi-
dent Obama used the quiet of the August re-
cess to personally order the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, which supervises fed-
eral employment issues, to interpret the law 
so as to retain the generous congressional 
benefits. 

The Wall Street Journal opined: 
. . . If Republicans want to show that they 

‘‘stand for something,’’ this is it. If they 
really are willing to do ‘‘whatever it takes’’ 
to oppose this law, there would be no more 
meaningful way to prove it. 

This is why we are here at this mo-
ment and this is why it is so important 
and necessary to have this debate and 
this vote now. I am very happy that at 
least some of my colleagues have prop-
erly recognized that, and that includes 
the distinguished majority floor man-
ager of this bill, and have agreed in 
principle to this vote. The distin-
guished majority leader Senator REID 
has agreed in principle to this vote. 
But it is interesting that at least in his 
case, although we have some agree-
ment in principle, we have no vote and, 
frankly, I am not surprised. The proof 
of the pudding is in the eating. If you 
agree to a vote, then you have to have 
a vote. We need to have a vote. We need 
to have a vote by October 1 and I am 
going to keep fighting for a vote. That 
is basic fairness, to deal with this ille-
gal rule. Again, the timing is here and 
now and that is not of my doing. I did 
not favor the illegal rule that makes 
the issue come before us. I did not 
favor the October 1 deadline. That 
should never have happened at all. But 
it is before us and that deadline is be-
fore us because of the illegal rule from 
the Obama administration. That is why 
we need a vote. We need a vote before 
October 1. 

As I said, the distinguished majority 
leader says he will permit a vote. He 
says that in theory but it does not hap-
pen in practice. Again we wait and wait 
and wait and demand a vote. It does 
not have to be on this bill. I will con-
tinue to come back. I will file this 
amendment with regard to the CR. 
That is a perfect place to have this de-
bate and vote or we can do it as a 
stand-alone bill. We can do that easily 
next week, before October 1. We can do 
it without disrupting any other floor 
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business, without delaying any other 
action with regard to the CR or any-
thing else. 

In that spirit, let me ask a unani-
mous consent in that regard. I ask 
unanimous consent that on Wednesday, 
September 25, 2013, at 10 a.m., the Sen-
ate discharge the Senate Committee on 
Finance from consideration of my bill, 
the No Exemption For Washington 
from ObamaCare Act, proceed imme-
diately to consideration of that bill, S. 
1497; that without any intervening mo-
tions or debate, the Senate proceed 
with 60 minutes of debate on the bill 
evenly divided and controlled by the 
majority leader and myself; that the 
bill not be subject to any amendments, 
points of order or motions to commit; 
and that after debate has expired the 
bill be engrossed for a third reading, 
read a third time, and the Senate im-
mediately vote on passage, subject to a 
60-affirmative-vote threshold; and that 
the motion to reconsider be made and 
laid upon the table following that vote. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. I object. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Objection is heard. 
Mr. VITTER. I understand the floor 

leader is doing that for the majority 
leader and I think that is very unfortu-
nate. If the distinguished majority 
leader agrees to a vote in principle, we 
need a vote in reality. I said at the 
time when he agreed to it in principle 
that is interesting but I did not think 
it would happen in reality, and sure 
enough, this week that is correct, it 
has not happened. 

I think the majority leader, frankly, 
is very concerned about this vote. That 
is why he and others actually relied on 
threats and intimidation to try to 
avoid this vote. That did not work. It 
is not going to work. I am coming back 
with this amendment. I am coming 
back with this bill. He has agreed to a 
vote in principle, so let’s have a vote. 
Clearly, not from my doing, but be-
cause of the illegal Obama administra-
tion rule, that vote is timely now. That 
vote has to reasonably happen before 
October 1, which is why I proposed that 
unanimous consent. That is a way to 
have the vote which the majority lead-
er agreed to in principle without dis-
rupting any other business on the Sen-
ate floor. It would literally take 60 
minutes of debate and a 15-minute 
vote. 

I am sorry that was not accepted by 
the majority leader, but needless to 
say I will be back with my bill, with 
my amendment. The American people 
deserve a vote because, however it 
comes out, the American people should 
be able to know what Senators will 
stand through that vote with Wash-
ington and what Senators will stand 
with America. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he 

leaves the floor let me say to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana, I want to talk a 
little bit about exactly this question of 

reality and how we can address the 
Senate’s business and address the issue 
of the Senator from Louisiana as well— 
not in principle but with an actual 
vote, because the reality is there could 
have been already a vote on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Lou-
isiana. I will describe exactly why that 
has not taken place, but it could have 
and in my view should have already 
taken place. It should not have been 
about principles, it should have been 
about the reality of the vote the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is talking about. 

Here we are. Of course it is hard for 
the public to figure out exactly how 
the Senate works. The new Senator 
from Hawaii is a student of this. We 
have a bipartisan energy efficiency bill 
on the floor of the Senate now. 

As far as I am concerned, I describe it 
this way. This is a platonic ideal of 
what bipartisan consensus legislation 
ought to be all about. It is an extraor-
dinary coalition built in favor of this— 
the Business Roundtable, the National 
Association of Manufacturers, the 
Chamber of Commerce—with some of 
the country’s leading business organi-
zations that favor energy efficiency, 
and they are doing it for a reason. This 
is going to increase American produc-
tivity. We are going to save money be-
cause we are not going to waste so 
much energy and this is going to create 
good-paying jobs in a variety of new 
fields and technologies that are going 
to be good for people in our country. 

My view is we should have already 
finished this debate with relevant 
amendments—relevant amendments of-
fered by both sides. In fact, when we 
started the debate, for the first 4 or 5 
hours there was a good bipartisan 
amendment offered almost hourly. We 
have them all stacked up like planes 
hovering over an airport. 

At that point conservatives indicated 
there were two areas they felt strongly 
about getting a vote on. Again, I am 
not talking about principles here. We 
are talking about the reality of a vote, 
a vote that could have already taken 
place. One of them was on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Lou-
isiana. I happen to disagree with the 
amendment strongly, but in all of the 
discussions I said it seems appropriate 
that there be a vote on that amend-
ment and on another amendment 
which I disagree with, involving the 
Keystone Pipeline. At that point a very 
clear statement was made by the lead-
ership that if we are talking about the 
energy efficiency bill and these two 
votes—not principles, but realities of 
having those two votes, a vote on the 
Vitter amendment and a vote on the 
Keystone Pipeline—and then have rel-
evant amendments that relate to en-
ergy efficiency, we would be able to 
complete this bill. Since we started it 
last week, I am of the view that we 
would already have been done by now. 

