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

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. HATCH). 

f 

PRAYER 

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

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, ultimate judge of us all, 

provide for the needs of our lawmakers 
from Your boundless resources. Lead 
them along paths that will bring glory 
and honor to Your Name as You sur-
round them with the shield of Your di-
vine favor. Lord, intervene in their 
lives to keep them from becoming 
weary in choosing the harder right and 
lead them in the way everlasting. Keep 
our Senators from presuming that You 
are automatically on their side. In-
stead, let them earnestly seek to be on 
Your side. Enable them to find unity 
with each other because of their con-
nection with You. 

We pray in Your merciful Name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

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

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S. 1 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand there is a bill at the desk 
which is due for a second reading. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will read the bill by title for the 
second time. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1) to approve the Keystone XL 
Pipeline. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, in 
order to place the bill on the calendar 
under the provisions of rule XIV, I ob-
ject to further proceedings. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objec-
tion having been heard, the bill will be 
placed on the calendar. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
between 2:15 p.m. and 3:15 p.m. be con-
trolled by Senator HOEVEN and the 
time from 3:15 p.m. to 4:15 p.m. be con-
trolled by the Democratic leader or his 
designee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. This morning the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business while we continue to organize 
for the new Congress. We will need to 
pass a resolution making committee 
appointments later today so they can 
begin their work on the Keystone Pipe-
line bill and other important priorities. 

As we announced last month, the bi-
partisan keystone energy bill will be 
on the floor and it will be open for 
amendment next week. The House is 
also sending over a reauthorization of 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Program 
today, and we will need to take action 
on that quickly as well. 

f 

OPENING THE 114TH SENATE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yesterday we in-
augurated the 114th Senate of the Con-
gress. We welcomed back many dedi-
cated Members and swore in many new 
ones. I have high hopes for our new col-
leagues. They share the resolve of my 

conference to restore the Senate to a 
place of high purpose, and they are de-
termined to make a positive difference 
in the lives of the people who sent 
them. 

The men and women we have just 
sworn in have inaugurated one signifi-
cant change already; that is, the ma-
jority we seated yesterday. I look to 
this new beginning with optimism and 
a profound sense of purpose, and I look 
to my colleagues with gratitude for 
their trust. Next to serving the people 
of Kentucky, this is the highest of hon-
ors. I recognize the serious expecta-
tions of the American people and I 
know they are counting on us—and I do 
mean all of us—every single Member of 
this body. 

We are in a moment of great anxiety 
as a nation. The people we represent 
have lost faith in their government. 
They no longer trust Washington to do 
the right thing. Many face the reality 
of losing health plans after being told 
otherwise. Many struggle with rising 
medical costs after Washington offi-
cials repeatedly said they would be 
lowered. Confidence in the American 
dream has plunged. Anxiety about the 
type of country we leave to the next 
generation is widespread. For many it 
has never seemed more difficult just to 
get by. 

When Americans look overseas they 
see a world filled with chaos: insta-
bility roiling the Middle East, terror-
ists pressing an aggressive agenda, and 
autocrats scoffing at a superpower that 
doesn’t seem to have a real plan. 

At home they see a government that 
is either uninterested in or incapable of 
addressing their concerns, a govern-
ment that seems to be working for 
itself instead of them. Whether it is 
Washington’s dysfunction or a bureauc-
racy that has grown so Byzantine and 
unaccountable, it tried to muzzle polit-
ical opponents and ignore the needs of 
veterans. 

The American people have simply 
had enough, and this past November 
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they had their say. The message they 
sent was clear. If voters hit the brakes 
4 years ago, this time they have spun 
the wheel. They said they want the ad-
ministration to change course and 
move to the middle. They said they 
want Congress to send legislation to 
the President that addresses their con-
cerns. This November the American 
people didn’t ask for a government 
that tries to do everything and fails, 
and they didn’t demand a government 
that aims to do nothing and succeeds. 
They asked simply for a government 
that works. 

They want a government of the 21st 
century, one that functions with effi-
ciency and accountability, competence 
and purpose. They want a Washington 
that is more interested in modernizing 
and streamlining government than 
adding more layers to it, and they 
want more jobs, more opportunity for 
the middle class, and more flexibility 
in a complex age with complex de-
mands. 

That is why we plan to pursue com-
monsense jobs ideas, including those 
with bipartisan support: measures such 
as reforming a broken tax system to 
make it simpler and friendlier to job 
creation, opening more markets to 
American-made products so we can cre-
ate more jobs at home, and moving for-
ward with bipartisan infrastructure 
projects such as the Keystone XL Pipe-
line. 

Americans are challenging this Con-
gress and this President to work for 
them. They are challenging lawmakers 
in Washington to work for jobs for 
Americans, not just jobs for them-
selves. It seems simple enough. But in 
the end, in the era of divided govern-
ment control, we are going to have to 
work hard to meet expectations and we 
are going to have to work together. 

Step No. 1 is getting Congress func-
tioning again. That means fixing the 
Senate. Last session the House sent 
over countless commonsense bipartisan 
bills. Too many of them died right here 
without so much as a hearing, and Sen-
ators from both parties with ideas for 
jobs and growth were routinely 
stopped. 

So it is time to change the business 
model. We need to return to regular 
order. We need to get committees 
working again. We need to recommit to 
a rational, functioning appropriations 
process. We need to open the legisla-
tive process in a way that allows more 
amendments from both sides. 

Sometimes it is going to mean actu-
ally working late, but restoring the 
Senate is the right and practical thing 
to do because we are only going to pass 
meaningful legislation if Members of 
both parties are given a stake in the 
outcome. That is the genius of regular 
order. That is the genius of the Senate. 

I am reminded of this every time I 
walk into my office. On the wall are 
portraits of John Sherman Cooper, a 
Republican, and Alben Barkley, a Dem-
ocrat. Keeping watch from below is a 
bust of Henry Clay. Each of these Sen-

ators—each of these Kentuckians— 
came from a different political party. 
Each viewed the world through a dif-
ferent ideological lens, but all of them 
believed in the Senate and all of them 
left behind important lessons for 
today: Clay, about putting country 
first and pursuing principled com-
promises; Cooper, about choosing when 
to make a stand and making it; and 
Barkley, about having the courage to 
think differently from a President of 
the same political party he had served 
dutifully for years. 

These lessons echo into the present 
and they help point the way toward a 
better functioning government. A Sen-
ate and a Congress that function again 
will help move us past an era of gov-
ernment by crisis. It doesn’t mean ev-
erything will be perfect, it doesn’t 
mean we will never come up against a 
deadline, and it doesn’t mean we will 
always agree, but together we can com-
mit to changing the way Washington 
operates. This can be done. It can be 
done. 

This Senate has seemed imperfect at 
moments, but it has been proven to be 
a place of high purpose at many other 
times, a place where our country has 
come together to confront great chal-
lenges and advance solutions that once 
seemed completely out of reach. That 
is the Senate I saw when I saw Senator 
Cooper whip votes for the Civil Rights 
Act many believed would never pass, 
that is the Senate I saw when Presi-
dent Reagan worked with Democratic 
leaders to pass major reforms to taxes 
and Social Security, and that is the 
Senate I saw when a Republican Con-
gress worked with President Clinton to 
pass historic welfare reform. 

The promise of the Senate is real. 
Time and time again it has been an en-
gine for bipartisan achievement to 
which both parties can assume either 
credit or blame, and that is how we 
should view it today. 

So, yes, the American people elected 
divided government, but that doesn’t 
mean they don’t want us to accomplish 
anything. If there is a will to do so, we 
can come together to achieve great 
things. If President Obama is inter-
ested in a historic achievement of his 
own, this can be his time as well. 

The President has already indicated 
a willingness to work with us on trade 
and infrastructure and comprehensive 
tax reform. These efforts are going to 
require a lot of work. Navigating the 
political pitfalls will not be easy, but 
passing these types of measures will 
represent a win for the American peo-
ple—wins we could all be proud of. The 
truth is we could work for bigger 
things too. We could work together to 
save and strengthen Medicare, to pro-
tect Social Security for future genera-
tions, to balance the budget and put 
our growing national debt on a path to 
elimination. But bipartisan reform can 
only be achieved if President Obama is 
interested in it. The President is the 
only one who can bring his party on 
board. He is the only one, obviously, 

who can sign something that Congress 
sends him. I assure you, threatening to 
veto a jobs and infrastructure bill 
within minutes of a new Congress tak-
ing the oath of office—a bill with 
strong bipartisan support—is anything 
but productive. 

I appreciate that bipartisan com-
promise may not come easily for the 
President—not his first inclination. 
The President’s supporters are pressing 
for militancy, not compromise. They 
are demanding the comforts of purity 
over the duties of progress. 

From DC to Montpelier, they see the 
limits of an exhausted 20th century 
mindset asserting itself, even when 
nearly every lever of power has been in 
hand. Across the Atlantic, they see the 
Sun setting on the social democratic 
idea. They see the tragic legacies of 
welfare states—empty promises and 
fear of the future. It is understandable 
why the President’s supporters might 
want to retreat to past comforts, but 
now is the time to accept reality. Now 
is the time to actually move forward. 

Americans know that democracy is 
not about what you can get away with, 
it is about what you can achieve to-
gether. Many in this body, on both 
sides of the aisle, understand that. I 
have talked to many colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle who understand 
this fully. 

We are calling on the President to ig-
nore the voices of reaction and to join 
us. Whatever he decides, though, this 
Congress is going to function again. 
Let’s pass legislation that focuses on 
jobs and the real concerns of the mid-
dle class. 

After so many years of sluggish 
growth, we are finally starting to see 
some economic data that can provide a 
glimmer of hope. The uptick appears to 
coincide with the biggest political 
change of the Obama administration’s 
long tenure in Washington—the expec-
tation of a new Republican Congress. 
This is precisely the time to advance a 
positive, progrowth agenda. 

Some of the measures the new Con-
gress will pass may seem significant; 
others may seem modest. That is OK. 
As we have seen in recent years, a big-
ger bill does not always mean a better 
bill. 

While we are always going to search 
for areas where we can agree, the 
President may not be enamored of 
every bill we pass, and that is OK too. 
It is not our job to protect the Presi-
dent from good ideas. A little creative 
tension between the Executive and the 
legislature can be pretty healthy in a 
democracy such as ours. Presidents and 
Congresses have disagreed before. They 
have confronted challenges that eclipse 
the ones we see today. What is impor-
tant to remember is that the Senate 
has always endured—always. We have a 
duty to restore it now so we can meet 
the mandate of the people who sent us 
here. 

Former majority leader Howard 
Baker once noted that making the Sen-
ate work is like ‘‘trying to make 99 
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independent souls act in concert under 
rules that encourage polite anarchy.’’ 
Yet he also reminded us that ‘‘it 
doesn’t take Clays and Websters and 
Calhouns to make the Senate work.’’ It 
simply takes men and women of honor 
working in a spirit of good faith. 

It may be difficult, but it has been 
done before and it can be done again, 
and if we are going to get there, it 
helps to recall in whose footsteps we 
walk today. This is the same Chamber 
where Dirksen and Mansfield allied for 
historic progress. This is where Byrd 
drew from antiquity to rouse col-
leagues to present challenges and 
where in later years he would critique 
successors on the finer points of proce-
dure. This is where Mitchell honed the 
skills he needed to help bring warring 
communities together, enemies who re-
sponded to critics not just with floor 
speeches or press conferences but actu-
ally live ammunition. This is where 
Dole shared war stories with Inouye, 
and with a fateful tap on the shoulder, 
he would partner with Moynihan in 
their effort to reform Social Security. 

The names of many Senators who 
came before us are etched into the 
desks we sit at today. The men and 
women who precede us include future 
Presidents and Vice Presidents. They 
include former athletes, veterans, and 
astronauts. We have forgotten some, 
we remember others, but their legacies 
live on. 

Here is how Senator Claude Pepper 
put it: 

The Senate is inefficient, unwieldy [and] 
inconsistent; it has foibles, its vanities, its 
members who are great . . . and those who 
think they are great. But like democracy 
. . . it is strong . . . it has survived many 
changes, it has saved the country [from] 
many catastrophes, [and] it is a safeguard 
against any form of tyranny. 

In the last analysis, Pepper noted, 
the Senate ‘‘is probably the price we in 
America have to pay for liberty.’’ For 
everything Senator Pepper and I may 
not have agreed on, we certainly 
agreed on that. 

In the same way, each of us here may 
not agree on every issue. We may be 
Republican, we may be Democrat, but 
we are all Americans. We each have a 
responsibility to make the Senate 
function, and we each have a duty to 
work for the people who sent us here in 
serious times to get serious results. 

Let’s restore the Senate we love. 
Let’s look for areas of agreement when 
we can. Above all, let’s make Wash-
ington work again for the people we 
serve. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). The Senator from Illinois is 
recognized. 

f 

PRESERVING THE SENATE 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, before I 
read a statement into the RECORD 

which was written by the minority 
leader, Senator REID, I have to say that 
the Senators who serve on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle are committed 
to the traditions, precedents, and the 
rules of the Senate. We, of course, will 
work to preserve this great institution 
and protect our own individual rights 
and responsibilities in the Senate. 

I welcome what Senator MCCONNELL, 
our new majority leader, has envi-
sioned as a more active floor in the 
Senate where we do not run into 
lengthy and repeated filibusters but 
bring amendments to the floor, debate 
them, vote on them, and ultimately 
pass legislation. That is the procedure 
of the Senate which historically had 
been honored but fell, sadly, into dis-
repair over the last several years. 

Although we hope our minority sta-
tus in the Senate is short-lived, I think 
we will establish that the Democrats 
are a much better minority when it 
comes to the Senate than perhaps 
those on the other side of the aisle, but 
only time will tell. 

f 

NEW CONGRESS 

Mr. DURBIN. I have the opening re-
marks from the Democratic leader, 
HARRY REID, which I wish to read into 
the RECORD. 

Senator REID states: 
As some already know, I had a mishap in 

my home last week while exercising. As a re-
sult, I sustained several broken bones in my 
face and ribs. As bad as that sounds, I am 
doing well and recovering quickly. 

I regret I am not on the Senate floor to 
make these remarks in person, but my doc-
tors have urged caution and ordered me to 
stay home while I recuperate. 

I thank my friend, the Assistant Demo-
cratic Leader, for delivering my remarks 
today. 

A Greek philosopher once wrote: ‘‘There is 
nothing permanent except change.’’ Our na-
tion’s elections prove that theory every two 
years. This is one of those times of change— 
for the Senate and for our country. 

The desks in this Chamber have been rear-
ranged, committee assignments adjusted, 
and a new majority assumes control for the 
next two years. Or in other words, it’s just 
another Wednesday in January at the start 
of a new Congress. 

For all of the changes, our duties as United 
States Senators remain the same: We are 
here to help working Americans and ensure 
our government has all it needs to serve the 
people. 

In spite of almost no Republican coopera-
tion over the last six years, we’ve made sig-
nificant strides in many regards. The new 
Majority Leader claims the Senate hasn’t 
achieved, in his words, ‘‘squat’’ in recent 
years. The numbers, however, tell a different 
story. Today the U.S. unemployment rate 
stands at 5.8 percent. Over the last six years 
the American economy has added 10 million 
jobs. The stock market has reached all-time 
highs. Our nation’s manufacturers are thriv-
ing. The American automobile industry was 
brought back from the brink of collapse in 
spite of Republican opposition. And let’s not 
forget that there are more than 10 million 
Americans newly insured with health care 
coverage. 

While some here in Washington may see 
that as ‘‘squat,’’ the economic recovery has 
been very real to American families. I know 

how important it has been to working Ne-
vadans. 

And while we worked to improve the econ-
omy without Republicans’ help, we also 
worked to fulfill our constitutional obliga-
tion to offer advice and consent on Presi-
dential nominations. 

Just last Congress we confirmed 132 
judges—the most since the Carter Adminis-
tration. Overall, we confirmed 611 of the 
President’s nominees last Congress in spite 
of Republican opposition. As we speak, we 
have an Attorney General and a Secretary of 
Defense waiting to be confirmed. I remind 
everyone that last Congress the Republicans 
mounted an unprecedented filibuster for a 
nominee for Secretary of Defense [a former 
Republican Senator]. 

I challenge my friend, the Majority Leader, 
to change course and work with Senate 
Democrats in confirming the President’s 
nominees in the 114th Congress. Working to-
gether, we can easily meet and surpass last 
Congress’s benchmark of 611 confirmations. 

My Republican colleagues, and especially 
the Majority Leader, should also know that 
Senate Democrats are especially eager to 
continue to help American families. 

Working together, we can send meaningful, 
bipartisan legislation to the President for 
his signature. 

The mistakes of the past, the gratuitous 
obstruction and wanton filibustering will not 
be a hallmark of the Democratic minority in 
the 114th Congress. The filibuster is an indis-
pensable tool of the minority, but Repub-
licans’ abuse of it last Congress has come to 
epitomize the gridlock here in the United 
States Capitol. 

To be clear, I have no intention of just 
rolling over. I can’t. Not when the middle 
class is teetering on the verge of extinction. 

Any attempt to erode protections for 
working American families—the dismantling 
of Dodd-Frank, the weakening of net neu-
trality rules, or the Republicans’ never-end-
ing quest to repeal the Affordable Care Act, 
known as ObamaCare—will be met with swift 
and unified Democratic opposition. 

But we’d rather legislate together. And 
there’s plenty of common ground for bipar-
tisan compromise if Republicans are willing. 

That is the end of the statement 
from Senator REID. 

f 

TERRORIST ATTACK 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, through-
out the history of the United States of 
America, we have had a remarkable al-
liance with the nation of France. It 
bears remembering and repeating that 
the French stood by our side when 
America was fighting for its independ-
ence from Great Britain. The French 
were honored in many ways for that al-
liance and help, including, as I recall, a 
portrait of the Marquis de Lafayette 
which hangs in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives to this day. 