After that message was commu-
nicated by the leadership on this side 
of the aisle, we saw the response to 
that. It was in response to a vote on 

the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana, a vote on the proposal 
offered by Senator HOEVEN from North 
Dakota, and a procedural agreement to 
vote on other relevant amendments. 
We had scores and scores of other 
amendments offered to this bill that 
were clearly not related to energy effi-
ciency. So I say to the Senator from 
Louisiana: That is the reality—not the 
rhetoric from the Senator or prin-
ciples—of why there has not been a re-
corded up-or-down vote. 

By the way, this is a vote that would 
have met the Senator’s principles, that 
he wanted the vote before October 1. 
We would have already had that up-or- 
down vote on the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Louisiana. It 
would have been done in accordance 
with the wishes of the Senator from 
Louisiana before October 1. The sole 
hurdle in terms of securing that has 
been the scores of amendments that 
have been offered primarily—really ex-
clusively—from colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle who want to deal with 
other energy issues. 

I want to make one other comment 
with respect to this. Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and I—because we have worked 
in a bipartisan way since we were given 
the opportunity to lead the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee at the 
beginning of this year, and we are hon-
ored to have the Senator from Hawaii 
on the committee—have said our sole 
focus is to try to find common ground 
on a host of energy issues that have 
been backed up, many of which col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
feel very strongly about. 

I would highlight, for example, nu-
clear waste legislation, where there has 
been no progress for years and years. 
Senator MURKOWSKI and I, with Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN and Senator ALEX-
ANDER, have a bipartisan bill we think 
would allow us to finally get on top of 
a critical issue. I feel very strongly— 
and I know the Senator from Louisiana 
cares a great deal about this—that we 
need to look at ways to cap the poten-
tial of natural gas, which is 50 percent 
cleaner than the other fossil fuels. I 
have been working with industry and 
environmental leaders on what I call a 
win-win solution where we could build 
more pipelines—the Senator from Lou-
isiana knows it is important for the in-
frastructure of the natural gas busi-
ness—and in the future we are going to 
make them better pipelines. We would 
have pipelines that don’t leak so much 
methane, which would be good for con-
sumers, good for the planet, and it 
would be good for the industry. 

We are interested in dealing with nu-
clear waste issues, natural gas issues, 
and offshore energy issues which, 
again, are important to the Senator 
from Louisiana. It is pretty hard to get 
Senators to focus on those kinds of 
issues if we cannot move a piece of leg-
islation such as this energy efficiency 
bill which has an unprecedented coali-
tion behind it. It has so many obvious 
benefits, without the mandates and 
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without a one-size-fits-all strategy 
from Washington. 

I wanted to set the record straight in 
particular on that point. 

The Senator from Louisiana and I are 
going to continue our discussions, as 
we have been doing, but I especially 
want to emphasize—since my colleague 
from Louisiana has been talking about 
whether people say you can vote in 
principle but you don’t vote in re-
ality—that the reality is: We could 
have already had a vote on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Lou-
isiana before the October 1 date, that 
he said he felt strongly about, if col-
leagues on his side had not insisted on 
all of these other amendments not re-
lated to energy efficiency. 

By the way, I made it clear to them— 
coming from a State that doesn’t 
produce fossil fuels—that I was willing 
to work with them, particularly in 
areas I have just described, such as tap-
ping into the potential of natural gas. 

So the reality is there could have al-
ready been a recorded up-or-down vote 
on the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana before October 1, 
and I hope he and others will continue 
to work with the bipartisan leadership 
so we can quickly get a finite list of ad-
ditional relevant amendments that 
would be offered after the Senator from 
Louisiana gets his vote and after there 
is a vote on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from North Dakota. Those 
are the realities of what has happened 
over the last week. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the comments of the distin-
guished majority floor leader, and I ac-
cept them. I know they are sincere in 
terms of his actions and in terms of his 
involvement. 

My point, of course, was not about 
him. My point is I don’t think it was an 
accident that we never got to yes in 
practice. I don’t think that was an ac-
cident at all. I don’t think it was an ac-
cident from the point of view of the 
majority leader. I don’t think it was an 
accident from others’ point of view. 

If we want a clear glimpse into their 
true approach, we have to look at the 
amendments they floated last week, 
which were literally about threats, in-
timidation, and bribery. So that is a 
pretty clear window on where they are 
coming from. It is certainly not where 
the distinguished floor leader is com-
ing from. 

Let me close by saying there is one 
more point of reality I would under-
score, and that is this: In the Senate 
there is one Member who can virtually 
guarantee that a vote happens, and 
that is the majority leader. He has 
promised an up-or-down vote on this 
before October 1 in theory. He has the 
power to clearly make that happen one 
way or the other in practice, so we will 
see if he does. It is as simple as that. 

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I note 
the absence of a quorum. 

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

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I come 
to the Senate floor to mark the fifth 
anniversary—the fifth birthday, if you 
will—the fifth anniversary of the appli-
cation of the Keystone XL Pipeline. 
TransCanada applied for approval of 
the Keystone XL Pipeline in September 
of 2008, and here we are, 5 years later to 
the date, without a decision. 

Normally, when we celebrate an an-
niversary or birthday, if you will, it is 
a good thing. It is positive. Obviously, 
in this case, that is not the case. Five 
years have gone by with no decision 
from this administration on the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. It is mind-boggling. 

How can we be following the laws, 
the rules, and regulations of this coun-
try when a company applies for ap-
proval of something and there is a deci-
sion the administration has to make— 
is it in the national interest or is it 
not? That is the decision before the ad-
ministration. We have to make a deci-
sion. We elect Presidents to make deci-
sions. So here we are 5 years later with 
no decision, not a yes, not a no—five 
years of study of the project and still 
no decision. 

This project will help generate more 
energy for our country, more jobs, eco-
nomic growth, and tax revenue without 
raising taxes. It is a project that will 
help us become energy secure, energy 
independent, with Canada. Working 
with Canada, our closest friend and 
ally, will enhance national security so 
we don’t have to get oil from the Mid-
dle East, something Americans very 
much want. 

As a matter of fact, there was a re-
cent poll put out by Harris done this 
summer. In that poll—and I have it 
right here—in a Harris poll released 
this summer, 82 percent of voting 
Americans voiced support for the Key-
stone XL project—82 percent. Think 
about that: 82 percent of Americans 
want the project approved, but for 5 
years the administration hasn’t been 
able to make a decision, and they are 
still not making a decision. The indica-
tion now is this could go into next 
year. So now we are working on year 6. 