That was not the only time by any 
means that the French have stood with 
us and we have stood by their side. It 
happened during World War I, World 
War II, and many times after that. 
Through the NATO alliance and in 
many other ways, we have worked with 
the people of France for common goals 
and common purpose, and that is why 
we were so saddened this morning to 
learn of the news that was reported by 
the Tribune: 
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Masked gunmen shouting ‘‘Allahu akbar!’’ 

stormed the Paris offices of a satirical news-
paper Wednesday, killing 12 people before es-
caping. It was France’s deadliest terror at-
tack in at least two decades. 

With a manhunt on, French President 
Francois Hollande called the attack on the 
Charlie Hebdo weekly . . . ‘‘a terrorist at-
tack without a doubt.’’ He said several other 
attacks have been thwarted in France ‘‘in re-
cent weeks.’’ 

France raised its security alert to the 
highest level and reinforced protective meas-
ures at houses of worship, stores, media of-
fices and transportation. Top government of-
ficials were holding an emergency meeting 
and Hollande planned a nationally televised 
address in the evening. Schools closed their 
doors. 

World leaders including President Barack 
Obama and German Chancellor Angela 
Merkel condemned the attack, but sup-
porters of the militant Islamic State group 
celebrated the slayings as well-deserved re-
venge against France. 

This event in Paris recalls what we 
lived through not that long ago when 
the United States—on September 11, 
2001—was attacked by terrorists and 
more than 3,000 innocent Americans 
lost their lives in New York, in Wash-
ington, and in the countryside of Penn-
sylvania. Many of us recall that at that 
moment—that sad, awful moment— 
people around the world rallied to 
stand with the United States in our 
grief and in our determination for jus-
tice. We particularly remember that 
the people of France did that, and they 
spoke out in one voice saying they 
were going to be by our side in this 
battle against terrorism. I think it is 
appropriate today that we follow suit, 
that we join in that same spirit. ‘‘A ce 
moment tragique, nous sommes tous 
Parisiens, nous sommes tous 
Francais.’’ 

Let us all work together not only to 
bring justice to this horrible situa-
tion—this attack on free press in 
France—but let us also work together 
to bring an end to terrorism in our 
time. We can work with our allies and 
friends in France to achieve that goal. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAUL). Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

CONGRATULATING SENATOR PAT-
RICK LEAHY ON 40 YEARS IN 
THE U.S. SENATE 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, 40 years 

ago this week, a young prosecutor from 
Vermont was sworn into the Senate. 
He was part of a historic group of law-
makers often referred to as the ‘‘Wa-
tergate babies.’’ Today that man is 
President pro tempore emeritus as well 
as the most senior Member of the Sen-
ate. It is an honor to serve with him 
and to recognize Senator PATRICK 
LEAHY for reaching this historic mile-
stone. 

PATRICK LEAHY remains the youngest 
Senator—and the only Democratic Sen-
ator—ever sent to this body by the peo-
ple of his home State of Vermont. But 
that is not what makes PATRICK LEAHY 
exceptional. What makes him excep-
tional is the fact that he is a consensus 
builder—a thoughtful man committed 
to making government work better. It 
has been a privilege for me to work 
closely with Senator LEAHY serving on 
the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

As a member of that committee since 
1979 and for many years as chairman, 
Senator LEAHY made a profound mark 
on America’s system of justice. He has 
voted on the nominations of every sit-
ting member of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. He has fought to preserve the 
balance between liberty and security 
during especially difficult times. Sen-
ator LEAHY has also fought to make 
America’s respect for human rights a 
cornerstone of our Nation’s foreign pol-
icy. He has been a leader in the global 
effort to ban antipersonnel landmines. 
He championed the ‘‘Leahy Law’’ to 
prevent U.S. tax dollars from bene-
fiting human rights abusers abroad. He 
was a leader in recent efforts to free 
U.S. citizen Alan Gross from a Cuban 
jail and in the modernization of our 
Nation’s policy toward that island. 

One last point, PAT LEAHY is also, al-
most certainly, the biggest ‘‘Dead 
Head’’ in the Senate. Twenty years 
ago, he invited his good friend, Jerry 
Garcia—the lead guitarist for the 
Grateful Dead—to join him for lunch 
here in the Capitol. Two other mem-
bers of the band came, too: drummer 
Mickey Hart and bass player Phil Lesh. 
As one might imagine, this unusual 
foursome created a bit of a stir in the 
Senate Dining Room. Then in walked 
Senator Strom Thurmond of South 
Carolina. Ever the bridgebuilder, Sen-
ator LEAHY walked over to Senator 
Thurmond and said: ‘‘Please join us. 
There’s someone I want you to meet.’’ 

It is a story worth pondering as we 
begin the 114th Congress. If we could 
all be so open to creating unlikely alli-
ances, there is no telling what we 
might achieve in the next 2 years. 

Again, I thank my friend Senator 
LEAHY on his 40 years of service to the 
people of Vermont, America, and to the 
great causes that face our generation. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

f 

RESTORING THE SENATE’S 
GREATNESS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address the state of the Sen-
ate and how to restore its greatness. 

Yesterday, I was sworn in as the 
President pro tempore. Although there 
have been some notable exceptions 
throughout history, the modern prac-
tice of the Senate has been to elect as 
the President pro tempore the most 
senior Member of the majority party. 
As one noted historian of the Senate 
has generously written, ‘‘election of a 
senator to the office of president pro 
tempore has always been considered 
one of the highest honors offered to a 
senator by the Senate as a body.’’ 

I am greatly honored to have been se-
lected for this position, but I am keen-
ly aware of the great responsibilities 
that come with it. The President pro 
tempore of the Senate is one of only 
three legislative offices established by 
the U.S. Constitution, and in recent 
decades it has been occupied by true gi-
ants of the Senate. Their names, which 
include Vandenberg, Russell, Byrd, 
Stevens, Inouye, and LEAHY, resonate 
as some of the greatest legislators ever 
to serve in this body. 

Beyond the President pro tempore’s 
formal responsibilities in presiding 
over the Senate and helping ensure the 
continuity of government, this office 
represents a unique opportunity to as-
sist the majority leader in guiding the 
Senate as it addresses the critical 
issues facing our Nation. In that sense, 
the President pro tempore serves as an 
elder statesman, sharing accumulated 
knowledge and lessons learned through 
long experience. 

I consider it fortuitous that the be-
ginning of my service as President pro 
tempore coincides with the start of a 
new year. For many, the new year is a 
time for reflecting upon the past and 
reviewing commitments for the future. 
I believe we as Senators should use this 
opportunity for some much needed 
introspection about the state of this 
institution. 

The Senate has long been heralded as 
the world’s greatest deliberative body. 
With so many critical challenges fac-
ing our Nation today, there has never 
been a more important time for the 
Senate to live up to its storied legacy 
and to fulfill its responsibilities to the 
American people. 

Central to properly understanding 
our responsibilities as Senators is to 
appreciate the Senate’s role in our sys-
tem of government. This means under-
standing both the Senate’s purposes 
and its unique place at the center of 
our constitutional structure. It is im-
portant for us to consider these issues. 
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James Madison famously called the 

Senate the great anchor of the govern-
ment. He described its purpose as two-
fold: ‘‘first to protect the people 
against their rulers; secondly to pro-
tect the people against the transient 
impressions on to which they them-
selves might be led.’’ 

The Senate accomplishes the first 
goal—protecting the people against 
their rulers—by playing a crucial role 
in the appointment and removal of 
both judges and executive branch offi-
cers. The President’s power to appoint 
is tempered by the requirement that 
his appointees receive the Senate’s ad-
vice and consent. Additionally, the 
Senate possesses the power to remove 
from office any official that has en-
gaged in high crimes and mis-
demeanors. The President’s power to 
enter into treaties is also critically 
checked by the requirement that the 
Senate provide its advice and consent 
to a treaty before ratification. 

As such, the President does not have 
unfettered power to fill up executive 
offices, pack the courts or make agree-
ments with foreign nations. He cannot 
staff agencies with corrupt, incom-
petent or ideologically extreme cronies 
unless the Senate allows him to do so. 
He cannot conclude treaties that will 
harm American interests unless the 
Senate gives its assent. In selecting 
life-tenured judges to apply the Con-
stitution and laws of the land, the 
President cannot act unless the Senate 
confirms his nominee. In all of these 
settings, the Senate serves as a crucial 
check against executive abuse. 

The Senate accomplishes the second 
of Madison’s goals—protecting against 
temporary shifts in popular opinion— 
through its character and its institu-
tional structure. In contrast to the 
large, transient House, the Senate is 
small, more stable, and therefore, it 
has the opportunity to be more 
thoughtful. Four hundred thirty-five 
Members inhabit the House, and only 
100 fill this Chamber. The entire House 
stands for election every 2 years. Natu-
rally, reelection is constantly on Rep-
resentatives’ minds. Senators, by con-
trast, have 6-year terms and only one- 
third go before the voters each elec-
tion. Even with the pressures of mod-
ern campaigns, these divergent charac-
teristics produce fundamentally dif-
ferent institutions. 

But the Framers designed the Senate 
to do much more than merely check 
transient and occasionally intemperate 
impulses. They created the Senate to 
refine the public’s will and to give 
more wisdom and stability to the gov-
ernment. The Framers chose the Sen-
ate’s relatively small size to enable 
more thorough debate and to provide 
individual Members greater oppor-
tunity to improve legislative proposals. 
Longer, staggered terms would give 
Members greater flexibility to resist 
initially popular yet ultimately unwise 
legislation. They would also guard 
against temporary majorities. A fluke 
election may produce significant ma-

jorities for one party that 2 years later 
disappears. This can lead to wild 
swings in the law as each new majority 
seeks to enact a vastly different agen-
da during its brief period of power. 
Overlapping terms help to avert this 
danger. 

Finally, statewide constituencies re-
quire Senators to appeal to a broader 
set of interests—including the concerns 
of the State governments themselves— 
than do narrow, more homogenous 
House districts. 

To these constitutional characteris-
tics, the Senate has added a number of 
traditions—some formal and others in-
formal—that have enhanced its delib-
erative character. These include the 
right to extended debate, an open 
amendment process, and a committee 
system that gives all Members—from 
the most seasoned chairmen to the 
newest freshmen—a hand in drafting 
and improving legislation. 

The late Senator Byrd liked to say 
that ‘‘as long as the Senate retains the 
power to amend and the power of un-
limited debate, the liberties of the peo-
ple will remain secure.’’ 

The Senate protects liberty by giving 
each Senator an active role in the leg-
islative process. This multiplies the 
checks against bad laws and expands 
the universe of individuals working to 
make good laws better. It erects what 
Madison called a necessary fence 
against hasty and unwise government 
action. It enables each Senator to 
bring his or her own wisdom and con-
sidered judgment to bear on pressing 
national issues. 

When the Senate functions properly, 
it is a truly deliberative body in which 
all Senators work to identify the com-
mon good and the best means to 
achieve that common good. The Fed-
eralist describes the common good as 
the permanent and aggregate interests 
of the community. This is to be distin-
guished from the individual good, 
which may vary from person to person 
and which may not result in the Na-
tion’s benefit. 

Much like the Senate is designed to 
protect against transient shifts in pub-
lic opinion, it is also designed to enable 
Senators to pursue the common good. 
Senators are able to prioritize achiev-
ing the correct results over doing what 
is politically convenient. The best an-
swers do not always immediately 
present themselves nor are they always 
easily explained. Longer terms give 
Senators more time to investigate, to 
analyze, to reconsider, and to recali-
brate, and so do robust debate and an 
open amendment process. These are 
critical elements of our deliberative 
pursuit of the common good. 

Another crucial component of our 
pursuit of common good is prudence. 
Aristotle called prudence the legisla-
tive science because it concerns the 
best means of achieving the most good 
in practice. Prudence restrains us from 
seeking immediate and complete vindi-
cation of a single abstract principle. 
Instead, it counsels us to work within 

our existing circumstances to vindicate 
the enduring principles upon which our 
liberty depends. 

While we should remain true to our 
principles, we must also recognize that 
we operate in an imperfect world where 
we do not control all of the levers of 
power. We cannot simply charge for-
ward blind to present realities. To do 
so is to jeopardize our hopes for achiev-
ing any meaningful success, because in 
the messy world of politics, adopting 
an all-or-nothing strategy usually pro-
duces only the latter—nothing. 

Politics is the art of the possible. Ide-
ology is important, and rhetoric is cap-
tivating. But at the end of the day, 
when the campaign is over, the Amer-
ican people sent us here to govern. We 
are here to protect their liberties and 
to protect and improve their lives. 
When we grandstand or hold out for 
impossible demands, we do nothing but 
a disservice. The Framers gave us stag-
gered, extended terms so that we could 
use our independent judgment to get 
things done. We should try to get to it. 

An astute commentator observed 
that the Senate stands at the cross-
roads of our constitutional system. It 
shares power with the other branches 
of the Federal Government. It ensures 
temperance in the legislative branch. 
It must consent or not consent to the 
President’s treaties and appointments, 
and it plays a critical role in appoint-
ments to the Supreme Court. 

But it also—and this is unique among 
the branches of the Federal Govern-
ment—embodies the interests of fed-
eralism and State power at the na-
tional level. 

The Framers created the Senate to 
be much more than a simple legislative 
body. The Senate is uniquely posi-
tioned to mediate both among the Fed-
eral branches of government and be-
tween the Federal and State govern-
ments. As such, the Senate truly em-
bodies the role described by one wise 
commentator as the sober guardian of 
the Republic. 

Our responsibilities as Senators fol-
low directly from the Senate’s con-
stitutional role. As the people’s rep-
resentatives and as envoys of our indi-
vidual States’ interests, we are ac-
countable to our States and to our Na-
tion. We do not serve any one party or 
principle, or any particular ideology or 
faction. We may align ourselves into 
certain groups—Republican and Demo-
crat, conservative and liberal—for pur-
poses of organization and cooperation, 
but we are Senators first. Other labels 
are secondary. 

Civility and statesmanship must be 
our constant ideals. Madison once in-
structed that ‘‘the Senate is to consist 
in its proceeding with more coolness, 
with more system, and with more wis-
dom, than the popular branch.’’ A key 
purpose of this body is to calm the pas-
sions that arise from the heat of polit-
ical discourse. As such, we must always 
be courteous in our communications 
one with another, both formal and in-
formal, on the floor and off, face-to- 
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face or on a video screen. When we dis-
agree we need to do so with dignity and 
respect, acknowledging the sincere mo-
tives and passions of even our most 
firm adversaries. 

Statesmanship connotes public spir-
itedness and a willingness to com-
promise in pursuit of broader goals. 
Petulance and unilateralism accom-
plish nothing in this body. Any Senator 
who would choose the glow of the cam-
era over the prospect for meaningful 
achievement seriously misunderstands 
their role as a Senator. 

Next on the list of practices Senators 
must follow are prudence and consid-
ered judgment. I have already spoken 
about prudence. It is a habit of mind 
that focuses on present realities and 
achievable goals—not pie-in-the-sky 
pipedreams. Prudent lawmakers make 
experience—not theory—their guide, 
and they recognize that success in a re-
public requires harmonizing competing 
values. 

Considered judgment is closely tied 
to prudence. Prudence is not rash. It 
requires deliberation and thoughtful 
analysis. Our constituents sent us here 
because they trusted our judgment and 
favored the general outlines we pre-
sented in our campaigns. Now that we 
are here, it is time to put our plans 
into action. We do this by studying 
problems, investigating proposals, and 
carefully choosing solutions that best 
cohere with our principles. Exercising 
judgment is an individual matter. Col-
leagues and opinion leaders may guide 
our deliberations, but the ultimate 
choice of policy is one which we each 
must make on our own. 

The final two obligations I wish to 
highlight are our responsibilities: first, 
to seek the common good through ear-
nest deliberation, and second, to 
achieve consensus to the extent pos-
sible. 

As I explained, the Framers designed 
the Senate so that Members would be 
able to seek the common good encum-
bered by few political constraints. Be-
cause we stand for election only every 
6 years, we are less susceptible to 
swings in public opinion. We have the 
independence to value long-term im-
pact over short-term politics. And be-
cause we are a small body—relatively 
speaking—all Members are able to par-
ticipate fully in the legislative process 
and to add their voice of praise, warn-
ing or suggestion to each proposal that 
we consider. We deliberate not to score 
points or to craft sound bites but be-
cause we believe that in the contest of 
opposing views, the best answers will 
win out. 

I mentioned consensus. Although 
much of our day-to-day operations are 
conducted by unanimous consent, obvi-
ously we do not do everything around 
here by consensus. We are 100 fiercely 
independent legislators. Even at the 
end of a lengthy debate with numerous 
opportunities for amendment, we may 
remain sharply divided about a bill’s 
wisdom or the objective it seeks to 
achieve. But that does not mean con-

sensus should not be our goal. We 
should take counsel from past legisla-
tive victories which show that broad 
victories produce lasting reform, 
whereas narrow partisan power plays 
tend to yield only rancor and repeated 
attempts to repeal. 

For 38 years I have had the extraor-
dinary privilege of serving in the Sen-
ate. During that time, I have witnessed 
it at its best and, more recently, at its 
worst. My experience throughout the 
last four decades has confirmed to me 
the wisdom of the first Adlai Steven-
son, then Vice President, who in his 
1897 farewell address captured the es-
sence of the Senate: 

In this Chamber alone are preserved with-
out restraint two essentials of wise legisla-
tions and good government: the right of 
amendment and of debate. Great evils often 
result from hasty legislation; rarely from 
the delay which follows full discussion and 
deliberation. 

In recent years these foundations of 
the Senate’s unique character—mean-
ingful debate and an open amendment 
process—have come under sustained as-
sault by those who have prioritized 
scoring political points over preserving 
the Senate’s essential role in our sys-
tem of self-government. 

Rather than simply bemoan this re-
cent institutional damage, we have a 
duty to use this new Congress to re-
store the Senate. By returning to reg-
ular order and committee work, pro-
moting robust debate, and enabling a 
deliberative amendment process, we 
can make the Senate work again—both 
Democrats and Republicans. 