Think about our economy. Our econ-
omy is stagnant. Businesses aren’t in-
vesting in new capital and equipment 
and creating jobs. One of the reasons is 
because of burdensome regulation. This 
is a clear example: 5 years with no de-
cision. 

This poll I referred to, some of the 
other results of it: 82 percent of voting 
Americans support the Keystone XL 
Pipeline project. That is not an old 
poll; that was done this summer. Some 

of the other information from that 
poll: 85 percent of people agree Key-
stone XL would help strengthen Amer-
ica’s economic security—85 percent. 
Eighty-one percent of people agree 
Keystone XL would strengthen Amer-
ica’s energy security. 

Seventy-seven percent of the Amer-
ican people—voting Americans—agree 
that Keystone XL will help strengthen 
America’s national security—as I just 
mentioned, not getting oil from the 
Middle East. That is a no-brainer. Sev-
enty-five percent agree that Keystone 
XL would benefit the U.S. military by 
increasing access to oil from Canada, 
our closest friend and ally. 

One of the issues this has brought up 
is concern about the environmental im-
pact. Let’s look at the facts: In the 5 
years since TransCanada applied for 
approval—in that 5-year span—the 
State Department has done multiple 
environmental impact statements, I 
think on the order of four draft or sup-
plemental environmental impact state-
ments. The finding on the environment 
has been: ‘‘No significant environ-
mental impact.’’ That is the Obama ad-
ministration’s own State Department: 
‘‘No significant environmental impact’’ 
after 5 years of study. How many more 
years of study do we need? How is our 
economy going to work when busi-
nesses that want to invest billions in 
building vital infrastructure for our 
economy and create jobs have to wait 5 
years before they get a go-ahead? And 
we are wondering why we have a slug-
gish economy. We are wondering why 
we are still importing oil from the Mid-
dle East. 

This isn’t just about working with 
Canada to produce energy for this 
country. My home State will put 
100,000 barrels of oil a day into this 
pipeline—the lightest, sweetest crude 
produced anywhere in the country— 
and take it to our refineries in this 
country to be used by American con-
sumers and businesses. 

Another criticism the opponents will 
sometimes bring up is that the oil is 
going to be exported. 

They say: Oh, no, the oil is going to 
be exported; we shouldn’t approve the 
Keystone XL Pipeline; we shouldn’t 
work with Canada; we shouldn’t move 
our own long-term refineries because it 
is going to be exported. 

Again, let’s take a look at the facts. 
In June 2011, the Obama administra-
tion’s Department of Energy put out a 
study which said specifically that the 
oil will be used in the United States. 
The oil will be used in the United 
States and it will help reduce gasoline 
prices for Americans. 

That wasn’t some proponent who put 
that out; that was the Obama adminis-
tration’s own Department of Energy 
after doing their study. 

Again, let’s take a look at the facts. 
In my State, this kind of pipeline, as I 
said, will move 100,000 barrels a day on 
this pipeline which we are now moving 
by truck and by train. This pipeline 
will help take 500 trucks a day off our 
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highways, saving incredible wear and 
tear but also providing greater safety 
because we will not have all of those 
trucks transporting this oil and gas. 

Another argument is, if we don’t 
build the Keystone XL Pipeline, then 
the oil in the oil sands in Canada will 
not be produced. Those who are against 
using fossil fuels—folks who just say, 
no, we are not going to use fossil fuels 
anymore, we don’t want to use them— 
they say we don’t want to use the pipe-
line because then the oil sands in Can-
ada will not be produced. Again, look 
at the facts. The facts are very 
straightforward. The oil is already 
being produced and it is moving by 
truck and train, not by pipeline. If we 
don’t utilize it in the United States, 
then instead of coming to the United 
States, it will go to China, where now 
we are moving it by tanker across the 
ocean, and it is going to refineries that 
have much higher emissions. So we 
have worse environmental standards, 
and instead of us working with Canada 
to get our oil rather than getting it 
from the Middle East, which we are 
doing now, all of that oil goes to China. 

Think about it. Is this what Ameri-
cans want? Go out and ask them. That 
is why I cited the poll just a minute 
ago, saying 80 percent-plus support this 
project. I think some of them who 
don’t, aren’t aware of the project. But 
if we ask any American, they are going 
to say they don’t want to rely on the 
Middle East for oil. They would much 
rather work with Canada. They would 
much rather produce it here, such as in 
my home State, and work with Canada 
so we are energy independent, we are 
energy secure, we don’t have to rely on 
the Middle East. Let China and the 
other countries work with the Middle 
East to get their oil. Ask any Amer-
ican what they think about that propo-
sition and we know what answer we 
will get. But the President, for what-
ever reason—here we are 5 years later 
and he is still not making a decision. 

Today is the fifth anniversary. We 
are starting on year 6, and the question 
is, How much longer does this go on? 

I have spoken about this in terms of 
energy and energy security for this 
country: low-cost, dependable energy, 
so when American families and busi-
nesses need energy to fuel their vehi-
cles, they know it is reliable, depend-
able, it is produced in this country and 
in a country such as Canada, our clos-
est ally, not in the Middle East, and 
that we are not going to have to send 
our men and women in uniform into a 
very difficult situation. We will not 
have to send them, at a minimum, into 
the middle of a situation where—look 
at what is going on in Syria. Look at 
the volatility. We want to depend on 
that area for our oil? Of course not. 

It is about energy. It is about energy 
security. It is a national security inter-
est. It is about jobs. 

There have been many studies on the 
number of jobs; the proponents argue 
for one and the opponents argue for an-
other. But let’s go back to the State 

Department’s own numbers after 5 
years of study. They say more than 
42,000 jobs will be created by the 
project. Don’t take a study from the 
opponents of the project. Don’t take a 
study from the proponents of the 
project. Take the State Department’s 
own study: more than 42,000 jobs, at a 
time when our economy badly needs 
quality construction jobs, and it 
doesn’t cost one penny of taxpayer 
money. As a matter of fact, the project 
produces hundreds of millions to help 
reduce debt and deficit without higher 
taxes. 

For all of these reasons, this project 
should be approved. For all of these 
reasons, this project is very much in 
the national interest. 