First, robust debate. Senators’ abil-
ity to engage in meaningful, sub-
stantive debate is at the core of the 
Senate’s identity. Through robust dis-
cussions and inclusive deliberation, 
Senators examine all sides of an issue. 
We air opposing views and ensure that 
in haste we do not make worse the 
problems we are trying to solve. 

When individual Senators have the 
right to debate a matter fully, it en-
genders confidence that the final legis-
lation produced represents the best 
possible bill upon which the Senate can 
agree. Many pieces of legislation that 
seemed imperfect passed this way and 
have gone on to benefit the Nation 
greatly. For over 200 years, the Senate 
has provided each Member broad pre-
rogative to debate and discuss the crit-
ical issues of the day. In the early 
years of the Republic, visitors flocked 
to the Senate gallery to hear Senators 
such as Daniel Webster, Henry Clay, 
and John C. Calhoun, just to mention 
three, to hear them expound upon mat-
ters of national concern. 

It was in this body that some of our 
Nation’s most important debates over 
taxation, slavery, expansion, and for-
eign affairs took place. For many 
years, free-flowing debate was so inter-
twined with the identity of the Senate 
that no effective cloture mechanism to 
cut off debate even existed until well 
into the 20th century. 

While the need to end debate in cer-
tain circumstances is clear, we have 

strayed too far from this important de-
liberative tradition. In particular, the 
practice of filing for cloture at the 
very same time a bill is brought up for 
consideration has proliferated to a dis-
turbing degree. When a full and robust 
debate has occurred, invoking cloture 
is often appropriate. But we must not 
abuse this power by reflexively seeking 
to cut off debate before it even begins. 
Let us return to a system where all 
Senators have a say in what the Senate 
does and are able to express their views 
without getting cut off. 

The second Senate hallmark we must 
restore is an open amendment process. 
The reason for an open amendment 
process is to improve legislation. No 
single Member can foresee all contin-
gencies that may arise or identify all 
of the potential pitfalls. 

There is a reason there are 100 Sen-
ators, not just 1. More eyes mean more 
mistakes caught and more opportuni-
ties for improvement. An open amend-
ment process also facilities consensus. 
One amendment may resolve a par-
ticular Senator’s concern, allowing 
him to support what he or she once op-
posed. Another may make a bill politi-
cally palatable to Senators who sup-
port the bill in principle but not in its 
current form. 

Amendments may also achieve buy- 
in as Senators who successfully amend 
a bill find themselves more committed 
to final passage. When Senators retain 
the ability to amend legislation, such 
input can establish a wide and lasting 
base of support that crosses partisan 
and ideological lines. Indeed, an open 
and honest amendment process has fre-
quently enabled diverse coalitions to 
find important areas of agreement. 

I even found that the former Senator 
from Massachusetts, the late Ted Ken-
nedy, the famed liberal lion of the Sen-
ate, a man I came to Washington to 
battle, could be a productive partner. 
In the process, he became one of my 
closest friends, even if we widely dis-
agreed on a lot of things. I miss him 
personally. We were able to do things 
that would not have been done had it 
not been for the work we did together. 

Unfortunately, over the past several 
years, the Senate’s traditionally open 
amendment process has come under in-
creasing attack. For the sake of shield-
ing electorally vulnerable Senators 
from tough votes, we have emasculated 
one of this institution’s critical char-
acteristics. It is time to stop manipu-
lating Senate rules to prevent amend-
ments. It is time to stop blocking 
amendments for fear of tough votes. It 
is time to return to healthier ways of 
doing things, where we work together 
to improve legislation rather than 
doing all we can to keep Members out 
of the process. 

The third hallmark we must restore 
is a vigorous and productive committee 
system. Although perhaps not as mori-
bund as our amendment process, the 
role our committees play in drafting 
and refining bills has indeed suffered in 
recent years. For centuries Senate 
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committees have served as the primary 
forum for critical deliberation and 
amendments in this body. 

Bills introduced in the Senate are re-
ferred to the relevant committees 
where Members have the opportunity 
to consider, debate, and amend the bill 
at length. Committees are the work-
horses of the Senate or at least should 
be. On the floor we can do only one 
thing at a time. But any number of 
committees and subcommittees may 
operate simultaneously, allowing Sen-
ators to work out language and make 
compromises on multiple bills at the 
same time. 

Committees also perform a crucial 
investigative function. They hold hear-
ings, call witnesses, and solicit expert 
opinions on a wide variety of issues, 
enabling Members to expand their un-
derstanding and to better fine-tune in-
dividual bills. Lately, however, we have 
witnessed a disturbing trend of bypass-
ing the committee process altogether 
by bringing bills directly to the floor 
for votes. 

This practice undermines committee 
work and frustrates Members who dili-
gently seek to move their legislative 
priorities through the committee. It 
also deprives bills of the benefits of 
committee review, which include more 
search and consideration of language, 
opportunities for comment by outside 
experts, and the ability to address sup-
port for amendments without tying up 
precious floor time. 

A healthy committee process is es-
sential to a well-functioning Senate. 
This body is not a fiefdom. We do not 
convene merely to give our assent to 
immutable messaging bills. We are sup-
posed to work together to write, 
amend, and pass important legislation. 
When Senators bring up for consider-
ation bills they have written without 
input from other Members, manipulate 
Senate procedure to prevent floor 
amendment on those bills, and then si-
multaneously file cloture to cut off de-
bate, they act as autocrats rather than 
agents of democracy. 

Let’s return this body to one that op-
erates by consensus, not dictate. Let’s 
return the committee process to its 
proper place in our legislative land-
scape, as the first line of review rather 
than an utter irrelevancy. Let’s restore 
the Senate to its proper role in our 
constitutional system by restoring the 
traditions that have made this body so 
great: robust debate, an open amend-
ment process, an active, meaningful 
committee process. 

Equipped with these tools, the Sen-
ate historically never shied away from 
taking on what everyone agreed were 
the toughest issues of the day. Yes, we 
had to take tough votes. Yes, we could 
not rush legislation through as fast as 
we sometimes would have liked. Yes, 
we sometimes felt deep disappointment 
when proposals we championed fell 
short. But while the Senate’s rules can 
be frustrating and politically cum-
bersome, they are what allowed the 
Senate to serve the country so well for 
so very long. 

Restoring the Senate in this manner 
will not be easy. After years of bitter 
partisan tension, we cannot expect a 
complete change to come overnight. 
But by reestablishing our historic aims 
and reinstituting our designing modes 
of operation, including robust debate, 
an open amendment process, and reg-
ular order through committee work, 
the Senate can once more be about the 
peoples’ business and observe the title 
of the world’s greatest deliberative 
body. 

f 

WISHING SENATOR HARRY REID A 
SPEEDY RECOVERY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, one of my 
friends in this body is the distinguished 
minority leader, HARRY REID. HARRY 
and I have been friends for a long time. 
He has served here for a long time. He 
served well in many respects. He cer-
tainly was a tough majority leader. He 
is a tough guy. 

Recently he suffered some very se-
vere injuries. He is mending. These in-
juries seem to be injuries he can han-
dle, although very strong, tough inju-
ries. I wish him the best, that he may 
be able to recuperate well, come back 
again to this deliberative body, and 
play the role he needs to play for the 
minority in this illustrious body. 

HARRY and I believe many things to-
gether, especially in the religious area. 
He is a fine man. His wife Landra is a 
very fine woman. I am glad to see that 
her health has improved. She is a ter-
rific person. Both of them are terrific 
people in their own right. I pray that 
the Lord will heal HARRY and make it 
easier for him to come back as soon as 
he can. Being a tough guy, he will be 
back here pretty soon. I wish him the 
best. It is no secret that Elaine and I 
have been praying for him. Hopefully, 
those prayers will be efficacious. 

I have great respect for my col-
leagues on the other side as well as my 
own colleagues on this side. These are 
good people. There are very few Sen-
ators—not more than 2—in my 38 years 
in the Senate that I thought might not 
have much redeeming value. Everybody 
else has played significant roles in this 
body, sometimes that I hotly contested 
and differed with, but nevertheless 
very good people over all these years. 

HARRY REID is one of the nicest peo-
ple one will ever meet off the Senate 
floor. He is all right on the Senate 
floor too. All I can say is that I wish 
him well. I am praying for his recov-
ery. I want him to succeed in every 
way. He is from our neighboring State. 
Nevada is very important to us. We 
like both Senators from Nevada. Sen-
ator HELLER is one of the finest Sen-
ators here. They work well in Nevada’s 
interests together. I hope everything 
goes well with Senator REID and his 
wife Landra and his lovely family. 
They are good family people. 

I wanted to make those comments on 
the floor because of the high esteem in 
which I hold HARRY. Yes, we disagree 
on a lot of issues, sometimes pretty 

strongly we disagree, but great Sen-
ators can do that. They can get over it 
quickly too. 

I hope the remarks I made earlier in 
the day on this deliberative body will 
be taken up by everybody in the Senate 
to realize this is the greatest delibera-
tive body in the world. We need to 
make sure it remains such. That means 
tough votes. It means tough amend-
ments. It means long days here some-
times, but it also means an ability to 
have a rapport with my friends, not 
only on this side but the other side as 
well and for them to have a rapport not 
only with their side but with our side. 

Let’s hope we can build something 
and let’s hope we can bring our two 
sides together and work in the best in-
terests of the country and get some 
things done that are sorely in need and 
do things that both Democrats and Re-
publicans can say: We did it together. 
Yes, there were tough times. Yes, we 
differed from time to time. But we did 
it together, and we did it in the best in-
terest of the country. 

I hope both leaders will be able to 
work together in this manner and that 
all of us will do our work in the best 
interest of this country. I do not think 
we necessarily have to forget politics, 
but we ought to sublimate them some-
times to the point where they do not 
interfere with getting very important 
work done. 

I wish HARRY REID the best. As I said, 
he is in my prayers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

f 

JOBS 
Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, first of 

all, this is the first opportunity I have 
had to follow our new President pro 
tempore of the Senate on the floor. He 
was just elected yesterday. 

I have spoken on the floor at times 
when he has been in other leadership 
roles. He is a solid Member of this Sen-
ate whom we rally around in so many 
ways. The comments he just made 
about the leader of our friends on the 
other side and the importance of fam-
ily to Senator REID—that is also im-
portant to Senator HATCH. People are 
important to Senator HATCH. I believe 
he is going to be a tremendous Presi-
dent pro tempore of the Senate, chair-
man of the Finance Committee, and a 
critical leader at a critical time. 

The comments he made on the floor 
today about Senators being willing to 
take tough votes, to take positions on 
issues, to let the American people 
know where we stand—that is not only 
where the Senate ought to be but in so 
many ways it is where Senator HATCH 
has always been as a Member of the 
Senate and now as the highest elected 
official in the Senate, the President 
pro tempore of the Senate. I look for-
ward to seeing him do that job, seeking 
his advice, and watching his leadership 
as he leads us now in multiple ways in 
the Senate. 

Mr. HATCH. Would the Senator yield 
for a comment? 
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Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. HATCH. I thank my dear friend 

from Missouri for being so kind and 
thoughtful to me and the Senate. I ap-
preciate our friendship and the leader-
ship he provides in this body. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank my friend for his 
leadership and his comments. 

The Presiding Officer and I are look-
ing at legislation we looked at last 
year where the Senate would simply 
have to stand up on rules and regula-
tions that have an impact on the econ-
omy and say ‘‘Yes, we are going to im-
prove those’’ or ‘‘No, we are not going 
to do those.’’ That would be a role for 
the Senate where the regulators for the 
first time have an obstacle and an op-
portunity to come to the people who 
have to go to the voters and say: What 
do you think about this rule? What do 
you think about this regulation? 

I look forward to seeing the REINS 
Act again that would put some more 
controls over regulators, which both 
the Presiding Officer and I have worked 
on. 

Today I will talk for a few moments 
about the work we will hopefully get to 
quickly. 

The first numbered bill in this new 
Senate is the bill to authorize the Key-
stone Pipeline. In the 6 years that Can-
ada has been waiting to try to sell us a 
product that we need, I have spoken 
about this—as many of us have—many 
times. It is hard to actually think 
about what I might say today that 
hasn’t been said before in that 6-year 
period of trying to do what I believe 
and what most Americans believe is 
the logical thing for us to do. 

Our best trading partner, Canada— 
more North American energy is one of 
the critical keys to our economic fu-
ture. As I over and over again think of 
the list of opportunities in front of us, 
that has to be near the top. What hap-
pens when we have more American en-
ergy? What happens when we are more 
self-sufficient with our two closest 
neighbors for the energy we use, the 
energy we need? What happens when 
we are less dependent on economies 
that we don’t do as much business with 
or places that aren’t as friendly to us 
as our neighbors to the north and our 
neighbors to the south? 

More American energy has an impact 
on utility bills, it has an impact on 
transportation, and it has an impact on 
whether we are going to make more 
things. An economy that grows things 
and makes things is stronger than an 
economy where we just trade services 
with each other. We should be looking 
for those things which create that com-
petitive incentive for us to get back 
into manufacturing. 

In the last session of Congress, we 
were able to pass a bill I cosponsored 
with Senator BROWN from Ohio on ad-
vanced manufacturing, and I think it is 
going to have an impact on doing 
things in different ways, but I don’t 
suggest that it would have a greater 
impact than a utility bill that some-
body thinking about building a factory 

understood that they had a great like-
lihood of being able to pay for a long 
time and in a competitive way or a de-
livery system that works. Those are 
the kinds of things that will create 
more American jobs. 

The Keystone Pipeline clearly cre-
ates some jobs in and of itself. I think 
20,000 jobs or so is the estimate just to 
build the pipeline and another 20,000 for 
all of the support of material and 
things that go into that pipeline. 

I think the President’s own State De-
partment has a number of 42,000 jobs 
that would be created if we go to this 
shovel-ready project. We had a lot of 
discussion in the country when the 
President became President about the 
importance of finding shovel-ready 
projects. This is a project where people 
have had the shovels in hand for a long 
time. They have a product we need. We 
are their best trading partner. It is log-
ical that they would want to sell it to 
us. It is equally logical that we should 
want to buy it from them. The State 
Department says over and over again— 
and this is the State Department where 
the Secretary of State was put in place 
by the President, who yesterday said 
he would veto this bill—the State De-
partment says over and over again that 
there is no environmental impact we 
should be concerned about. 

For people who say: Well, the Cana-
dians should be concerned about the 
impact of taking that oil out of the 
ground, that is really going to happen. 
The oil sands are going to be heated up. 
The oil is coming out of the ground. It 
is going to be sold to somebody. The 
question is, Do we take advantage of 
that logical opportunity or do we give 
that opportunity to somebody else? 

When we get into this debate next 
week, somebody will say: Well, maybe 
there are 40,000 jobs to build the pipe-
line, but there are only three or four 
dozen jobs to run the pipeline. Well, of 
course—it is a pipeline. It is not com-
plicated to do, but it is the logical and 
easiest way to move fuel that we need, 
oil that we need, oil that would become 
part of our commerce and other com-
merce. 

But anybody who thinks that those 
are the only jobs that would be created 
when we grasp the idea of more Amer-
ican energy just isn’t thinking about 
what this means to our economy. 
There are many jobs to be created. 
That is why this has become such an 
important issue and such an important 
vote—not just for the pipeline itself 
but for the message it sends to the 
American workforce, the message it 
sends to people who are thinking about 
making things in America, and the 
message it sends about our future econ-
omy. This is one of many things that 
are just waiting for us to take advan-
tage of them so that we can grow our 
economy in new and positive ways. 

Among the things that will be said 
that I will disagree with on this in the 
next few days: Well, this is only 35 per-
manent jobs. Anybody who believes 
that embracing more American energy 

is only 35 American jobs is either kid-
ding themselves or just trying to kid 
the American people. 

We need to take advantage of this op-
portunity. There is no government 
funding involved. It is just government 
approval. This is a $7 billion project, 
42,000 jobs. The government just has to 
say yes. 

Six years and several months ago 
ago—I think about 2 months ago now 
we passed the 6-year anniversary of the 
Canadians having the application and 
asking us to let them do this. Why do 
they even have to do that? Because 
they cross an international border. We 
build pipelines in the country all the 
time with very little Federal involve-
ment. 

This is revenue for the States, com-
munities, and counties this pipeline 
goes through. There is a revenue 
stream there. You pay for the perma-
nent ability to have that infrastruc-
ture available to you. It is a $7 billion 
project, revenue for State and local 
government, but most importantly, it 
is a sign from the people of the United 
States of America through their gov-
ernment that we are going to take ad-
vantage of this great opportunity of 
more American energy that is in front 
of us. 

Since he came to the Senate the 
same day I did 4 years ago, Senator 
HOEVEN has been a leading advocate as 
a North Dakotan. He understands what 
energy can do for the economy. He also 
understands the importance of being 
able to transport that energy product 
around in the right way. It frees train 
cars for manufactured goods, agri-
culture, and other things. It does so in 
the best way. Senator MANCHIN, joining 
with Senator HOEVEN as the principal 
sponsors of the bill, is a leader on these 
energy issues. He understands energy 
issues. I am pleased to be a cosponsor 
of this bill. I believe there are 60 of us 
who have cosponsored the bill—clearly 
enough to send the bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk. It would be nice if the 
President would look at the oppor-
tunity and decide to sign this bill. 

This is an important part of the fu-
ture of the country. It is time for the 
Senate, the Congress, and the Govern-
ment of the United States to wrap its 
arms around what this means to the 
people of the United States. It means 
good jobs. It means a different future 
than if we don’t have it. 

One other topic I wish to mention 
while on the floor is—speaking of good 
jobs—jobs for veterans. A bill I filed in 
the last Congress in the Senate has 
passed the House again last night, the 
Hire More Heroes Act. I hope we can 
get to it quickly. Last year it passed in 
the House 406 to 1, but the Senate 
wouldn’t take up the bill that passed 
the House 406 to 1. 

How do we hire more heroes under 
this act? We give people who already 
have veterans health benefits— 
TRICARE or other VA benefits—a lit-
tle bit of an exception as an employee. 
Employers don’t have to count them 
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toward the 50 employees that trigger a 
law that many employers are trying to 
avoid being affected by, the so-called 
Affordable Care Act. 