I have worked in this body, and I 
have worked with our friends and col-
leagues in the House, to see if we can’t 
approve this congressionally. This is a 
Presidential decision. The decision be-
fore the administration is to decide is 
this project in the national interest or 
is it not in the national interest. The 
American people have already decided. 
In poll after poll, 70, 80 percent of the 
American people have decided—it 
doesn’t take them 5 years—but the ad-
ministration can’t decide. So Congress 
should. Congress should step up and de-
cide. I believe it is very clearly in the 
national interest for all of the reasons 
I have clearly laid out. I think we need 
to work with our colleagues in the 
House and find a way to make a deci-
sion that the President seems to be un-
able to make. 

I believe that this project is in the 
national interest; that we do need to be 
energy secure; that we do want the jobs 
and the economic activity for our peo-
ple in this country. And I believe this 
decision needs to be made not on the 
basis of what special interest groups 
want but on the basis of what the 
American people want, and that ver-
dict is in, and it is overwhelming. 

Thank you. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

HELIUM STEWARDSHIP ACT 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, there are 

four Senators on the floor who are each 
going to take about 5 minutes or so as 
we try—the leadership is now working 
to make it possible for us to have a 
unanimous consent request so that we 
can have a vote on the helium legisla-
tion after the respective caucus 
lunches. 

So as of now we all will take, the 
four of us involved—Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, Senator BARRASSO, Senator 
CRUZ—about 5 minutes. We hope to be 
able to propound the unanimous con-
sent request as we all talk. We want all 

Senators to know that we hope to be 
able to vote on the legislation shortly 
after lunch. 

We know that in Washington, DC, it 
is almost as if there is an inexhaustible 
capacity to manufacture false crises. I 
am here to say that if Congress does 
not act immediately to pass the legis-
lation we are discussing, scores of 
American manufacturing and tech-
nology companies employing millions 
of American workers are going to find 
it impossible to continue their current 
operations. That is because without 
this legislation, those workers and 
companies would no longer be able to 
get access to helium, which is a critical 
industrial gas without which these 
companies cannot operate. 

Every week in our country there are 
700,000 MRI scans performed. Without 
liquid helium, which is used to cool 
these superconducting magnets, with-
out which you cannot run MRIs—if you 
did not have that capacity, millions of 
Americans would lose access to a crit-
ical diagnostic test. Helium is also 
used for welding in the aerospace in-
dustry, and it is essential for manufac-
turing optical fiber for the tele-
communications industry and for chip 
manufacturing in the semiconductor 
sector. 

Without going into all of the history, 
our government got involved with he-
lium after World War I because the de-
fense sector needed it. 

Ever since that time—I have been 
discussing this with colleagues—Presi-
dent after President, Congress after 
Congress, has tried to come up with a 
policy that finally gets government out 
of the helium business while still en-
suring the needs of the military busi-
ness and our taxpayers were protected 
in the process. 

Senator MURKOWSKI and I have 
worked for many months on this legis-
lation in the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, and we believe our 
bipartisan bill accomplishes this. That 
is because the bill requires the Federal 
Government to shift from selling he-
lium at a government-set price to sell-
ing helium at a market-based price. 
The bill does this over a 5-year period, 
so there is no panic, no sudden changes 
in supply, and American businesses can 
stop worrying about whether the he-
lium supply truck is going to actually 
show up in the next month. 

The bill phases out commercial sales 
over the next 7 or 8 years and then gets 
the Federal Government out of the he-
lium business entirely. With prices for 
helium now reflecting their real value 
in the marketplace, the private sector 
would have the incentives it needs to 
invest in new helium supplies to re-
place what is now a Federal reserve. I 
will wrap up by saying there have been 
loads of bad puns over the years about 
Congress floating various ideas for new 
helium legislation, but this is no joke. 
If Congress does not pass legislation to 
extend operation of the Federal Helium 
Reserve, 40 percent of the U.S. supply 
of this absolutely necessary industrial 
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commodity will disappear at the end of 
the month. 

We have been informed the Federal 
agency that handles this, the Bureau of 
Land Management, would actually 
start closing the valves on October 1 if 
Congress has not acted. 

I note Senator MURKOWSKI is here. I 
would ask my colleagues if Senator 
MURKOWSKI could go next. 

Senator CRUZ has been very gracious 
in terms of how we are trying to handle 
this. Both Senator MURKOWSKI and 
Senator CRUZ could speak and Senator 
BARRASSO is here. I think we would all 
be done by the 12:30 window. 

Let me say to my partner, once 
again, this is the kind of bipartisan ap-
proach we have tried to show in the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. I am very appreciative of all 
she does to make our partnership to 
work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. If I may, I would 
at this time defer to Senator BARRASSO 
and Senator CRUZ before my com-
ments. I know both of them need to 
dash off the floor. 

If Senator CRUZ wishes to speak at 
this point in time, then I will wrap up 
after he and Senator BARRASSO have 
spoken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. CRUZ. I thank my friend from 
Oregon and my friend from Alaska for 
their leadership. 

As do they, I support extending the 
Helium Program. This is a good and 
important program that is critical to 
industry, it is critical to jobs, and it is 
critical to our high-tech community. I 
salute both the Senate and the House 
for a positive bill that generates rev-
enue for the Federal Treasury and that 
gets the Government, in time, out of 
the helium business. I think that is a 
good and positive step. 

I would note the House of Represent-
atives passed a bill that continued this 
program but that devoted the revenue 
that came from this to deficit reduc-
tion. At a time when our national debt 
is approaching $17 trillion, I think de-
voting that revenue to deficit reduc-
tion is a good and appropriate place to 
direct that revenue. 

When the bill came to the Senate— 
this bill is projected to generate ap-
proximately $500 million in new rev-
enue for the Federal Government over 
10 years. When it came to the Senate, 
roughly $400 million in new spending 
was added to the bill that came out of 
that $500 million that was generated. 

In my view, given the fiscal and eco-
nomic challenges in this country, that 
revenue would be better spent paying 
down our deficit, reducing our national 
debt, than it would be on new spending. 
Indeed, over the course of this week, I 
have had numerous conversations with 
my colleagues where I have urged them 
that if new spending were to be added, 
for them to endeavor to find other 
areas of Federal spending that could be 

reduced, that could be cut to make up 
for that, so we could devote the full 
$500 million to reducing the deficit. I 
think that would be the most fiscally 
responsible approach to be taken. 

For that reason, I have had concerns 
about proceeding on this bill with 
unanimous consent, proceeding on this 
bill authorizing an additional $500 mil-
lion in new spending without debate, 
without a vote. Earlier this week, I had 
lodged internally an objection to do so. 

I am pleased to note that in con-
versations with Senator MURKOWSKI 
and Senator WYDEN, we have reached 
an agreement where this matter will 
not proceed by unanimous consent but, 
rather, will proceed with a rollcall vote 
to be scheduled this afternoon, where 
each Senator will cast his or her vote. 

With that agreement, I am happy to 
withdraw any objection and allow us to 
go forward. 

I would note it is important for eco-
nomic growth and for the high-tech in-
dustry to maintain this program, but 
at the same time I hope going forward, 
when new spending is authorized, all of 
us will work to cut spending to com-
pensate so we can devote the maximum 
resources possible to paying down our 
deficit and paying down our debt. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Would the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Do I understand the Senator does not 
oppose the bill as passed in the House 
that would have authorized this pro-
gram to go forward, but the concern is 
new revenue has been generated that is 
being spent for other programs? 

Mr. CRUZ. That is correct. In terms 
of a technical offset, the spending is 
offset by the revenue. I am not arguing 
that it fails to offset in the typical lan-
guage of the Senate; rather, my con-
cern is that is $500 million in new rev-
enue that could be directed to deficit 
reduction. Given the magnitude of our 
national debt, if we have $500 million in 
new revenue from selling helium, send-
ing it to the private sector, I would far 
rather see that $500 million used to pay 
down our deficit. 

What I have urged my colleagues to 
do is, if there are new spending pro-
grams that are of particular concern to 
the citizens of their States, to find 
other aspects of the Federal budget 
that could be cut to offset it so that 
entire $500 million could go to deficit 
reduction rather than to funding the 
new spending. 

Mr. WYDEN. Would the Senator yield 
for a question—I am going to ask a 
question and respond to Senator SES-
SIONS’ point in one second. 

There are differences between the 
House bill and the Senate bill. The 
House bill does not get the government 
out of the helium business perma-
nently. The Senate bill gets the gov-
ernment out of the helium business 
permanently; A, it does it in a way 
that is fully offset and, B, not only is it 
offset under our proposal, passed 
unanimously in the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee, $51 million 
would actually be used to lower the 

deficit. There is a full offset, A; get the 
government out of the helium business 
permanently, and $51 million would be 
returned to be used for deficit reduc-
tion. 

What I wish to do, by way of moving 
things along—and Senator CRUZ has 
been very gracious in terms of the han-
dling of this and saw me on short no-
tice. I am very appreciative. 

I wish to propound the unanimous 
consent request at this time. I am ask-
ing the Senator from Texas, Mr. CRUZ, 
a question, if this is acceptable, and 
then we will go right back to my col-
leagues. 

I wish to ask the Senator from Texas 
if we would now move to ask unani-
mous consent that at 2 p.m. the energy 
committee be discharged from further 
consideration of the House bill and the 
Senate proceed to its consideration; 
that the substitute amendment at the 
desk, which I have been discussing and 
I have talked about, be agreed to. 

We would then have 15 minutes of de-
bate equally divided between yourself 
and myself or our designees; that upon 
the use or yielding back of time, the 
bill would be amended and be read a 
third time and the Senate would pro-
ceed to vote on passage of the bill, as 
amended; that motions to reconsider 
would be considered made and laid 
upon the table, with all of the above 
occurring with no intervening action 
or debate. 

I ask the Senator from Texas would 
this unanimous consent request be ac-
ceptable? 

Mr. CRUZ. I am pleased to tell my 
friend it would be acceptable. I have no 
objection to that. I appreciate the will-
ingness of the Chairman, along with 
Senator MURKOWSKI, to allow this to 
come to a rollcall vote so each Senator 
may be on the record with their views. 

Mr. WYDEN. When the Senator—who 
was good enough to yield me time—has 
completed with Senator SESSIONS and 
colleagues to whom he may wish to 
yield, I will then propound that unani-
mous consent request. 

I don’t anticipate any objection. Col-
leagues will know that we would then 
have a vote shortly after 2 p.m. 

I thank Senator CRUZ. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I would just say this. 

We need to get in our heads in this 
body that just because you raise rev-
enue and pay for a new spending pro-
gram, that doesn’t have implications 
for the Federal Treasury and the budg-
et. In fact, we have rules that guard 
against it. 

I thank Senator CRUZ for raising and 
highlighting that. We need to consider 
it. Because the idea that you can just 
do that is dangerous and it creates 
more taxing and more spending, more 
revenue and more spending. 

The Senator from Texas raised the 
point, just because you raised revenue 
doesn’t mean the people who raise the 
revenue get to spend it on what they 
want. He is perfectly correct to say I 
think it should be used for deficit re-
duction. I thank the Senator for rais-
ing the issue. 
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I yield the floor. 
Mr. CRUZ. I thank the Senator from 

Alabama, and I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the fine work done by all of 
our colleagues. 

I wish to support this bipartisan he-
lium bill, S. 783. This is a bill which is 
critical to maintaining a stable supply 
of helium now and into the future. This 
bill accomplishes that. 

As a physician, I know how impor-
tant it is that helium is available for 
the newest technologies, specifically 
for use to cool MRI scanners and manu-
facture products such as semiconduc-
tors and fiber optic cables. 

Helium also has important applica-
tions for the Department of Defense, 
for NASA, and the scientific research 
community. This bill extends the au-
thority of the Secretary of the Interior 
to sell helium from the Federal Helium 
Reserve in Texas, including important 
reforms such as provisions already out-
lined by the chairman of the Energy 
Committee: The Secretary sells helium 
at market prices and the Federal Gov-
ernment gets out of the helium busi-
ness once and for all. This, to me, is 
one of the key components of this leg-
islation. 

In June, the Energy Committee, on 
which I serve, voted to report the he-
lium bill by voice vote—22 members of 
the committee. There were no objec-
tions stated. This was bipartisan. 

The House has already passed its own 
helium bill, which is different than 
this. I think the Senate should pass its 
helium bill as soon as possible today so 
we can have an opportunity to nego-
tiate with the House, get something 
passed, and then to the President for 
signature. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

am pleased we are at this point. We 
will be able to move forward with this 
important legislation relating to our 
Nation’s Helium Program. I would cer-
tainly encourage my colleagues to sup-
port passage of this bill that we have 
spent several years now developing in 
the energy committee to reform it. 