We have a chance to go to those who 
served us and say: Look, we are going 
to create one additional opportunity. 
We are not going to count the fact that 
you already have health care against 
you; we are actually going to let it 
work in favor of your opportunity to 
get a job and to move forward with 
that job. 

Whether it is more American energy 
or hiring our heroes for jobs they need 
to have—the veteran unemployment 
numbers are unacceptable. Veterans 
who have served since 9/11 at one time 
last year had an unemployment rate 
right at the 9 percent number. Any 
number is unacceptable. We need to 
take those veterans’ skills and put 
them to work. I hope we do that by 
quickly following our colleagues on the 
other side of the building—who now 
have passed this bill twice—and getting 
this bill on the President’s desk as 
well. 

Hiring our heroes, creating jobs, 
looking at more American energy—I 
am hopeful these are the kinds of 
things this Congress will quickly send 
a message to the President and the 
country—these are the kinds of things 
we want to see happen for more oppor-
tunity for young Americans and for all 
Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

FISCHER). The Senator from South Da-
kota. 

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I 
share the view of my colleague from 
Missouri about the importance of the 
Keystone Pipeline. We will have an op-
portunity over the next several days to 
talk more extensively about that and 
the importance it has to our economy 
and to energy security. Obviously it is 
something that we think is about jobs 
and the economy, which is why there is 
so much support for it in the Senate 
among Republicans in the Senate, and 
I would argue—I think there will be a 
lot of Democrats as well. 

Yesterday Republicans assumed the 
majority in the Senate thanks to the 
overwhelming support of the American 
people, and we are ready to roll up our 
sleeves and go to work. 

This week President Obama is going 
to be traveling around the country at-
tempting to take credit for the recent 
shred of economic good news we have 
finally seen after 6 years of economic 
stagnation under the President’s poli-
cies. Unfortunately, all of the cam-
paign-style tours in the world cannot 
disguise the fact that our economy is 
nowhere near where it should be. More 
than 5 years after the recession sup-
posedly ended, Americans are still feel-
ing the pinch. Wages are stagnant. 
Household income has declined by al-
most $3,000 on the President’s watch. 
The price of everything from health 
care to education has risen. And the 
President’s policies have done nothing 

to help. In fact, the President’s policies 
have actually made things worse. 
Whether it is the taxes in the Presi-
dent’s health care law or the energy 
tax proposed by the President’s out-of- 
control EPA, the President’s policies 
have done nothing to help the econ-
omy. 

But there is reason for Americans to 
be hopeful. Poll after poll has dem-
onstrated that the American people are 
concerned about jobs and the economy, 
and in the new Congress Republicans 
are going to make jobs and the econ-
omy our priorities. We are committed 
to passing legislation that would help 
create jobs, grow the economy, and ex-
pand opportunities for struggling mid-
dle-class families, and we plan to get 
started right away. 

This week the senior Senator from 
North Dakota, Mr. HOEVEN, reintro-
duced legislation to approve the job- 
creating Keystone XL Pipeline. Ac-
cording to the President’s own State 
Department, this commonsense project 
would support more than 42,000 jobs. It 
would also substantially increase rev-
enue to State and local governments, 
providing increased funding for local 
priorities such as schools, roads, and 
bridges. 

I can speak firsthand to that because 
it would cross my home county, Jones 
County, in South Dakota. I can say the 
people in my home county see the op-
portunity to generate revenues that 
would help support the local school dis-
trict in an area of the State which is 
losing population and having a harder 
and harder time keeping the school 
open. 

The pipeline has bipartisan support 
in both Houses of Congress, and I am 
hopeful that the President will drop his 
inexplicable opposition and finally sign 
off on this job-creating project. 

Republicans also plan to take up the 
other job-creating measures that spent 
far too long languishing in the Demo-
cratic-led Senate. The Obamacare tax 
on lifesaving devices, such as pace-
makers and insulin pumps, has already 
had a negative impact on jobs and the 
medical device industry. At a time 
when our economy is still suffering 
from years of stagnation, repealing 
this tax is a no-brainer. I am confident 
we will have bipartisan support for this 
repeal, and I hope—I hope—the Presi-
dent will sign it. 

Republicans also plan to repeal the 
Obamacare provision that changed the 
definition of full-time work from 40 
hours per week to 30 hours per week. 
This provision is forcing businesses to 
reduce employees’ hours and wages and 
hire part-time rather than full-time 
workers in order to comply with the 
Obamacare requirements. Millions of 
Americans who want full-time work 
are currently stuck in part-time jobs 
because they can’t find anything else. 
The last thing the government should 
be doing is making it more difficult for 
employers to offer full-time positions. 

Another Obamacare position that is 
making it difficult for employers to 

hire is the employer mandate. Later 
today I will introduce a bill called the 
HIRE Act, which would make it easier 
for employers to hire new workers by 
exempting Americans who have been 
unemployed for more than 27 weeks 
from counting as employees for whom 
a tax penalty must be paid by the em-
ployer under Obamacare’s employer 
mandate. 

In addition to passing job-creating 
legislation, the new Republican major-
ity is committed to increasing congres-
sional oversight. Executive branch 
agencies have been out of control under 
the Obama administration. The Presi-
dent’s EPA alone has proposed billions 
of dollars’ worth of regulations that 
will have a catastrophic effect on our 
economy and eliminate tens of thou-
sands of jobs, if not hundreds of thou-
sands of jobs. Just one of these regula-
tions—the backdoor national energy 
tax on coal-fired powerplants—would 
cause Americans’ energy prices to soar 
and destroy families’ livelihoods. 

In my State of South Dakota, house-
hold energy prices could increase by as 
much as 90 percent. South Dakotans 
with incomes below $50,000 a year al-
ready spend one-fifth—one-fifth—of 
their aftertax income on residential 
and transportation energy costs, which 
is twice the national average, I might 
add. They can’t afford a 90-percent in-
crease in their costs. 

What is more, this national energy 
tax will have almost no effect on our 
air quality. It would devastate commu-
nities and drive up energy bills in this 
country for nothing. 

The EPA is far from the only Federal 
agency to have abused its power under 
the Obama administration. Take the 
Obama IRS, for example, which tar-
geted organizations for extra scrutiny 
based on their members’ political be-
liefs. It is past time for Congress to as-
sert its oversight authority and check 
the executive branch’s overreach. 

While Republicans want to work with 
Democrats as much as possible, we will 
not hesitate to draw a bright line be-
tween Democratic and Republican pri-
orities. 

Republicans want to address some of 
the biggest challenges facing our econ-
omy, to put our Nation on the path to 
long-term prosperity. That means 
doing things such as reforming our Tax 
Code, which is inefficient and bloated, 
making it simpler and fairer for fami-
lies and businesses in this country. It 
also means reforming our regulatory 
system to eliminate inefficient and in-
effective regulations that are discour-
aging job growth. 

The Democratic-led Senate was pret-
ty dysfunctional. The minority party 
was largely shut out of the legislative 
process. Bills were frequently written 
behind closed doors. The committee 
process was largely defunct. Too often 
the Senate floor was a forum for par-
tisan politicking rather than serious 
debate. What was the result? The 
voices of too many Americans got shut 
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out of the process and the Senate ac-
complished next to nothing for the 
American people. 

Republicans intend to change all of 
that. Under Republican control, the 
Senate will return to regular order. 
That means bills will once again be de-
bated and amended in the open, in com-
mittee, before coming to the Senate 
floor. Once bills come to the floor, all 
Senators, regardless of party, will have 
the opportunity to offer amendments 
and to fully debate legislation before it 
comes to a vote. 

The American people deserve a Sen-
ate that works and Republicans intend 
to give it to them. The American peo-
ple have spent a long time struggling 
in the Obama economy, but they are 
about to get some relief. Republicans 
are determined to pass solutions that 
will help create jobs, grow our econ-
omy, and expand opportunities for 
American families. We hope—we hope— 
the Democrats in the Senate and the 
President will join us. 

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

ator from Vermont. 
f 

IMPORTANT ISSUES FACING OUR 
COUNTRY 

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, as 
we begin this new session, I think it is 
important for us to remember why we 
are here and what our job is as Sen-
ators. What our job is, it seems to me, 
is to try to understand the needs of the 
American people, the problems facing 
our constituents, and propose real solu-
tions to those problems. So before we 
get involved in all of the debates I 
know we are going to have, let me put 
on the floor what I believe—in hearing 
from the people of the State of 
Vermont—are some of the most impor-
tant issues facing our country and the 
need for the Senate, the Congress, and 
the President to address those issues. 

First and foremost, to my mind, is 
the state of American democracy. We 
are a democracy, and men and women 
have fought and died to preserve Amer-
ican democracy, which means the peo-
ple of America—not kings, not queens, 
not an aristocracy but the people of 
this country—regardless of where they 
come from or their economic status, 
have the right to participate in the po-
litical process, to elect their leaders 
and create the future they want for 
themselves and their kids. 

What is the status of American de-
mocracy today? We just came out of a 
midterm election where Republicans 
did very well. But I think it is impor-
tant to understand that in that elec-
tion—that national election—63 per-
cent of the American people didn’t 
vote. Eighty percent of young people 
didn’t vote. The overwhelming major-
ity of low-income and working people 
didn’t vote. 

There are a million reasons an indi-
vidual doesn’t vote, but my guess is 
that for many people they look at the 
political process and they say: Yes, my 

family is hurting. I am working longer 
hours for lower wages. My job went to 
China. My kid can’t afford to go to col-
lege. I can’t afford health insurance. 
What are those people in Washington 
doing to protect my interest? Not 
much—not the Republicans, not the 
Democrats. I am hurting. What are 
they doing? People say: Hey, I don’t 
want to participate in this process. It 
doesn’t mean anything. I am not going 
to vote. 

I think another aspect about why 
people don’t vote is they turn on their 
TVs and they are bombarded with 30- 
second ugly television ads—often ads 
that come not even from the candidate 
but from people who do ‘‘independent 
expenditures.’’ As a result of the disas-
trous Supreme Court decision on Citi-
zens United, billionaires, corporations 
are now allowed to spend unlimited 
sums of money in a political process. If 
somebody is a billionaire, they can now 
spend hundreds and hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars to destroy other can-
didates or to elect the candidates they 
want. 

Is that truly what American democ-
racy is supposed to be about? Do we be-
lieve that men and women fought and 
died for us so billionaires can elect 
candidates to protect the wealthy and 
the powerful? 

I would say at the very top of the 
agenda for this Congress should be a 
movement to overturn, through a con-
stitutional amendment, this disastrous 
Supreme Court ruling on Citizens 
United. In my view, we should move to-
ward public funding of elections so all 
of our people, regardless of their eco-
nomic status, can participate in the po-
litical process and run for office. 

I think the next issue we have to 
take a very hard look at is the 40-year 
decline of the American middle class. I 
know some of my Republican friends 
talk about what has happened under 
the Obama administration, and they 
are right in saying we are nowhere 
where we should be economically. No 
one debates that. But let us not forget 
where we were 6 years ago when George 
W. Bush left office. Everybody remem-
bers where we were: 700,000 people a 
month—a month—were losing their 
jobs. 

People say: Hey, we are growing 
200,000 or 300,000 jobs a month now, not 
good enough. Right, it is not good 
enough, but growing 200,000 or 300,000 
jobs a month is a heck of a lot better 
than losing 700,000 jobs a month. 

Our financial system—the U.S. and 
the world’s—was on the verge of finan-
cial collapse. That is where we were 
when Bush left office. Now Wall Street 
is doing very well. 

In terms of our deficit, when Bush 
left office we had a $1.4 trillion deficit. 
Now that deficit is somewhere around 
$500 billion. Are we where we want to 
be? No. Are we better off than we were 
6 years ago? Absolutely. 

But when we look at the middle class 
today, we understand the problems are 
not just the last 6 years or the last 12 

years. The problems are what has been 
going on over the last 40 years. The 
fact is, we have millions of working 
people who are earning, in real infla-
tion-accounted dollars, substantially 
less than they were 40 years ago. 

How does it happen, when we are see-
ing an explosion in technology, when 
worker productivity has gone up, that 
the median male worker—that male 
worker right in the middle of the econ-
omy—earns $783 less last year than he 
made 41 years ago? 

Look at why people are angry. That 
is why they are angry. In inflation-ac-
counted-for dollars, the median male 
worker is making $783 less last year 
than he made 41 years ago. The median 
woman worker made $1,300 less last 
year than she made in 2007. 

Since 1999, the median middle-class 
family has seen its income go down by 
almost $5,000 after adjusting for infla-
tion. So people all over this country 
look to Washington and they say: What 
is going on? You gave us this great 
global economy. You have all these 
great unfettered free-trade agreements. 
We have all this technology. Yes, I 
know the billionaires are getting rich-
er, millionaires are getting richer, with 
95 percent of all new income going to 
the top 1 percent. We have one family, 
the Walton family, now owning more 
wealth than the bottom 40 percent of 
Americans. Yes, the billionaires are 
doing great, but what is happening to 
me? 

What is happening to the middle 
class? The answer is, for a variety of 
reasons, in the last 40 years the middle 
class has shrunk significantly. Today 
we have more people living in poverty 
than at almost any other time in 
American history, and we have the 
highest rate of childhood poverty of 
any major country on Earth. 

So what do we do? What do we do to 
rebuild the middle class? What do we 
do to create the millions of decent-pay-
ing jobs we need? Let me throw out a 
few suggestions that I hope in this ses-
sion of Congress we will address. 

For a start, everybody in America 
understands our infrastructure is col-
lapsing—no great secret. According to 
the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers, nearly one-quarter of the Na-
tion’s 600,000 bridges are structurally 
deficient or functionally obsolete, and 
more than 30 percent have exceeded 
their design life. 

What that means is that all over this 
country bridges are being shut down 
because they are dangerous and they 
need repair, almost one third of Amer-
ica’s roads are in poor or mediocre con-
dition, and 42 percent of major urban 
highways are congested. As we speak, 
in cities all over America people are 
backed up in traffic jams, burning fuel 
and wasting time because we don’t 
have proper infrastructure. The Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers says we 
must invest $1.7 trillion by 2020—5 
years—just to get our Nation’s roads, 
bridges, and transit to a state of good 
repair—more than four times the cur-
rent rate of spending. 
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So what happens when we invest in 

infrastructure? I will introduce legisla-
tion to invest $1 trillion in rebuilding 
our roads, bridges, water systems, 
wastewater plants, aquifers, older 
schools, and rail. When we do that, $1 
trillion in infrastructure investment 
not only makes our country more pro-
ductive and efficient, but it also cre-
ates a substantial number of decent- 
paying jobs. A $1 trillion investment 
would maintain and create 13 million 
decent-paying jobs. The fastest way to 
create good-paying jobs is to rebuild 
our crumbling infrastructure. In my 
view, that should be a very, very high 
priority for this Congress. 

The second issue I think we need to 
address—and I understand there are 
differences of opinion on this issue. I 
think when our kids and our grand-
children look back on this period and 
they look at an issue such as the Key-
stone Pipeline, they will be saying: 
What were you people thinking about? 
How could you go forward in terms of 
increasing the exploration and produc-
tion of some of the dirtiest oil on this 
planet when virtually all of the sci-
entists were telling us that we have to 
substantially reduce carbon emissions 
and not increase carbon emissions? 

In my view, an important mission of 
this Congress is to listen to the science 
and the scientific community. They are 
telling us loudly and clearly that cli-
mate change is real, climate change is 
caused by human activity, climate 
change is already causing devastating 
problems in America and around the 
world in terms of drought, in terms of 
flooding, in terms of extreme weather 
disturbances, and we have to transform 
our energy system away from fossil 
fuel and into energy efficiency, into 
weatherization, into wind, into solar, 
into geothermal, and into other sus-
tainable energies. When we do that, we 
not only lead the world in reversing 
climate change, but we also create a 
significant number of jobs. 

In this last election, interestingly 
enough in some of the most conserv-
ative States in America, voters voted 
to raise the minimum wage because 
they understand that a minimum wage 
of $7.25 an hour—here in Washington, 
DC, the Federal minimum wage—is lit-
erally a starvation wage. No family, no 
individual can live on $7.25 an hour. I 
applaud all those fast food workers all 
over this country—people who work at 
McDonald’s and Burger King—for hav-
ing the courage to go out on the streets 
and say: We have to raise the minimum 
wage. I applaud their courage in doing 
that, and I applaud the many States 
around this country, including the 
State of Vermont, who have raised the 
minimum wage. In my view, if someone 
works 40 hours a week, they should not 
be living in poverty. I hope that one of 
the major priorities in this Congress is 
to raise the minimum wage to a living 
wage. Over a period of years, I would 
raise that minimum wage to $15 an 
hour. 

It is also unacceptable that in Amer-
ica today women who do the same 

work as men earn 78 cents on the dollar 
compared to male workers. I think we 
have to address this discrimination, 
and we need to move forward with pay 
equity for women workers. 

When we talk about the decline of 
the American middle class and the fact 
that millions of workers are working 
longer hours for lower wages, when we 
talk about the fact that in the last 14 
or so years this country has lost 60,000 
factories and millions of good-paying 
manufacturing jobs—when we put that 
issue on the table, we begin the discus-
sion which is long, long overdue about 
our trade policies. That is what we 
have to talk about. The truth of the 
matter is that from Republican leader-
ship in the White House to Democratic 
leadership in the White House, there 
has been support for a number of trade 
policies which, when looking at the 
cold facts, have failed. NAFTA has 
failed. CAFTA has failed. Permanent 
Normal Trade Relations with China— 
PNTR—has failed. Over the last 30 
years, Republican Presidents and 
Democratic Presidents have continued 
to push unfettered free trade agree-
ments which say to American workers: 
Guess what. You are now going to be 
competing against somebody in China 
who makes $1.50 an hour. If you don’t 
like it, we are going to move our plant 
to China. 