The bill, as has been mentioned by 
my colleagues, is a bipartisan bill. It 
was an important piece of legislation 
that was reported to the Senate floor 
in June by a voice vote. It is yet again 
another good product coming out of 
the energy committee. 

We need to move to pass this bill but 
also to reconcile the remaining issues 
we have with the House and we have to 
do this before October 1. October 1 is 
coming at us like a freight train on a 
lot of different issues. But if we want 
to prevent a shortage of helium gas in 
this country, we are going to need to 
do it and do it now. 

Again, the chairman referenced some 
jokes about helium. Unfortunately, a 
lot of folks associate helium with he-

lium balloons, party balloons, and not 
the things we are talking about. It is 
such an essential component to every-
thing from medical imaging equip-
ment, semiconductor manufacturing, 
rocket engines, and precision welding. I 
think folks would be amazed at how he-
lium plays such a significant part in 
our high-tech world and our manufac-
turing world. 

We have to act. What we need to do 
is prevent a massive disruption in the 
supply chains for all of these important 
economic sectors. We need to pass this 
bill. 

As has been mentioned, what we are 
doing is we are reforming and reau-
thorizing the Federal Helium Program. 
This program provides 40 percent of our 
domestic and 30 percent of our global 
helium supplies from the Cliffside field 
near Amarillo, TX. 

The energy committee, as I noted, 
developed this bill before us. What we 
focused on was bringing market-based 
price discovery to the sale of this tax-
payer-owned resource. 

The approach we have taken in com-
mittee will ensure a better return to 
the taxpayer, which is what we are all 
looking for. It prevents a small number 
of corporations from effectively being 
able to pocket value that which be-
longs to the American public. It will 
also improve the management of the 
Helium Program to account for dimin-
ishing production and provide greater 
transparency for a program that clear-
ly needs it. 

So there are a lot of good reasons 
why we need to do this legislation. And 
as the chairman has mentioned, we are 
getting government out of the pro-
gram. That ought to be something cer-
tainly all of us on this side of the aisle 
would agree on—getting the govern-
ment out of the business altogether. 

This bill completes a privatization 
process Congress set in motion back in 
1996. It sets a hard-and-fast deadline for 
getting the Federal Government out of 
the helium business once and for all. 

As has been mentioned, we do have a 
bill on the other side, in the other 
body, that doesn’t take it all the way; 
it doesn’t fully get the government out 
of the business. In our legislation, not 
later than 2022, all of the assets that 
are associated with the helium reserve 
will be sold off and the Federal Govern-
ment’s involvement in what should be 
a private market will end. 

Of all the options before us for pre-
venting an imminent helium shortage, 
this Senate bill is the only one that 
also addresses the long-term goal of 
exiting the sector and leaving the de-
velopment of future supplies to private 
industry. As has been mentioned, when 
we do this—when we get out of the 
business, when we conduct these auc-
tion sales—we will generate revenue of 
approximately $500 million. That is 
both a good and important thing 
around here. So what the energy com-
mittee did, in a very bipartisan and 
very open process within our com-
mittee, we chose to devote some of this 

revenue to other programs within our 
committee’s jurisdiction—not creating 
new programs but basically providing 
funding for obligations that have al-
ready been made. 

One way or another, we are going to 
be providing for these payments— 
whether it is to the abandoned mine 
land fund, to the Secure Rural Schools 
Program, adjusting the royalty rates 
for the soda ash operators, or address-
ing the National Park Service backlog 
or the mess left by the Federal Govern-
ment when it comes to drilling explor-
atory wells and then abandoning them. 
So what we have done is we have 
looked critically at these areas where 
we have had funding shortfalls within 
the energy committee’s jurisdiction, 
and a portion of these revenues has 
been dedicated to that. But we also 
heard from our colleagues—members 
on the committee and others—who said 
we need to make an effort to take some 
of these revenues and direct them to 
deficit reduction. So we have reduced 
the Federal debt by at least $56 mil-
lion. This was a priority of Senator 
FLAKE and Senator RISCH on the com-
mittee, and we have directed that. 

Again, all of these are priorities 
among programs within the jurisdic-
tion of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee, and given the $56 
million that is devoted to deficit reduc-
tion, the resources we have devoted to 
addressing them are more than offset. I 
think our success in striking this bal-
ance has been confirmed by both the 
Congressional Budget Office and the bi-
partisan staff of our Senate Budget 
Committee. 

We have an opportunity before us 
today, and I think we have a responsi-
bility to act now, as this October 1 
deadline is looming. First and fore-
most, we have to act to prevent a mas-
sive disruption to the helium supply 
chain that could harm so many sectors 
of our economy. This bill prevents that 
from happening. We also need to finish 
what the Congress started back in 1996 
and fully and finally privatize the he-
lium business so that the Federal Gov-
ernment can get out of the industry. 
And we should address these other pri-
orities—including deficit reduction and 
other obligations the Federal Govern-
ment has already taken on—by making 
responsible, thoughtful decisions about 
the use of the revenues associated with 
the reauthorization and the eventual 
closure of the Federal Helium Reserve. 

For these reasons I would certainly 
encourage my colleagues to support 
the bill when we go to a vote in just 
about an hour and a half. 

With that, I yield for my friend and 
colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, let me 
thank the Senator from Alaska for an 
excellent statement. It very much re-
flects our desire to make this bipar-
tisan. 

I particularly appreciate her noting 
the contributions of two of the mem-
bers of our committee, Senators RISCH 
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and FLAKE, who also made the point 
that, yes, we are getting the govern-
ment out of the helium business; yes, 
we are making sure we are not putting 
at risk millions of high-skilled, high- 
wage jobs; but we have to be serious, as 
my friend from Alabama likes to say, 
about this budget deficit. And so I will 
be. He and I have talked often about 
Medicare and other areas. We will be 
serious about that deficit reduction, as 
Senator MURKOWSKI has talked about. 
And particularly in light of the com-
ments of Senator RISCH and Senator 
FLAKE, we were able to meet the needs 
of people, working families across this 
country who depend on these high- 
skilled, high-wage jobs. So we are 
meeting those needs, and we are con-
tributing to deficit reduction. So I 
thought the Senator’s points were well 
taken. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—H.R. 527 
At this point, Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at 2 p.m. 
today, the energy committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
H.R. 527 and the Senate proceed to its 
consideration; that a Wyden substitute 
amendment, which is at the desk, be 
agreed to; that there be 15 minutes of 
debate equally divided between Sen-
ators WYDEN and CRUZ or their des-
ignees; that upon the use or yielding 
back of the time, the bill, as amended, 
be read a third time and the Senate 
proceed to vote on passage of the bill, 
as amended; that the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table, with all of the above occur-
ring with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. WYDEN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, let me 

say to the Senators who have worked 
on ending the Federal Government’s 
involvement in this program that this 
is a great accomplishment, and I thank 
them for that. I do think there is tech-
nically not a budget point of order for 
the process they have used in funding 
this bill, although I think Senator 
CRUZ is raising a valid concern. I guess 
if we could do $50 million on deficit re-
duction, we could do more. But I did 
want to say that I am proud of the 
thrust of the legislation. I think it is 
good legislation. I thank them for it. 
And it does not, I am informed, violate 
the Budget Act. 