And many companies have done ex-
actly that. Do we think that is fair? Do 
we think that is right? I don’t. 

We are going to be coming up with 
the Trans-Pacific Partnership trade 
agreement, TPP. Without going into 
great detail at this point, I have very, 
very serious problems with that agree-
ment. In terms of the process, no Mem-
ber of this Congress has been able to 
walk into the office where these docu-
ments—highly complicated legal docu-
ments—are held, bring staff in there, 
and copy the information. We are not 
allowed to do that, but we are supposed 
to vote on a fast-track agreement to 
give the President the authority to ne-
gotiate that agreement. It doesn’t 
make a lot of sense to me. 

So I hope we use the TPP as an op-
portunity to rethink our trade agree-
ments. Trade is a good thing, but 
American workers should not suffer 
from unfettered free trade. Trade 
should be used to benefit the middle 
class and working families of this 
country and not just the multinational 
corporations. 

We live in a highly competitive glob-
al economy. Everybody understands 
that. I think we also understand that 
our young people are not going to do 
well and our economy does not do well 
unless our people have the education 
they need to effectively compete in 
this global economy. It saddens me to 
note that a number of years ago the 
United States of America led the world 
in terms of the percentage of people 
who had college degrees. We were num-
ber one. Today we are number 12. The 
reason is that the cost of college has 
soared at the same time that the in-

come of many middle-class and work-
ing-class people has declined. We are in 
a position now where hundreds of thou-
sands of young people thinking about 
their future look at the cost of college, 
look at the debt they will incur when 
they leave college, and they are saying: 
I don’t want to go to college. I am not 
going to go to college. I am not going 
to get post-high school education. That 
is a very bad thing for this country. It 
is a bad thing for our economy. We 
should put high up on the agenda the 
issue of how in America all of our peo-
ple, regardless of the income of their 
families, can get the education they 
need without going deeply in debt. This 
issue of college indebtedness is a hor-
ror. 

I remember a few months ago talking 
to a young woman in Burlington, VT, 
who left medical school $300,000 in debt. 
Her crime was that she wanted to be-
come a doctor and work with low-in-
come people. She shouldn’t be punished 
with a debt of $300,000. Other people are 
graduating college $50,000 in debt. And 
graduate school—we have attorneys in 
my office who have a debt of over 
$100,000. We can do better than that as 
a nation. 

Those are some of the issues. There 
are others out there. But I think what 
is most important is that we try to lis-
ten to where the American people are 
today—to the pain of a declining mid-
dle-class, to single moms desperately 
struggling to raise their kids with dig-
nity, to older people trying to retire 
with a shred of dignity. 

On that issue, let me be very clear. If 
there is an attempt going to be made 
here in the Senate to cut Social Secu-
rity or to cut Medicare, there will be at 
least one Senator fighting vigorously 
on that. Poverty among seniors is 
going up. Millions of seniors in this 
country are trying to make it on 
$12,000, $13,000, $14,000 a year. The last 
thing we should be talking about is 
cutting Social Security. In fact, we 
should be talking about expanding So-
cial Security. 

There are a lot of issues out there. I 
hope we don’t get lost in the weeds. I 
hope we focus on those issues that are 
major concerns to the American peo-
ple. I hope very much that we have the 
courage to stand up to the very, very 
wealthy campaign contributors and 
their lobbyists who have enormous in-
fluence over what takes place here, and 
that we in fact represent the people 
who sent us here who are overwhelm-
ingly middle-class and working-class 
people. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FLAKE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 
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KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, under 
the direction of our new majority lead-
er, the Senator from Kentucky, we 
have been entrusted with a great op-
portunity to lead this new Congress— 
the 114th Congress—and it is a great 
honor. Maybe people assume that to be 
the case, but it is always a good idea to 
express it out loud and to say how 
grateful we are for the opportunity to 
be able to lead the 114th Congress and 
serve in the majority in the Senate. 

It is also important to say we ap-
proach this opportunity with great hu-
mility—not just with humility but 
with also a determination and a com-
mitment to address the top priorities 
of the American people. If there is one 
issue I heard about from my constitu-
ents in Texas during my reelection 
campaign, which concluded on Novem-
ber 4, it is: Why can’t you guys and 
gals get things done? How come you 
can’t address the problems that con-
front the American people? By and 
large, at the top of that list were jobs 
and stagnant wages, part-time work 
when people want to work full-time. 
They were kitchen table, bread-and- 
butter sorts of issues. 

Now we have an opportunity starting 
this week to address one of those prior-
ities, which is creating jobs with the 
approval of the Keystone XL Pipeline. 
The Keystone XL Pipeline is important 
for a lot of reasons, one of which is job 
creation. It obviously transports oil 
from Canada through the United 
States, bypassing the delivery of this 
oil in railcars, which has been the sub-
ject of some news reports when some of 
them have gone off-rail and created 
some accidents. The oil ends up in 
Southeast Texas, where we have a lot 
of refineries which create a lot of jobs 
but where that crude oil will then be 
refined into gasoline and jet fuel and 
other refined products. 

This is also important because this is 
a supply of oil from a friendly neigh-
bor, Canada—one of our closest allies— 
and reduces our dependence on oil from 
parts of the world that aren’t quite as 
stable certainly as Canada is. So it is 
important from a jobs perspective. It is 
important from a geopolitical perspec-
tive and a national security perspec-
tive as well. 

I went back and looked and noted 
that the President actually formed a 
Jobs Council during his first term in 
office. The job of the members of the 
council was to put their heads together 
and provide strategic advice on ways to 
boost the economy. This is the Presi-
dent’s Jobs Council that he created 
during the first term of his Presidency. 
The group’s main homework assign-
ment was to produce this framework 
for job creation and enhance national 
competitiveness. In fact, they produced 
something entitled ‘‘Road Map to Re-
newal.’’ I haven’t Googled that or 
Binged it or put it in a search engine, 
but I bet if anybody who happens to be 
listening is interested, they could type 
that into a search engine on the Inter-

net—the ‘‘Road Map to Renewal’’—and 
find out all they want to know about 
it. It includes a number of specific and 
practical recommendations for action. 

One of those recommendations to the 
President was to ‘‘optimize all of the 
nation’s natural resources and con-
struct pathways (pipelines, trans-
mission and distribution) to deliver 
electricity and fuel.’’ 

That would seem to be right in the 
wheelhouse of the Keystone XL Pipe-
line. 

The report added that regulatory and 
‘‘permitting obstacles that could 
threaten the development of some en-
ergy projects, negatively impact jobs 
and weaken our energy infrastructure 
need to be addressed.’’ So the Presi-
dent’s own Jobs Council recognized 
that the key to America’s energy secu-
rity is to focus on America’s energy de-
velopment, including the transmission 
lines and pipelines by which this nat-
ural resource is transported. 

I know perhaps coming from an en-
ergy State such as Texas we are per-
haps a lot more familiar with the pipe-
lines and the oil and gas industry be-
cause it creates so many jobs and so 
much prosperity in my State, but some 
people are a little apprehensive about 
the idea of a pipeline going under the 
ground. I invite them to again type 
into their favorite search engine on the 
Internet ‘‘oil and gas pipelines’’ and 
look at the map that pops up. It is as-
tonishing how many existing pipelines 
exist in the United States today. I bet 
98 percent of Americans don’t even 
know they exist. Maybe that is too 
high; maybe it is 95 percent. So this is 
a safe and efficient and effective way of 
transporting these natural resources 
all around the United States. Obvi-
ously, if they are transported by pipe-
line, they don’t have to be transported 
by railcar, including through some pop-
ulated parts of our country, and sub-
jected to some of the accidents we have 
read and heard so much about. These 
underground pipelines are a fairly com-
mon reality in our country, which 
leads me to be absolutely mystified at 
the resistance from some on the other 
side of the aisle and in the White House 
to doing what should be in our self-in-
terests, which should be something 
that addresses one of the most impor-
tant things the American people care 
about, which is jobs, and the other 
thing they care an awful lot about, 
which is security and reducing our de-
pendence on imported energy from the 
Middle East. 

That was 3 years ago last month that 
the President’s Jobs Council made this 
recommendation. Then there is last 
month, when the President said this: 
‘‘I’m being absolutely sincere when I 
say I want to work with this new Con-
gress to get things done.’’ 

Hearing that was like music to my 
ears and I think to a lot of people, to 
have the President say he wants to 
work with the Congress, even though 
Republicans won the majority in the 
House and in the Senate. So imagine 

my confusion and the confusion on the 
part of so many Americans when yes-
terday the White House Press Sec-
retary said the President would veto 
any legislative approval of the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. 

Think about the timing of that state-
ment. We had an election on November 
4, we had the new Congress sworn in 
yesterday, the President said a month 
ago he wanted to work with the Con-
gress, and then the first day of the Con-
gress, before the legislation was even 
filed much less voted out of committee 
and brought to the floor, the President 
said: If you pass that, I am going to 
veto it. I am probably not the only one 
who is confused by the contradiction. 

We know this pipeline would produce 
thousands of well-paying jobs and 
would enhance the supply of energy 
from a close ally and neighbor, as I 
said earlier. 

So the President issued a veto threat 
on the day the new Congress was sworn 
in, and it is clear to me that notwith-
standing the President’s previous 
statements, he is either confused or he 
has changed his mind about cooper-
ating with the Congress. I hope he 
meant what he said when he said he 
would work with us to try to address 
the concerns of middle-class families 
when it comes to jobs and help grow 
the economy and help America prosper. 
But I am here to say that Republicans 
who now have the honor and responsi-
bility of serving as the majority in the 
Senate and in the House did listen. We 
heard the message delivered to us by 
the voters on November 4. We know 
they don’t want more bickering. They 
don’t want more dysfunction. The 
American people, including my con-
stituents in Texas, want results. They 
want jobs. They want full-time, not 
just part-time work, and they want the 
security that would come with legisla-
tion such as this that we are consid-
ering today. 

That is why this week our new ma-
jority leader, the senior Senator from 
Kentucky, Mr. MCCONNELL, has decided 
we will take up this energy project as 
job No. 1. This is bipartisan legislation. 
I was watching TV this morning, I 
think with the Presiding Officer, and 
we were together and saw that Senator 
MANCHIN from West Virginia and Sen-
ator HOEVEN from North Dakota were 
appearing on a morning TV show talk-
ing about the importance of this legis-
lation, and they estimate they have as 
many as 63 votes in the Senate, which 
by definition is a bipartisan majority, 
to pass this legislation. 

This place can be pretty confusing at 
different times, and I am perplexed 
why the same President who said he 
wants to work with us is issuing pre-
mature veto threats, even though there 
is a bipartisan majority for this legis-
lation. 

Again, the President said he is for an 
‘‘all of the above’’ approach to take 
care of our energy future. If that is 
true, then this should be a part of that 
approach. He has acknowledged the im-
portant connection between job growth 
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and energy development. If there is a 
poster child for the role that the en-
ergy sector can play in growing the 
economy, it is my State. Texas is a 
State where we are quite familiar with 
the oil and gas industry. We are not 
just sold on oil and gas because we do 
produce the most electricity from wind 
turbine of anywhere in the country. We 
are truly an ‘‘all of the above’’ State. 
But after years of anemic economic 
growth and the lowest workforce par-
ticipation in four decades, does the 
President of the United States think 
this is an inconsequential piece of leg-
islation? Why does he not work with us 
as opposed to remaining an obstruction 
to real progress the American people 
are crying out for? 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
f 

CLIMATE CHANGE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 
this is my first ‘‘Time to Wake Up’’ 
speech in the Senate as a Member of 
the minority. Being in the minority 
will give me the opportunity, for the 
first time, to use the tools uniquely 
available to Members of the Senate mi-
nority. On the issue of climate change, 
which is affecting all of our States but 
particularly Rhode Island, I intend to 
use those tools politely and persist-
ently. 

We have just left a period of partisan-
ship and obstruction by the minority 
unique in the Senate’s history. I do not 
intend to return us to those days. My 
intent is to enliven the Senate and see 
to it that it does its duty, that we as 
Senators do our duty to our fellow 
Americans. My intent is not to block-
ade and degrade this great institution 
with obstruction for the sake of ob-
struction. My goal, in short, is Senate 
action, not Senate inaction. 

Pope Francis recently spoke to the 
world about mankind’s care of God’s 
creation. He warned us against what he 
called negligence and inaction. I hope 
to be a constant spur in the Senate 
against negligence and inaction, spe-
cifically the negligence and inaction 
that is our present Senate standard of 
care for God’s Earth. 

I know that powerful forces of neg-
ligence and inaction are arrayed 
against us. I know the Supreme Court’s 
reckless and shameful decision in the 
Citizens United case has empowered 
those forces as never before. I know 
there has resulted an unprecedented 
campaign by polluting interests of po-
litical spending and threats. It is plain 
to see that the polluters’ campaign 
has, for now at least, silenced meaning-
ful bipartisan debate about carbon pol-
lution. We can line up the Citizens 
United decision and the silence almost 
exactly. Coal and oil interests are en-
joying massive economic subsidies— 
massive subsidies—and similar to any 
special interest, they will fight to pro-
tect those special benefits. But it can’t 
last. It can’t last. My confidence is 

strong because our American democ-
racy is ultimately founded in the will 
of the American people, and the Amer-
ican people understand the need to end 
our days of negligence and inaction. 
They want us to run the blockade that 
polluters have built around Congress. 

Polling shows this. More than 80 per-
cent of Americans say they see climate 
change happening right around them. 
Two-thirds say they would pay more 
for electricity if it would help solve 
this problem. Among Independents, 
that is 64 percent. 

Even among young Republicans, vot-
ers get it—young voters, anyway. 
Under the age of 35, most Republican 
voters, according to polls, think that 
climate denial is ignorant, out of touch 
or crazy. Those are the words from the 
poll. Under 50 years of age, a majority 
of Republicans and Republican-leaning 
Independents support action against 
climate change. Among all Republicans 
of all ages, fully half support restric-
tions on carbon dioxide, and nearly 
half think the United States should 
lead the fight. 

Trusted American institutions get it, 
too—from the Joint Chiefs of Staff of 
our military services to the U.S. Con-
ference of Catholic Bishops, from all of 
America’s major scientific societies to 
the experts we trust day in and day out 
at NOAA and at NASA, and from the 
leaders of America’s corporate commu-
nity—Walmart and Target, Apple and 
Google, Ford and GM, Mars and Nestle 
USA, Alcoa and Starbucks, Coke and 
Pepsi. From all of them and from many 
other respected voices comes the mes-
sage that climate change is a serious 
threat. I have confidence that Congress 
will soon have to heed their voices. 

We might mention the recent agree-
ment in Lima where 194 countries all 
agreed to carbon reductions. Does the 
Republican Party in the United States 
of America really want to be aligned 
with Vladimir Putin, the great inter-
national climate denier? 

My confidence also comes from ne-
cessity. This simply must be done. Our 
human species developed on this earth 
in a climate window that has always 
been between 170 and 300 parts per mil-
lion of carbon dioxide in the atmos-
phere—always. For as long as human 
kind has been here on Earth, carbon 
concentration has wobbled up and 
down but always within that range— 
through our entire history, going back 
a million and probably more years. We 
have now rocketed outside that range 
and broken 400 parts per million, a con-
dition on Earth that is a first, again, in 
millions of years. 

Our oceans, as a result, are acidifying 
measurably at a rate unprecedented in 
the life of our species. One has to go 
back into distant geologic time to find 
anything similar. If you go back that 
far and look at what the geologic 
record tells us about what life was like 
on the planet in those primal eras, it 
presents a daunting prospect. 

The scientific warnings about what 
this means are now starting to be 

matched in our experience with unprec-
edented rain bursts and droughts, 
wildfires and heat seasons, sea levels 
and ocean temperatures. In the tropic 
seas, coral reefs are dying off at star-
tling rates; in the Arctic seas, sea ice is 
vanishing at levels never recorded until 
now. Everywhere the oceans shout a 
warning to those who will listen. 
Rhode Island, as a coastal State, as the 
Ocean State, is particularly hard hit. 
We get the land problems such as the 
rain bursts heavily associated with cli-
mate change, which in 2010 brought un-
precedented flooding along our historic 
rivers. We have the sea level rise. It is 
expected now to be several feet by the 
end of the century—by a warming sea 
that has also disturbed our fisheries 
and distressed our fishing economy. ‘‘It 
is not my grandfather’s ocean out 
there,’’ as one commercial fisherman 
told me. 

This only goes one way. There is no 
theory of how this magically gets bet-
ter on its own. Every theory—and now 
most observations—all point to all this 
getting worse and perhaps very badly 
worse. The time for negligence and in-
action has passed. 

In the Senate we need to begin a con-
versation about this. We have to begin 
at the beginning. We have to agree on 
a baseline of facts, principles, and laws 
of nature that can then inform our 
judgments about what to do. I do not 
think it is asking too much of the new 
majority in the Senate to begin an 
honest conversation about carbon diox-
ide and climate change. I don’t think 
that it is too much to ask the new ma-
jority in the Senate that we undertake 
this conversation in a serious and re-
sponsible manner. I do not think that 
is extreme or unreasonable. We need to 
begin at the beginning in this con-
versation, and I will make every effort 
to see to it that we begin. But even as 
we begin, we can keep the end in sight. 
That end is a world where polluters pay 
the costs of their pollution. That in 
turn creates a world where market 
forces work properly in our energy 
markets. The end is a world where it is 
America that seizes the economic 
promise of these new energy tech-
nologies, where we are builders—not 
buyers—of the energy devices of the fu-
ture. The end is a world that turns 
back from the brink of a plainly fore-
seeable risk where the consequences of 
negligence and inaction could well be 
dire for us and for the generations that 
follow us. 

In sum, we in this Senate have a duty 
before us, and negligence and inaction 
will not meet what that duty demands. 
For those of you with a coal economy 
or an oil economy in your States, I un-
derstand and I want to work with you. 
There are answers to be found. But 
please, do not pretend that this prob-
lem doesn’t exist. That is false and un-
acceptable. 