Mr. President, I have directed my 
staff on the Budget Committee to con-
duct a detailed analysis of the eco-
nomic conditions facing working 
Americans—their wages, their employ-
ment conditions, and their household 
finances. I will give a series of talks 
over the coming weeks looking at that 
financial situation and the state of our 
Nation as a whole economically. I will 
also attempt to look at the causes 
leading to our current financial dif-
ficulties and suggest some steps to re-
store America’s financial future. 

This topic is very important. The sad 
fact is that the state of middle and 
lower-income Americans is worsening 
on virtually every front. The slow 
growth of the economy (and this has 
been the slowest recovery from a reces-
sion since World War II or the Great 
Depression) is restraining the normal 
upward movement of income that pre-
vious generations have experienced. It 
has accelerated in the last several 
years, but it has been going on—we 
have to be honest with ourselves—for a 
much longer period of time. If you 
don’t have a job now, you are twice as 
likely to only find a part-time job as 
full-time work, if you can find one at 
all. 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 
middle-class incomes have declined for 
18 years. That has happened with dif-
ferent parties, different Presidents, and 
different majorities in the House and 
Senate. That decline means that sav-
ings for college and retirement are 
growing at alltime lows. Young people 
are not marrying as early as they 
want, sometimes due to bad economic 
prospects. That means families are 
launching later in life, which gives 
couples less years to pay down a mort-
gage or raise children. 

Perhaps the greatest single source of 
our economic anxiety, however, is the 
fear of losing a job or that our children 
won’t be able to get a job or our grand-
children won’t be able to get a good 
job. 

It is not just the unemployment 
rates that remain too high—at 7.3 per-
cent as of August 2013—it is the num-
ber of people we all know who are 
working well below their potential be-
cause nothing is available that uses 
their job skills. It is the number of peo-
ple we know who have given up looking 
for work or who are working part time 
because nothing full time is available 
to them. 

Fewer people are working today than 
in 2007. Almost 4 million fewer people 
are working today than in 2007, but 
during that time our population has in-
creased and the number of workers of 
working age has increased. Just before 
the recession hit in December 2007, 
about 62.7 percent of the working-age 
population was working—62.7. If that 
same percentage was working today, 
we would have 154 million jobs. But we 
don’t have 154 million, we have 144 mil-
lion. And only 58.6 percent of the popu-
lation is working, which is a marked 
decline. In short, we are missing 9.9 
million jobs when we compare this 
economy to the one in 2007. 

Here is another way to look at the 
job problem. In 2007 we had 363,000 dis-
couraged workers—people who had 
given up looking for work because they 
couldn’t find a job but still had not dis-
appeared from the rolls of employment 
security offices. Today we have 866,000. 
That is an increase of 140 percent in 
discouraged workers. 

Here is another barometer of the 
middle-class difficulties. We have 
1,988,000 fewer full-time jobs today than 

in December 2007; however, we have 
3,627,000 more part-time jobs. How we 
calculate this is important. People 
with part-time jobs, according to the 
jobs people at the Department of 
Labor, are not counted as unemployed, 
they are counted as employed, al-
though they may want a full-time job, 
and most do. So our economy is pro-
ducing part-time jobs rather than full- 
time jobs. That has been going on for a 
long time, and it is not acceptable. 
These jobs often have no health care 
program or retirement plan. 

A very high percentage of all jobs 
created this year are not full-time jobs, 
and workforce participation—the per-
centage of people who are actually 
working today—is the lowest since 
1975. That is not acceptable. And these 
trends have been going on for some 
time. 

Let’s take a look at median family 
income. The Census Bureau published 
new estimates of household income on 
Tuesday, August 17. They report that 
the median income of American house-
holds is lower than last year, lower 
than the year before, and, in fact, is 
lower than at any time since 1995, ad-
justed for inflation. 

This is a very serious trend. While we 
have done a lot of things to make this 
economy better, few benefits are going 
to main-line, hard-working American 
people. They are struggling out there. 
You have to go back to 1995 to find me-
dian household income that is lower 
than today’s household income. 

Even if we take broad measures of in-
come, we get similar results. If we di-
vide all of the income by the popu-
lation to come up with a per-capita in-
come concept, per-person income is 
lower today than at any time since 
1997. This is an unacceptable trend. It 
is clear it is not a short-term phe-
nomenon. It is now a negative trend for 
almost 18 years, and it cannot con-
tinue. 

While the stock market has re-
bounded and corporate profits have re-
mained strong, that should not and 
cannot be used to obscure these trends, 
trends that have accelerated after we 
emerged from the recession of 2008 and 
2009. 

Many are concerned that the Federal 
Reserve is furthering the Nation’s eco-
nomic problems with a growing wealth 
gap. Their quantitative easing has 
boosted the wealth of the investor class 
but has not benefited the working 
class. This is not the way our policies 
should work. People who know what to 
do with low-interest money seem to be 
coming out ahead. But the people who 
don’t have money, don’t have jobs, who 
are working part time instead of full 
time, are slipping. 

Our civil society, the great founda-
tion of the our economy, today has cer-
tain weaknesses that we have to talk 
about. I will address more in a separate 
speech, but let me give a few thoughts. 

Few social institutions are more im-
portant in helping us through difficult 
economic times than marriage. How-
ever, marriage is disappearing in the 
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bottom 50 percent of the income dis-
tribution. Many people stay too long in 
low-income unemployment situations, 
and it is not healthy. And too often, 
the fathers are not in those households. 
If you are in the bottom 50 percent of 
the income distribution and give birth, 
there is a greater than 50-percent 
chance that the father will not be liv-
ing with you when the child comes 
home from the hospital. Perhaps, as 
many suggest, our welfare policies are 
exacerbating these trends. We need to 
look at that. 