I must, on behalf of my State and on 
behalf of our future, insist that we in 
the Senate meet our duty, even under 
this new Senate majority—and I will. 
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I yield the floor, and I thank the Pre-

siding Officer for his patience. 
f 

RECESS 

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

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:25 p.m. 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. COATS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 3:15 
p.m. will be controlled by Senator 
HOEVEN or his designee. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be able to en-
gage in a colloquy until 3:15 p.m. 

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

f 

KEYSTONE XL PIPELINE 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, along 
with Senator JOE MANCHIN—and actu-
ally a total of 60 sponsors—I have filed 
S. 1, which is the Keystone approval 
bill. It is a very simple, straight-
forward bill. This is legislation we have 
seen before in this body. What it does, 
under the commerce clause of the Con-
stitution, is authorize Congress to ap-
prove the Keystone XL Pipeline 
project. 

I have this map in the Chamber to 
show you the project. It runs from 
Hardisty in Alberta, Canada, all the 
way down to our refineries in Texas 
along the gulf coast. 

This project will move 830,000 barrels 
of oil a day. Some of that will be oil 
from Canada. Some of that will be do-
mestic oil from the Bakken region in 
Montana and North Dakota. 

This is part of building the infra-
structure so we can build a comprehen-
sive energy plan for our country. We 
are producing more and more oil and 
gas in our country from shale from 
places such as the Bakken in North Da-
kota and Montana, the Eagle Ford in 
Texas, natural gas from places such as 
the Barnett and the Marcellus in New 
York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. 

What we are working toward is— 
some people refer to it as energy inde-
pendence, but really energy security 
for our country. 

What does that mean? It means we 
produce more energy than we consume. 
Obviously, energy has a global market. 
The market for energy is a global mar-
ket. We know that. The market for oil 
and gas is a global market. 

But the point is, working together 
with our closest friend and ally, Can-
ada, we can have North American en-
ergy security where we produce more 
energy than we consume. 

Why is that important? That is im-
portant because it is about creating 
jobs. It is important because it is about 
economic growth. It is important be-
cause it is a national security issue. 

Why do we continue to rely on oil 
from the Middle East? Why are we con-

tinuing to send dollars to the Middle 
East where you have—look at what 
happened in Paris today with an attack 
by Islamic extremists. One of the ways 
we fight back, one of the ways we push 
back is we take control of our own en-
ergy destiny. We can do it. We are 
doing it. Why are gas prices lower 
today at the pump? Is it because OPEC 
decided to give us a Christmas present? 
I do not think so. It is because we are 
producing far more energy than we 
ever have before. But to continue to 
produce that energy, we have to have 
the infrastructure to move that energy 
from where it is produced to were it is 
consumed. That means pipelines. That 
means roads. That means rail. For 
electricity, that means transmission. 
But we cannot have an energy plan for 
this country that really works without 
the infrastructure to move that energy 
safely and effectively. That is what 
this project is all about. 

So why are we here talking about it 
today? It seems like a pretty straight-
forward proposition. After all, I think 
there are something like 19 different 
pipelines that cross the border. In fact, 
there are millions of miles of pipelines 
in this country. Here is a map I have in 
the Chamber of just some of them. We 
have millions of miles of pipeline in 
this country. A lot of them, as you can 
see, cross the border. 

So why are we standing here today 
talking about another pipeline project? 
Because for the past 6 years—for the 
past 6 years—the administration has 
held this project up. They keep saying: 
There is a process. As a matter of fact, 
Josh Earnest, just yesterday, said: Oh, 
we have a process. Congress should not 
intervene in the Keystone XL Pipeline 
approval issue because there is a proc-
ess. Really, Mr. President, there is a 
process? Let’s see. The TransCanada 
company filed application to build the 
Keystone XL Pipeline in September of 
2008—September 2008. If you do the 
math, that is more than 6 years ago. 
And there is a process somehow to get 
to a conclusion? 

So that company, which has invested 
hundreds of millions already, wants to 
build, ultimately, an $8.9 million 
project that will move 830,000 barrels of 
oil a day. And here they are 6 years 
later still waiting for approval. That is 
why today we are asking Congress to 
step forward and do what the American 
people want. 

Keystone is not a new issue. The 
American people understand this issue. 
Poll after poll shows the American peo-
ple, by a margin of about 70 percent to 
20-some percent, support this project. 
Whom do we work for? We work for the 
people of this great country, and 70 
percent of the people of this great 
country say: Approve the project. After 
6 long years, where all of the require-
ments have been met, approve the 
project. 

But the President, of course, con-
tinues to hold it up, and even yester-
day issued a veto threat. Why? Why is 
he wanting to threaten a veto on a 

project that 70 percent of the American 
people support? It is really hard to un-
derstand, isn’t it? Because every time 
an objection comes up, we have worked 
to address that objection. 

When there was an objection on the 
route, the company rerouted. So the 
President says: Well, it is an environ-
mental concern. He says: Well, it is an 
environmental concern. Really? An en-
vironmental concern? 

This is what his own study found. 
After 6 years of study, the State De-
partment, in multiple environmental 
impact statements—three draft state-
ments and two final environmental im-
pact statements—this is what they 
found: no significant environmental 
impact, according to the U.S. State De-
partment environmental impact state-
ments. 

That is not something I did. That is 
not something the company did. That 
is something the Obama administra-
tion did—repeatedly—and came to the 
same conclusion: no significant envi-
ronmental impact. In fact, if you do 
not build the pipeline, you have to 
move that oil with 1,400 railcars a day. 

Now, Canada is going to produce the 
energy. North Dakota, Montana, other 
States, are going to continue to 
produce the energy. So that energy is 
going to move. The question is, how 
and where? If we cannot build the pipe-
line, then it has to go by railcar. So do 
we really want 1,400 railcars a day 
moving that product around or do we 
want it to move more safely, more 
cost-effectively, with better environ-
mental stewardship through a pipeline? 
Common sense. 

Then there is this idea somehow: 
Well, Canada is not going to produce 
that oil if they do not have a pipeline. 
Wrong. They will move it by rail, and 
they will build other pipelines. Here 
are several that are already in the 
planning stages, as shown on this map. 
They will move it to the East Coast to 
refineries they have there or they will 
send it west and it will go to China. 

Now, does that make sense? It does 
not make sense to the American pub-
lic, which is why the American public 
wants to work with Canada as well as 
produce energy in our country to be-
come energy secure. The idea that we 
would say no to our closest friend and 
ally, Canada: We are not going to work 
with you, we are going to continue to 
buy oil from the Middle East, and we 
are going to have you send your oil to 
China, makes no sense to the American 
people. And it should not. It should 
not. That is why they overwhelmingly 
support this project. 

So here we are. We are starting the 
new Congress. I think, very clearly, in 
the last election, the people said: We 
support this project. You saw it time 
after time with candidate after can-
didate who supported this project who 
won their election. But on an even big-
ger issue, an even bigger message, the 
people of this great country said: We 
want the Congress to work together in 
a bipartisan way to get things done. We 
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want the Congress to work together in 
a bipartisan way to get things done. 

So here we have legislation that has 
passed the House repeatedly with a bi-
partisan majority. Here we have legis-
lation that has bipartisan support in 
this body. Here we have legislation 
that the American people overwhelm-
ingly support, after clearly giving the 
message in the last election that they 
want us working together to get work 
done, and the President issues a veto 
message right out of the gates. Why? 
For whom? Whom is he working for? 

So it is incumbent upon us to work 
together in a bipartisan way to get this 
legislation passed. The way we are ap-
proaching it—and I see my good friend 
and colleague from the great State of 
West Virginia is here. I want to thank 
him and turn to him, but I want to do 
it in the form of a question. 

It was my very clear sense from the 
last election—and I think the very 
clear sense that we all got from the 
last election—that they want to see 
Congress working together in a bipar-
tisan way, in an open process to get the 
important work of this country done. 

So with this legislation, it is not just 
that it is about important energy in-
frastructure. It is also that we want to 
return to regular order in this body, 
offer an open amendment process, 
allow people to bring forward their 
amendments, offer those amendments, 
debate them, and get a vote on those 
amendments. If they have amendments 
that can add to and improve this legis-
lation, great, let’s have that process. 
Let’s have that debate. Let’s have 
those votes. Let’s make this bill as 
good as we can possibly make it. Then 
the President needs to work with us. 
The President needs to meet us half-
way and get this done for the American 
people. 

So I would like to turn to my good 
colleague from the great State of West 
Virginia and say: Aren’t we doing all 
we can here to try to make sure we are 
approaching this in a bipartisan way 
with an open, transparent process to 
try to build support for this legisla-
tion? 

Mr. MANCHIN. I say to the Senator, 
he is absolutely correct. I thank him 
for this opportunity not only to work 
with him but also to bring the facts 
forward. 

We have heard many times: We are 
all entitled to our own opinions, we are 
just not entitled to our own facts. If 
you start looking at what we are con-
suming today in America, at last count 
7 million barrels of crude oil is pur-
chased every day in America from 
other countries—7 million barrels of 
crude a day. So this line would possibly 
furnish 830,000 barrels of that depend-
ency that we have. 

Let’s look and see where it comes 
from right now. Mr. President, 2.5 mil-
lion barrels we are already purchasing 
from Canada—our best, greatest ally 
we could possibly have; the best trad-
ing partner and the No. 1 trading part-
ner that 35 of the 50 States have. So it 
is not an unknown there. 

But let’s look at where we are pur-
chasing some of the rest of the oil 
from. We purchase 755,000 barrels of 
heavy crude a day from Venezuela. 
Let’s look at Venezuela, where it is an 
authoritarian regime. It impoverishes 
its citizens. It violates their human 
rights. It shows its willingness to put 
down political protests with horrific vi-
olence. 

We also purchase 1.3 million barrels a 
day from Saudi Arabia. We all have our 
concerns about Saudi Arabia and a lot 
of the money we follow goes into the 
wrong hands. Forty-two thousand bar-
rels a day from Russia—from Russia. 
We know their intent and what they 
have been doing with their energy pol-
icy. Their regime has invaded its 
neighbors and they armed pro-Russian 
separatists in Ukraine. 

So when we start looking at what we 
are doing, those are the facts. This is 
not just hearsay. It is not just rumors. 
These are facts. We purchase 7 million 
barrels. When I first was approached on 
this 4 years ago when I came to the 
Senate, they said: What do you think 
about the Keystone Pipeline that will 
be bringing oil from Canada into Amer-
ica? 

I said: Where I come from in West 
Virginia it is pretty common sense. We 
would rather buy from our friends than 
our enemies. I would rather support my 
friends, my allies, my trading partners 
more so than I would the enemies who 
use anything I buy from them—the 
money they receive from that product 
that I buy from them and use it 
against me. 

It is pretty common sense, not real 
complicated. I know everybody is try-
ing to make this complicated. Also, 
they talk about—we just had a caucus 
talking about what would happen to 
the oil. I know the Senator has been 
watching this very closely. But they 
said the Keystone Pipeline will strictly 
be just an avenue and a vehicle for ex-
porting this oil out. They are just 
going to use America to bring that oil 
through. 

We checked into that a little bit fur-
ther. That is not true. Even the Wash-
ington Post gave it three Pinocchios 
that said it was untrue. We found out, 
basically, the crude oil from Canada is 
expected to be mixed with the domestic 
oil from the Bakkens, from the Sen-
ator’s region, North Dakota, and that 
the Canadian oil is a heavier crude, 
similar to Venezuelan oil. It will be 
mixed with the light crude from the 
Bakkens, which enables it to flow 
much easier and be produced. Once it 
commingles, this oil is basically Amer-
ican oil. It lives and dies and basically 
is marketed with the policies of the 
United States of America. Our policy is 
not to export crude oil. 

So I do not know why people are 
using this argument and scaring people 
that we will get no benefit. Then we 
talked about the jobs. They said there 
is not that many jobs. In West Vir-
ginia, you give us 42,000 jobs. We would 
be very appreciative. We will thank 

you. These are all high-paying jobs. 
They said: Well, they are only contract 
jobs. 

But yet I hear everybody talking, Re-
publicans and Democrats, about build-
ing roads and building bridges. Those 
are also seasonal types of jobs. Those 
are also contracting jobs. They are not 
permanent jobs, but we are tickled to 
death to get them. That is the whole 
trade union. All the unions that I know 
of are supportive of this piece of legis-
lation. Every working man and woman 
whom we keep talking about who sup-
ports themselves and their family sup-
ports this legislation. 

Why we are running into such a road-
block I have no idea. Then when we put 
the map up—the other map we had. I 
said: When I first heard about this 
pipeline, I thought it was an anomaly 
that we did not have many pipelines in 
America. Then we put up this map. 
This is what we have in America today. 
So this is not foreign to any of us in 
any State we have pipelines, many in 
West Virginia and all through this 
country. 

Then we look at public support. We 
think: Here we are Democrats and Re-
publicans. We look at the polls, and we 
live and die by the polls, they tell us, 
or we should. But the bottom line is 
that if we do believe in the polls, this 
has been a consistent poll. It has not 
varied for over 5 years. We have not 
seen the numbers fluctuate that much. 

Overwhelmingly, we have Americans 
in all aspects of the political realm— 
whether you are a Democrat, Repub-
lican or an Independent—who over-
whelmingly support this pipeline. So I 
cannot see the objections to it. I was 
very disappointed when the President 
said he would veto it—or the White 
House once we said we would go 
through this process. 

I think the Senator and I talked 
about this. We thought this is going to 
be an open process. I was encouraged 
by my colleagues on the Democratic 
side who have some good amendments, 
I believe, that should be considered and 
I believe would pass and enhance the 
bill. We only need four more—four 
more Senators on my side of the aisle 
who can see the benefit of a good bill, 
a good process with good amendments 
to strengthen this bill, to put us in a 
position that is veto-proof. 

That should be our goal. Basically, 
we should not be deterred by the White 
House or the President saying already 
that they are going to veto this bill. 
Let’s see if we can make this bill so 
good that when we are finished with 
this product and this process 2 or 3 
weeks from now, we will have a prod-
uct that basically we are all proud of, 
that the American people are proud of 
and will support, and maybe, just 
maybe, the White House will change its 
mind. 

I am hopeful for that. I appreciate all 
the effort and work. We are working 
very well together. At last count, we 
had nine Democrats working with our 
Republican colleagues. That puts us at 
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63. I am hopeful to get four more at 
least that will look at the virtues of 
this and the assets and what it will do 
for our country. 

My main goal is this: Energy inde-
pendence makes a secured and pro-
tected Nation. Anytime we do not have 
to depend on oil coming from other 
parts of the world—and the resources 
we give them when we purchase their 
product, they use those resources 
against us time after time again. We 
can see now, with the oil prices dip-
ping, the benefits the consumers in 
America receive, the strength that 
gives our country. 

I am so thankful for that, that we are 
getting a break. I think we can con-
tinue to make that happen for many 
years to come if we are able to be 
smart strategically in what we do 
today. I think the Senator spoke about 
the environment. He might want to 
touch on that again. But most of this 
oil is being produced now, some way or 
another, and it is also getting trans-
ported in different ways and means. 

The bottom line is there is no signifi-
cant environmental impact. I think the 
State Department has even done five 
studies that show that to be true. I said 
also 2.5 million barrels a day are being 
purchased from Canada today. Refin-
eries in Illinois are now refining this 
product. They said we should not do it. 
We have been doing it for quite some 
time. We are using this product. With 
technology we are using it better. It 
has helped us be more independent of 
foreign oil. 

That is No. 1, the security of our Na-
tion. Being an American, and for West 
Virginians, the security of our Nation 
is first and foremost what we support. 
That is why I think we see a tremen-
dous amount of people from the Moun-
tain State, I say to the Senator, who 
support this piece of legislation. 

We are going to work diligently. We 
have a long way to go, but I think the 
facts are on our side. We are all enti-
tled to our opinions, but we cannot 
change the facts. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the Senator from West 
Virginia not only for his support on 
this project but for his willingness to 
work hard, to work together to find bi-
partisan solutions, whether it is this 
legislation or other legislation. That is 
what it is incumbent upon us to do. It 
is not easy, but we have to be willing 
to engage in the hard work it takes to 
get to this legislation, to get these so-
lutions in place for the American peo-
ple. 

I again thank the Senator for his 
leadership. I look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the Senator and 
our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to come to good solutions. That is 
what this effort is all about. 

I want to turn to the Senator from 
the State of Montana. The pipeline 
project goes right through his State. 
Here is somebody who has dealt with 
the issue on the House side of Congress 
and who has the project in his home 

State. So he is talking on behalf of peo-
ple where the pipeline is right there. 

I would like to turn to him and ask: 
What are the people in Montana say-
ing? It is fine for somebody far re-
moved from a project to say I am OK or 
I am not OK with it, but how about the 
people who are right there on the site? 
They are directly affected. Tell us what 
is the sense in the Senator’s home 
State? What is the Senator hearing 
when he talks to people? 

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud, first of all, the Senator from 
North Dakota for his leadership on this 
most important issue and his commit-
ment to making it a priority for this 
Senate, the first bill introduced into 
this Senate. I also applaud the Senator 
from West Virginia; one example of, as 
we sit in this Chamber today, Repub-
licans and Democrats discussing and 
supporting the Keystone XL Pipeline. 

I reiterate many of the comments ex-
pressed by my colleagues and convey 
the importance of this pipeline, be-
cause as the Senator from North Da-
kota mentioned and showed on his 
map, the very first State the Keystone 
Pipeline enters as it comes from Can-
ada is the State of Montana. Let me 
tell you something. It is not just a 
pipeline. This is also changing the way 
of life and economic stimulus for our 
great State. 

I spend a lot of time traveling around 
the State in my pickup. As I drive 
around Eastern Montana, where the 
Keystone Pipeline will travel, I recog-
nize this is a lifeline for many of our 
rural communities. In fact, Circle, 
MT—Circle, MT, is a small town of 
around 600 people. It is located in 
McCone County. It is one of six Mon-
tana counties that the Keystone XL 
Pipeline will run through. Circle, simi-
lar to a lot of small communities in 
Montana, has experienced the same 
economic and population declines that 
other towns have faced in recent years. 

In fact, the county has significant in-
frastructure needs that have gone un-
resolved in the wake of a shrinking tax 
base. For towns such as Circle, the 
Keystone XL Pipeline is not just about 
energy. It represents economic oppor-
tunity and hope for the future. You see, 
McCone County alone would see $18 
million in property tax revenue from 
the Keystone Pipeline construction. 
That is just in the pipeline’s first year 
of operation. That is money for neigh-
borhoods. It is money for roads, not to 
mention the influx of jobs for the area. 

Another $45 million would be distrib-
uted among five other Montana coun-
ties, and $16 million would go to Mon-
tana’s schools and university systems. 
You see, the Keystone XL Pipeline 
means lower energy costs for Montana 
families, for our senior citizens, and for 
small businesses. 

In Glasgow, MT—I remember trav-
eling in my pickup into Glasgow. I met 
with the NorVal Electric Co-op. They 
told me that if the Keystone Pipeline is 
approved, they will hold electric rates 
flat for their customers for the next 10 

years. That is several thousand Mon-
tana families up in the northeast part 
of our State. 

The reason for that is because they 
will supply electricity to these pump 
stations on the Keystone Pipeline. If 
the Keystone Pipeline is not approved, 
those ratepayers will see an approxi-
mate 40-percent increase in their util-
ity rates over the next 10 years. That is 
a potential increase of $480 per year for 
the average household in Montana. 

As the Senator from North Dakota 
mentioned, 100,000 barrels a day of the 
oil traveling through the Keystone 
Pipeline will be Montana and North 
Dakota oil. That supports the Bakken 
formation. With the revolution of hy-
draulic fracturing, what it is creating 
now is lower gas prices at the pump 
today. 

Montanans know this pipeline is not 
just a lofty idea or some kind of DC- 
based rhetoric. It is hope for the people 
of my State. It is a tangible result and 
a solution that Montanans deserve. I 
have to tell you, that is why it is so 
disappointing that once again we are 
seeing the President and some Senate 
Democrats playing political games and 
perpetuating the 6 years of gridlock 
that have held back this job-creating 
project. 

Rather than putting the American 
people first, the President has threat-
ened to refuse the people of Montana 
their right to determine their eco-
nomic future. It took the Canadians 
just 7 months to approve their end of 
the Keystone Pipeline. It has taken 
this President more than 6 years. That 
is 6 years without the hundreds of 
good-paying jobs that will be created in 
Montana and thousands more across 
the Nation. 

That is 6 years without millions of 
dollars in critical revenue for Montana 
schools, for infrastructure, for teach-
ers. That is 6 years without the an-
swers and actions that Montanans de-
serve. I think the pipeline checks every 
box of common sense. It is environ-
mentally sound, it creates jobs, it is 
economic opportunity, and it is going 
to help us move toward North Amer-
ican energy independence. 

So the question is: Why are we still 
waiting? The people of Montana, the 
people of this country have said they 
have had enough. That is why we are 
here today speaking in support of this 
important project. I am proud the Sen-
ate is taking steps to move forward 
with the Keystone XL Pipeline. I know 
the House intends to do the same 
shortly. President Obama can continue 
to obstruct progress on American jobs 
and American energy independence, 
but the American people have sent a 
strong message that they are ready to 
remove any roadblocks that President 
Obama intends to put in the way. 

The time for partisanship, the time 
for political games is over. It is time 
the Congress and this government gets 
to work for the American people and 
starts getting results for this country. 
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The polls are clear. Sixty-seven per-
cent of the American people want the 
Keystone Pipeline approved. 

Seventy-five percent of Montanans 
want the Keystone Pipeline approved. 
Prior to serving in Congress, I spent 28 
years in the private sector, where we 
were focused on getting results in the 
real world. It seems only in DC are we 
outside of the real world of doing some-
thing and getting results on behalf of 
the American people. That starts with 
approving the Keystone XL Pipeline. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I would like to thank 
the Senator from Montana again. We 
are hearing from somebody who is 
there, who is talking to people, where 
this project is going to be located, one 
of the States it would pass through. I 
thank the Senator for his perspective 
and for his hard work and commend 
him for being here and for his contin-
ued efforts not only to work with our 
caucus but to reach out to the Demo-
cratic caucus as well and find common 
ground on this important issue—some-
thing the Senator from West Virginia 
said a minute ago; that is, let’s focus 
on the facts. I think the more under-
standing we create as to what the facts 
are, the more this gets done on the 
merits. 

I turn to the Senator from Wyo-
ming—somebody who has long experi-
ence with energy, somebody who comes 
from an energy State, a State that pro-
duces a variety of sources of energy, 
and pose the same question to him. In 
terms of focusing on the facts, whether 
it is the environmental aspect, whether 
it is the jobs, whether it is making our 
country energy secure, talk to us a lit-
tle bit about the importance of this 
kind of vital infrastructure—projects 
such as Keystone—for our country. 

Mr. BARRASSO. First let me thank 
and congratulate the Senator from 
North Dakota for his dogged deter-
mination in fighting for these Amer-
ican jobs and for energy security for 
our country. I am so grateful for his 
hard work. He has really been tena-
cious in this fight to get this bill past 
the Senate and to the President’s desk. 

I also congratulate my friend and 
colleague from Montana. Last fall the 
American people elected 12 new Repub-
lican Senators to work in this body, 
and he is one of them. I have had the 
opportunity to travel with him in Mon-
tana. He has a great background. He is 
innovative, and he is energetic. He is 
going to do a tremendous job not only 
for his State and the Rocky Mountain 
West but for the entire United States 
as a Member of the Senate. He just 
took his oath yesterday. We were able 
to hear from him today, and he is going 
to be a remarkable addition to this 
body. 

I know that all of these dozen new 
Republican Senators are as eager as 
the rest of us in the new Republican 
majority to start fulfilling our obliga-
tion to the people we represent. Ameri-
cans elected a Republican Congress be-
cause they wanted a change. They 
wanted to change the direction that 

President Obama and Democrats have 
taken the country. 

Under the Democratic leadership 
over the past several years, the Senate 
was a place of dysfunction and grid-
lock. More than 40 jobs bills passed by 
the House of Representatives in the 
last Congress never even came up for a 
vote in the Senate. Many of those bills 
had overwhelming bipartisan support, 
just like this one we are debating 
today. Those days are over. That is a 
completely unacceptable way to run 
the Senate. 

All of us here in the Senate, Repub-
licans and Democrats, have been given 
an opportunity to work together and to 
get things done. That is what the 
American people told us on election 
day, that is what they are expecting 
from us, and I believe that is what they 
are demanding of us. 

The poster child for the gridlock and 
dysfunction of Washington has been 
the Keystone XL Pipeline. For more 
than 6 years it has been a symbol of 
out-of-control Washington bureauc-
racy. The State Department has abso-
lutely refused to do its job and to make 
any kind of decision on the pipeline’s 
application. 

The Keystone XL Pipeline has also 
been a symbol of gridlock in the Sen-
ate. A small group of extreme environ-
mentalists with deep pockets has 
bullied Democratic Members of the 
Senate to block a bill that would move 
this important jobs project further. 

According to the latest figures, 
America’s labor force participation 
rate is woefully low; it is just 62.8 per-
cent. Are Democrats in this body satis-
fied with that number? Is the President 
of the United States, President Barack 
Obama, satisfied with this pathetic 
participation in America’s labor force? 
I can say that people in my State, Re-
publicans all across the country—they 
are not satisfied. That is why we are 
determined to push job-creating legis-
lation such as this Hoeven bill to ad-
vance the Keystone XL Pipeline. 

The President said there is no benefit 
to this important infrastructure 
project. During a press conference last 
month, President Obama actually 
claimed that the project is ‘‘not even 
going to be a nominal benefit to U.S. 
consumers.’’ Apparently, that is what 
the President believes. Well, he is 
wrong. Just ask the Obama administra-
tion’s own State Department. It says 
the pipeline would support more than 
42,000 jobs. Some of those are construc-
tion jobs. Some of them are in the 
transportation field and the manufac-
turing field. It includes jobs at ware-
houses, restaurants, and motels along 
the route. Does President Obama think 
that a good job is not even a ‘‘nominal 
benefit’’ to the Americans who could 
get those 42,000 jobs from this pipeline? 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, there are already 19 
pipelines operating across U.S. borders. 
Why is this the one that suddenly of-
fers not even a nominal benefit, ac-
cording to President Obama? Why does 

President Obama refuse to make a de-
cision about whether to approve the 
pipeline? Well, the President has taken 
a position on this bipartisan bill—ac-
cording to the White House Press Sec-
retary on Tuesday, the President will 
not sign this bill once Congress passes 
it. 

The State Department has done one 
study after another showing that the 
pipeline would create jobs and that it 
would have no significant environ-
mental impact. President Obama has 
been downplaying those benefits and 
threatening to veto the bill. That is 
not Presidential leadership. 

Now Republicans are going to show 
the leadership that the American peo-
ple have been asking for and that they 
voted for last November. We are going 
to bring a bill to the floor and force the 
President to finally do something by 
putting it on the President’s desk. 

Democrats have been playing politics 
with this pipeline bill. The Republican 
majority will now get it done. We are 
going to allow a vote on this project. 
We are going to allow Senators to offer 
amendments. What a unique situation 
in the Senate. We are going to let ev-
eryone say which side they are on. This 
will be a bellwether decision. Are Mem-
bers of the Senate in favor of 42,000 jobs 
for American workers or are they in 
favor of more Washington delay? 
Democrats will have a chance to make 
their arguments. The extreme oppo-
nents of this project will make mis-
leading claims to try to discount the 
pipeline’s benefits, and they will try to 
stoke people’s fears. We have seen it all 
before. 

At the end of the day, here is what 
this all comes down to—four things: 

No. 1, the Keystone XL Pipeline will 
support more than 42,000 jobs in the 
United States. 

No. 2, it will be a private investment 
of $8 billion—not taxpayer spending, 
private spending. 

No. 3, it will have minimal effect on 
the environment. 

No. 4, the pipeline is actually safer 
than other methods of getting that oil 
to market. 

Congress should approve this pipeline 
and pass this bill and the President 
should sign it. 

The Keystone XL Pipeline is a job 
creator. It has bipartisan support. It 
has been stuck in Washington’s bureau-
cratic gridlock. 

It is interesting. When I listen to and 
think of the President and his com-
ments about jobs and what the impact 
is going to be, it makes me think of 
what the president of the Laborers’ 
International Union of North America 
said in the summer 1 year ago. He was 
scheduled to testify today at the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 
hearing—a hearing that now the mi-
nority, the Democratic acting leader, 
Senator DURBIN, objected to having 
yesterday. He objected to just a hear-
ing and a discussion. 

It is interesting. There was a press 
release from the president of the union, 
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who was quoted on the subject of the 
economic benefits associated with the 
construction of the pipeline. Terry 
O’Sullivan said: 

The President [President Obama] seems to 
dismiss the corresponding economic opportu-
nities that would benefit other laborers, 
manufacturers, small businesses, and com-
munities throughout Keystone’s supply 
chain. 

He said: 
The Washington politics behind the delay 

of the Keystone XL pipeline are of little con-
cern to those seeking the dignity of a good, 
high-paying job. We renew our call to the 
President [President Obama] to approve this 
important, job-creating project without 
delay. 

This is what a job is. It is about 
someone’s dignity, their identity, and 
their self-worth. People take a lot of 
personal pride in their work and in 
their job. I think we ought to approve 
it. I am ready to vote for it. 

The American people have been 
clear: They are tired of Washington’s 
gridlock and delay, and they are tired 
of the direction President Obama has 
been taking this country. The Amer-
ican voters demanded change, they de-
manded action, and this Republican 
Congress is going to deliver just that. 

So I say to my friend and colleague 
from North Dakota—and I see that the 
chairman of the Senate energy com-
mittee has arrived—thank you both for 
your leadership. To the Senator from 
North Dakota, former Governor there, 
thank you for your leadership on en-
ergy in North Dakota. And to the sen-
ior Senator from Alaska, the chair of 
the energy committee, thank you spe-
cifically for your leadership. I look for-
ward to working with both of you spe-
cifically on this project and on addi-
tional issues that will bring American 
energy security and jobs to our Nation. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I thank the Senator 
from Wyoming for his comments today 
and for his continued hard work in sup-
port of the issue. I look forward to 
working with him again to get this 
done for the American people. 

I turn to our leader on the energy 
committee, the chairman of the energy 
committee, the Senator from Alaska, 
who understands energy. She is from 
another State that produces a huge 
amount of energy for this country, 
wants to produce more, and can 
produce more but only with the infra-
structure to do it. Isn’t that what we 
are talking about here today? This 
country can have more jobs, more eco-
nomic growth, and more energy that 
we produce right here at home. But, 
Senator, don’t we need the infrastruc-
ture to move that energy as safely and 
as cost-effectively as possible? 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. To my friend and 
colleague from North Dakota, it is all 
about infrastructure. 

In Alaska, my home State, we have 
boundless supplies of oil and natural 
gas, but until we were able to build 
that 800-mile pipeline across two moun-
tain ranges to deliver oil from Alaska’s 
North Slope to tidewater in Valdez, 
that oil didn’t do anybody any good. 

Today,the oil pipeline in Alaska is less 
than half full. 

So we are working to try to figure 
out how we can do more as a State to 
contribute more to our Nation’s energy 
needs, to allow us as a State to be pro-
ducing more for the benefit not only of 
our State but of the Nation as well, but 
we are held back by policies that limit 
us. So it is policies and it is infrastruc-
ture. It is absolutely infrastructure. 

We are trying to move Alaska’s nat-
ural gas to market as well. But, again, 
if we don’t have the infrastructure, it 
sits. It stays. It doesn’t benefit con-
sumers, it doesn’t create jobs, and it 
doesn’t help any of us out. 

So Keystone truly is about infra-
structure. I thank my colleague from 
North Dakota for leading on this issue 
for years now and for reintroducing the 
legislation, S. 1, the first bill to be 
filed in the Senate this year. It will be 
among the first bills to pass in this 
new Congress and appropriately so. 
This is a measure that not only enjoys 
bipartisan support in the Senate, it en-
joys broad support over in the House, 
and it enjoys support across our Nation 
for great reason. So why are we where 
we are? Why are we looking at this sit-
uation and saying there is so much 
frustration going on? 

Senator MCCONNELL has promised to 
allow open and full debate on the Key-
stone XL Pipeline project, the legisla-
tion in front of us. I think we are look-
ing forward to it. As the chairman of 
the energy committee, I am looking 
forward to robust debate on Keystone 
XL and what it will provide for this 
country in terms of jobs and in terms 
of opportunities. 

We are all frustrated. We are all frus-
trated by a President’s decision—or un-
willingness, really, to make a decision 
about this pipeline. It has been 2,301 
days and counting since the company 
seeking to build it submitted an appli-
cation for this cross-border permit— 
2,301 days. That is more than 6 years 
ago. 

Yesterday the President was finally 
able to make a decision. He issued his 
statement of administration policy. In 
his statement he says that by advanc-
ing this measure, it would cut short 
consideration of important issues. 

Excuse me, Mr. President—cut short 
a process that has been underway for 
over 6 years? That is amazing to me. 
Again, when we talk about decisions, 
let’s get moving with this. 

The President seems to be advancing 
some pretty interesting things when it 
comes to the energy discussion. He was 
quoted in an interview just this morn-
ing in the Detroit News. He basically 
told Americans that we are enjoying 
lower energy prices right now, but we 
had better enjoy them fast because 
they are not going to last. 

He said we have to be smart about 
our energy policy. I am with you there, 
Mr. President. We do have to be smart 
about our energy policy. But to think 
the suggestion is just enjoy low prices 
while they last, take advantage of the 

sunshine—no. Mr. President, your en-
ergy policies need to make sense for 
today, for the midterm, and for the 
long term. For the long term and for 
the short term we need to make sure 
we have infrastructure that will allow 
us the energy supply that is so impor-
tant to this country. It amazes me we 
would be so defeatist with this ap-
proach. 

We have an opportunity in this Con-
gress. We had an opportunity this 
morning in the energy committee. We 
had scheduled a hearing on the Key-
stone XL Pipeline. We were going to 
hear testimony on original legislation 
to approve Keystone XL as we did last 
year on a bipartisan basis. But as Mem-
bers in the body know, there was objec-
tion to that unanimous consent. We 
had to postpone the hearing. I quite 
honestly was surprised. It would have 
been nice to know an objection was 
coming before we had organized the 
hearing, before we had invited wit-
nesses, before we had completed all the 
preparation. We are going to do our 
best in our committee to adhere to reg-
ular order. I hope our colleagues will 
work with us. 

I wish to introduce for the RECORD 
some of the testimony we received 
from the three witnesses who gra-
ciously agreed to participate in our 
hearing we had scheduled for this 
morning. 

Andrew Black, president and CEO of 
the Association of Oil Pipe Lines, de-
scribed pipeline safety issues and the 
gains Keystone XL would bring to the 
American economy in terms of jobs and 
payrolls. An excerpt from his testi-
mony is as follows: 

While there is much controversy associ-
ated with the Keystone XL Pipeline, the 
facts are that pipelines are the safest way to 
transport crude oil and other energy prod-
ucts. A barrel of crude oil has a better than 
99.999 percent chance of reaching its destina-
tion safely by pipeline, safer than any com-
peting transportation mode. 

A second witness we had invited was 
David Mallino, legislative director of 
the Laborers’ International Union of 
North America. In his testimony he ex-
plored the positive jobs impact of the 
pipeline and responded to some envi-
ronmental concerns. Here is an excerpt 
from Mr. Mallino’s testimony: 

Regardless of characterizations by the 
project’s opponents, it is indisputable that 
jobs will be created and supported in the ex-
traction and refining of the oil, as well as in 
the manufacturing and service sectors. 