Also worrying is the decline of chari-
table giving since 2007. Like the overall 
economy, this vital part of our social 
and economic system has not recovered 
effectively. Total charitable giving fell 
in 2008 to $303 billion from $326 billion. 
As of the end of 2012, total giving was 
only $316 billion—still 3 percent below 
what it was 6 years ago. 

I would conclude and note that the 
road we are on is leading to the contin-
ued erosion of the middle-class civil so-
ciety, the quality of life for hard-work-
ing Americans is not improving finan-
cially, and the continued expansion of 
the welfare state and the permanent 
entrenchment of a political class that 
profits from the growth of government. 
It is time we recognize both the disas-
trous conditions facing working Ameri-
cans and the moral obligation we have 
to replace dependency on government 
with the freedom and dignity that 
comes from work and independence. 
That has got to be our goal. 

There are things that can be done to 
improve these conditions. It is time for 
us to defend working Americans and 
their undeniably legitimate concerns 
about current trends. I will talk about 
that as we go forward. It is something 
we need to seriously consider. 

Relevant here is this question, can 
we bring into our country more people 
than we have jobs for? Won’t that pull 
down wages and make it harder for 
people to get work? And this question, 
shouldn’t we defend more effectively 
our workers against unfair trade and 
competition from around the world? 
Both of those policies are ones I hope 
we could have bipartisan support on, 
although I am worried. The Senate’s 
immigration bill would increase per-
manent immigration by 50 percent, 
would increase guest workers—people 
who come and take jobs—by double, all 
in addition to the 11 million who would 
be given legal status here. 

I do think our colleagues are correct 
to say we should do more about trade 
and have fair competition on the world 
stage for our workers. I think we have 
got to convert more of this welfare 
spending, the 80-some-odd programs 
that are fundamentally geared to lower 
income Americans, that spend $750 bil-
lion a year—which is larger than Social 
Security, larger than defense, and larg-
er than Medicare—we need to convert 
some of that to better use. 

For example, for every $100 spent on 
these programs, only $1 goes to job 
training. Shouldn’t we focus more on 

getting our unemployed, our people 
who need more training, trained, ready 
to move into the workforce, to take 
jobs? Can we afford to bring in millions 
of people to take jobs and to leave our 
people on welfare and the unemploy-
ment rolls? 

Those are some of the fundamental 
questions we as Americans need to be 
asking. But first and foremost, col-
leagues, we are not able to deny the 
unassailable fact that we have had a 
slide in the financial well-being of mil-
lions of Americans, and that this has 
been going on for well over a decade. 

I thank the Chair and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that we be in a pe-
riod of morning business until 2 p.m., 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
f 

CYBER BULLYING 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about an issue we don’t 
talk about here, and I am joined by my 
colleague, the senior Senator from 
Florida, Senator NELSON. 

We appear on the floor today to talk 
about an issue which I would argue is a 
clear and present danger to young 
Americans. What is that? We could 
probably make a long list of things we 
are concerned about as it relates to 
young people, but we are here today to 
talk about bullying and harassment. 

According to the Department of Edu-
cation, nearly one in three students 
ages 12 to 18 is affected by bullying and 
harassment. Another study estimates 
that 60,000 students in the United 
States of America do not attend school 
each day because they fear being 
bullied. 

With the advent of text messaging 
and social media, many children find 
they cannot escape the harassment 
when they go home at night. It follows 
them from the moment they wake 
until the moment they go to sleep. 
This problem was brought once again 
into the national consciousness in the 
last couple of days. 

I am reading a headline from the 
Tampa Bay Times, dated September 12, 
2013: ‘‘Lakeland Girl Commits Suicide 
After Being Bullied Online.’’ 

Senator NELSON will be talking about 
that, as will I. 

Here is the other headline from the 
Washington Post about the same inci-
dent: ‘‘Police: Florida Girl Who Com-
mitted Suicide Had Been Bullied for 
Months by as Many as 15 Girls.’’ 

I am the father of four daughters and 
I remember times when my daughters 
were going through high school. We 
have one in high school, one in college, 

and two out of college. I remember 
when our daughter was going through 
high school and instant messaging was 
one way to communicate, kind of a 
back and forth between some of the 
girls in her high school class. She was 
about 15 or 16 at the time. It never rose 
to the level of any kind of serious har-
assment. It was something that a lot of 
families I am sure have experienced. 
But my wife and I were blessed that 
our daughters never were exposed to 
what this young girl was exposed to. I 
won’t show her picture, but I am look-
ing at a picture of her right now. Her 
name is Rebecca Ann Sedwick, 12 years 
old, of Lakewood, FL, a beautiful girl 
subjected to the most horrific kind of 
harassment and abuse. It is almost un-
imaginable that a group of human 
beings could do this to another person. 
Unfortunately, it happens all too often. 

Because my colleague from Florida 
knows the case and the news articles 
better than I, I ask him to highlight 
this. But I think we all have the same 
reaction, one of horror, and we are 
summoned by our conscience to do 
something about this. We can’t just 
say, as some say, Well, every genera-
tion has faced some kind of harass-
ment, some kind of bullying, so it is 
part of growing up. I have heard this 
argument. The argument is without va-
lidity, because no generation prior to 
this generation has had the techno-
logical burden. When I was growing up 
and someone was bullied at school, 
that was bad enough, but it ended when 
the schoolday ended. But today that is 
not possible if you have determined 
and vicious people who want to bully 
another student, because technology 
allows that person to be bullied when 
they leave school, all throughout the 
night, and then throughout the next 
day and day after day. 

I turn with respect to my colleague 
to talk a little bit more about this par-
ticular case. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, many 
States such as mine, Florida, have 
strict bullying policies in place. But we 
need to go beyond that, and Federal 
legislation is needed because, as the 
Secretary of Education has said, these 
laws in the States ‘‘lack consistency 
and enforcement mechanisms’’ across 
the country. 

So you get to the tragic case in Flor-
ida of Rebecca Ann Sedwick. It is a 
tragic reminder that bullying in the so-
cial media is increasing in both method 
and mercilessness. 

Here is a girl with a single mom. She 
gets subjected to this bullying in class, 
so her mom takes her out of the school 
and puts her into another school. This 
is a 12-year-old little girl. She then is 
bullied online. 

This occurs for 2 years. This is what 
she gets: Why are you alive? You 
should die. You are ugly. Can you die, 
please? She gets a constant dose of this 
not only at school, but then in the so-
cial media. Her mom tried to take 
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