We also invited Greg Dotson, vice 
president for energy policy at the Cen-
ter for American Progress. He sub-
mitted his testimony in opposition. We 
made sure we had opposition testimony 
presented as well. He discussed climate 
change. He responded to the arguments 
in favor of Keystone. While he may be 
an opponent of the pipeline and as 
usual would have been outnumbered by 
the supporters of the project, I will 
still reference his testimony for the 
RECORD. 

A copy of the testimony of Mr. 
Black, Mr. Mallino, and Mr. Dotson 
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may be found on the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee Web site. 

I do believe that had we been allowed 
to hold the hearing this morning, we 
would have heard very strong bipar-
tisan statements in support of Key-
stone XL from many members of our 
committee. The majority of our com-
mittee supports this pipeline and is al-
ready cosponsoring this bill. 

I will close my comments by assuring 
members of this body, we are in day 2 
of this 114th Congress. This is not going 
to be our only debate on energy legisla-
tion over the years. I know it has been 
a long 7 years since we have had com-
prehensive energy legislation. A lot has 
changed. A lot of people have great 
ideas to improve and reform our poli-
cies, and I welcome those ideas. I am 
looking forward to the debate, to ad-
vancing these proposals through the 
energy committee. I think we can 
make significant progress on supply 
and infrastructure, on efficiency, on 
accountability. Those areas in par-
ticular should be the forum or the 
focus of an energy bill that we would 
hope to report out. 

We are going to work hard on the en-
ergy committee. We are planning on 
legislating. Keystone XL is a natural 
point for this Congress because it has 
been delayed for so long, 2,301 days. It 
is clear this President is not going to 
make a decision on this, so the Con-
gress needs to make it instead. 

I look forward to coming back to the 
floor in a couple days when we have S. 
1 officially in front of us. We are going 
to have good debate on it. I look for-
ward to working with my colleague 
who has been so determined on this 
issue for so long. His leadership has 
been key in getting us here, but we 
need to finish it. We need to make the 
connects so we can move the resource 
and provide jobs for this country and 
for our allies and friends in Canada. 

I again thank my friend and look for-
ward to these next couple days and the 
next couple weeks where we will have 
an opportunity to put this before the 
American people on the floor of the 
Senate. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Alaska for her leader-
ship on the Energy Committee and also 
for her willingness to work in an open 
way on these important issues. 

Across this body, on both sides of the 
aisle, there should be a deep apprecia-
tion for her willingness to bring these 
bills forward so we can debate them 
and we can offer amendments and we 
can build the kind of energy future for 
this country our people so very much 
want to have. 

The Senator from Alaska is some-
body who lives and breathes this topic 
when we talk energy—somebody who is 
truly committed to it but truly com-
mitted to an open dialogue on all types 
of energy, giving everybody an oppor-
tunity to weigh in and build the best 
energy plan for our country that we 
possibly can. 

So I extend my thanks to her and 
also my appreciation, and likewise say 

I look forward to working with her on 
this issue and on so many important 
energy issues. 

I wish to turn to my colleague from 
the State of North Dakota and ask her 
for her perspective on why this project 
is so important for our country and for 
the energy future of our country. 

Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from North Dakota. 

I rise to join my colleagues on the 
other side who represent States that 
know a little bit about energy and cer-
tainly my colleague from North Da-
kota who has led this effort from the 
first day he arrived in the Senate. 

It is no big surprise because we know 
we can have much oil out there and we 
can know where the reserves are, but if 
we don’t have the infrastructure to 
move that oil to market, what it does 
is drive up prices. I haven’t checked 
today, but oil price is below $40 a bar-
rel. If someone doesn’t think that is 
supply-demand economics 101, they 
don’t understand what is happening. 
The fact is we have known reserves in 
places such as North Dakota and Alas-
ka, we have produceable reserves in 
Canada, and we have an opportunity to 
continue to develop these resources in 
a way that benefits in an incredible 
way American consumers. 

Think about what is happening for 
the average American family today 
when they fill up at the pump, and 
think what that means and how that 
will ripple through our economy as dis-
cretionary income grows. But that is 
only possible when we have a known 
supply that is moveable, it is trans-
portable, it is in fact capable of reach-
ing its market or reaching the refinery. 
That is what we are talking about 
when we are talking about North 
American crude oil. 

We are going to hear a lot of stories 
about this debate about how this crude 
oil is more dangerous to the environ-
ment, how it is different than Bakken 
crude. Guess what. It is different than 
Bakken crude, but it is not different 
than the crude refined in refineries in 
Texas, where we will be displacing 
crude that is refined from Venezuela, 
and we are going to be replacing it 
with crude that is produced by our 
friends to the north, Canada. 

So infrastructure is a huge part. In 
fact, that is why, when Secretary 
Moniz declared the Quadrennial Energy 
Review, he looked at not just where is 
the supply and the future of supply of 
energy, he focused on transportation of 
energy because that is a huge part of 
our challenge. 

As we look at the Keystone XL Pipe-
line—and we say Keystone XL because 
a lot of people don’t know we already 
have a Keystone Pipeline. We already 
have a pipeline that is bringing oil 
sands from Canada into the United 
States for refining. A lot of people 
don’t realize this is the second pipeline 
that will be named Keystone, and it is 
a pipeline that has been in process for 
literally a decade, from their planning 
process to the time they actually ask 
for a permit. 

I am going to address some of the 
concerns of some of my colleagues as 
we hear them so we can kind of lay the 
groundwork. 

We frequently hear the Keystone XL 
Pipeline will be exporting, and all of 
the oil that is coming down will find 
its way directly into China. That gets 
said all the time, and guess what the 
Washington Post gave it: three 
Pinocchios. It is not true. 

It is going to get refined. It is going 
to get refined in the United States of 
America, it is going to displace Ven-
ezuelan crude, and it is going to find 
its way into the American markets and 
continue to provide that supply that is 
in fact today driving down costs. So 
let’s get rid of the first argument that 
this is going to somehow not benefit 
American consumers, that this is going 
to somehow find its way onto a barge 
immediately upon arrival into the gulf. 
That is the first thing we need to be 
talking about, which is let’s actually 
have a fact-based discussion about 
what this pipeline is. 

The second argument we will hear is 
that this somehow will have a huge ef-
fect on climate and on climate change, 
and for those reasons alone it ought to 
be rejected. Let’s take a look at what 
the experts who have repeatedly looked 
at this very issue—because one thing 
we know that I think is beyond dispute 
when we talk to the officials in Can-
ada, is that we are going to produce oil 
sands oil from Canada, regardless of 
whether we build a pipeline. That oil is 
going to find its way into the transpor-
tation system and quite honestly is 
going to burden our rail transportation 
system because we haven’t figured out 
how to build a pipeline. 

So all those who want to confuse the 
issue about the pipeline versus the de-
velopment in Canada of the oil sands, 
let’s separate it. Let’s look at what in 
fact is the decision before the United 
States of America; that is, the decision 
of whether it is in our national interest 
to approve a permit for a pipeline. 

I will say this over and over again as 
we pursue this debate: This is a pipe-
line and not a cause. So many people 
have talked about it, and I think in 
some ways this process has gotten ex-
aggerated on both sides. I mean it is 
going to be a panacea and prevent all 
unemployment or it is going to be the 
worst thing—an Armageddon for the 
environment. And you know what, this 
is a pipeline. This is a transportation 
system. This is an essential part of the 
infrastructure to bring an important 
fossil fuel into our country so that it 
can be refined and utilized by the 
American people. And by the way, 
knowing those reserves are there, 
knowing that we have the reserves we 
have in the Bakken, and knowing that 
we are developing more untraditional 
sources of supply has driven the price 
down and has created the situation we 
have today that is saving consumers 
millions and billions of dollars in our 
country. 
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The second thing I want to say is 

people say we have to respect the proc-
ess. I respect the process as part of 
what I have done my whole life—I am 
a lawyer. So you hear repeatedly about 
due process and having to go through 
due process. Occasionally, the process 
is broken—6 years to site a pipeline. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TOOMEY). The time reserved for the 
Senator from North Dakota has ex-
pired. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to exceed for 5 minutes to wrap up 
the colloquy. 

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

Ms. HEITKAMP. Back to the process. 
When you look at 6 years, we fought 
World War II and defeated the greatest 
evil known to mankind, Adolf Hitler, 
in 4 years, and we cannot site a pipe-
line in 6 years. The process is broken. 

The other issue that is raised is that 
the pipeline is somehow going to dis-
rupt what is happening in Nebraska. I 
think the Senator from North Dakota 
was absolutely correct to put as part of 
this bill a provision in that says that 
all bets are off if Nebraska reverses the 
decisions that were made in Nebraska. 
But somehow that is getting forgotten 
in this debate. 

So we are going to have a lot of hours 
of debate, I think, on Keystone XL 
Pipeline. We are going to have a lot of 
amendments. 

I am grateful for the opportunity to 
go back to regular order. I am grateful 
for the opportunity to talk about 
amendments. But I want so badly for 
us to have a reasoned and fact-based 
debate—not an emotional debate but a 
debate that basically puts this pipeline 
issue in perspective. 

I want to congratulate my colleague 
from North Dakota for the success in 
raising this issue and bringing this 
issue to an early debate. I hope that we 
will be able to move this along and 
that we will be successful in getting 
enough people to provide the momen-
tum to achieve ready approval. 

Finally, I want to say why it is so 
important that we do it now. Those of 
us who live in the northern tier, we 
know what construction season is, and 
you cannot put pipeline in the ground 
in September and October—not with-
out a lot of additional costs with which 
we have already burdened this pipeline. 
We need to get this decision done, get 
this going in the spring as early as pos-
sible so plans can be made and people 
can begin their construction season 
and we can begin to rationally address 
the infrastructure needs for develop-
ment of our energy resources in North 
America. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. HOEVEN. I want to thank my 
colleague from North Dakota for 
speaking on the important points she 
made, and that is that the energy we 
are producing in this country is help-
ing consumers at the pump by bringing 
down prices. 

I want to turn to my colleague from 
Kansas who wants to close this col-
loquy and address the very point that 
we need this infrastructure to keep 
doing that, to benefit our consumers at 
the pump. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank my colleague, 
Senator HOEVEN, for leading this col-
loquy and I thank the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota for her re-
marks. 

In the Washington Times today, Jack 
Gerard, the President and CEO of the 
American Petroleum Institute said: 

Falling oil prices have empowered the 
United States and weakened OPEC and Rus-
sia. The result is that increased U.S. produc-
tion in North Dakota has ‘‘fundamentally re-
ordered the world’s energy markets.’’ 

This is a national security issue. This 
is an issue where Russia—I think the 
break-even point for them is about $110 
a barrel. Right now it is at $48. They 
never dreamed this would happen. 
Their entire economy is at stake, and 
hopefully it will cause Mr. Vladimir 
Putin to start thinking about some of 
his adventuresome antics around the 
world. 

In addition, the pipeline represents 
not only everything that the distin-
guished Senator has brought out but it 
is a symbol that says that we are going 
to go ahead with all of our energy pro-
duction. We are going to go ‘‘all of the 
above’’ here. This is not either-or with 
green projects or fossil fuels or what-
ever. So if you vote for the pipeline you 
are voting for something that really af-
fects our national security. 

Think about potential exports to Eu-
rope. They could be less dependent on 
Russia and so Vladimir does not have 
his choke hold on them, if you will. 
There is a lot going on with regard to 
this issue that people haven’t thought 
about. 

Additionally, the President told us at 
a meeting with a group of Republicans 
2 years ago—2 years ago—that he would 
make a decision between 2 and 3 
months and that it was just a matter of 
tying down some legal matters. Now he 
says he is not for it and obviously he 
will never be for it. You can make 
whatever conclusion you want to make 
about that, but it is not a good conclu-
sion. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the Senator from Kansas, 
and with that we will wrap up the col-
loquy. I would like to thank my col-
leagues, and we will be back. 

Again, we are looking to work with 
all of our colleagues here in an open 
process to offer amendments and pass 
legislation that is important for the 
American people. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the time until 4:15 
p.m. will be controlled by the Demo-
cratic leader or his designee. 

The Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. I take this time—and some of my 
colleagues will be joining me—to ex-

press concerns about the first major 
bill that has been brought to the floor 
under the Republican leadership deal-
ing with the Keystone Pipeline. 

I want to start first by talking about 
the so-called urgency for us to take 
this issue up and circumvent the nor-
mal process. The normal process would 
be for this matter to continue through 
the regulatory review, which is there 
to protect the public interest. To 
short-circuit that in an unprecedented 
way and for Congress to approve a site 
for a pipeline is not the way it is done. 

In order to consider this there must 
be some urgency. First, let me just 
share with my colleagues what the 
American people are experiencing with 
the price of gasoline at the pump. It is 
at a historic low over the last 5 years, 
with $2.19 the average price for gaso-
line at the pump. So there is certainly 
no urgency if we are talking about try-
ing to get more oil in the pipelines for 
the cost of energy. By the way, I think 
we all understand that our actions here 
in this Congress will have very little to 
do with the availability of oil in the 
near term. It would take some time to 
construct the pipeline and for it to 
have an impact on the level of oil that 
is available. 

The second issue that I find some-
what puzzling with regard to the ur-
gency of this issue—and some of my 
colleagues have pointed it out on both 
sides of this issue—is that there is al-
ready a pipeline that is available that 
could be used. Admittedly, it is not as 
efficient as what they are trying to do 
with the Keystone, and that is to make 
tar sand, the dirty oil we have, more 
economically available and feasible to 
be transported. That makes little sense 
under today’s economics and the price 
of gasoline makes it even more hard to 
understand. Construction of this pipe-
line and the approval of this Congress 
will have very little to do with the con-
sumer availability of energy here in 
the United States. 

Now, compound the fact that we are 
talking about Canadian oil, the dirtiest 
oil—the tar sand oil—that is being 
transported through the United States 
because Canada doesn’t want to trans-
port it through their own country be-
cause of their concerns on the environ-
mental side and which ends up in Texas 
at the Port Arthur, TX, refinery. Now 
for those who are not familiar, that is 
a foreign tax zone which is tax-free. So, 
therefore, the oil can go into the inter-
national marketplace in a very easy 
manner. Valero, which is one of the po-
tential users—consumers of this oil—is 
building export facilities in order to 
handle more exports to the inter-
national communities. None of us can 
speak with any definitive judgment as 
to how much of this oil will in fact end 
up in the United States, but the fact 
that they are transporting it to a 
southern port—they are not trans-
porting it to a refinery in the Midwest, 
which would be a lot closer and a lot 
cheaper—is a clear indication this oil 
will end up in the international mar-
ketplace and will have very little to do 
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with energy security in the United 
States. I think we have to make that 
clear. 

We are bypassing the normal process 
to allow Canadian oil to enter the 
international marketplace more effi-
ciently with risk to the United States 
and very little benefit. Why are we 
doing this? We hear it will give us jobs. 
I am for job creation. I would like to 
see us work on a transportation bill 
where we could create millions of jobs 
in a far more harmonious way than we 
can with Keystone. I am for clean en-
ergy policies which will create great 
permanent jobs in the United States. 
But the job creation estimates for the 
Keystone Pipeline are that it will cre-
ate literally a few thousand temporary 
construction jobs. They are not perma-
nent jobs. There are only a handful of 
permanent jobs. So it isn’t about cre-
ating jobs, and it is not about energy 
security in the United States. 

What is this all about? There is very 
little benefit compared to the risk fac-
tors in the United States. Let me talk 
about the risk factors which give most 
of us concern. The environmental risk 
factors have us the most concerned. 
Tar sand is a multitype of product that 
is literally mined and processed into a 
crude oil which is very thick and dirty. 
There are different ways to get to the 
tar sand, but one way to get to the tar 
sand is to take the topsoil off the prop-
erty and mine it through a strip min-
ing process. That has been done in Can-
ada, and it is still being done in Can-
ada, causing tremendous environ-
mental damage. It is, in and of itself, a 
process that most of us would want to 
avoid. Yet this legislation does nothing 
to prevent that type of processing of 
the tar sands. Tar sands produce a very 
thick oil product that can only make 
its way through the pipeline by it 
being processed, and it creates addi-
tional risk factors because of the way 
it is processed. 

There have been oil spills of the tar 
sands product. We have seen it in Ar-
kansas and we have seen it in Michi-
gan. It caused devastating damage. It 
is not easy to clean up. It is not like 
normal crude. It causes permanent- 
type damage to a community, as we 
saw most recently in Michigan. So 
there are risks associated with taking 
Canadian oil in an effort to make it 
easier to reach the international mar-
ketplace, unlikely to end up in the 
United States, creating few permanent 
jobs. Frankly, a lot of us don’t quite 
understand this. 

As I said, it is dirty. The use of this 
tar sands oil produces a much larger 
carbon footprint than other crude oil, 
causing additional problems in dealing 
with climate change. We have a serious 
issue with what is happening to our en-
vironment. I am proud to represent the 
State of Maryland. Most of the people 
in my State live in coastal areas. They 
know the consequences of global cli-
mate change. They understand it. They 
know what is happening along the 
coast, and they know we are at risk. 

They understand the fact that we have 
inhabitable islands in the Chesapeake 
Bay that have disappeared and are dis-
appearing. They understand that our 
seafood crop, the blue crab, is threat-
ened because the warming water af-
fects the sea grass growth which is 
critically important for juvenile crabs 
to survive. They understand the risks 
and want us to be responsible in deal-
ing with climate change. They also 
know that we are getting a lot more 
extreme weather in the east coast of 
the United States and throughout our 
country. 

They know on the west coast. They 
are getting dry spells and wildfires. 
They understand the risks. They un-
derstand the cost to America of not 
dealing with climate change issues. 
The costs involve not only direct dam-
age that is caused but also in the glob-
al consequences of climate change. 

So we are worried about our carbon 
fingerprint. We are proud the United 
States is joining other countries in 
dealing with climate issues. 

I applaud the work of President 
Obama, in the most recent inter-
national meetings, when he dealt with 
climate change issues. We need to do a 
better job. 

Why are tar sands an issue? Because 
tar sands produce more carbon emis-
sions than other types of oil. It is 
about 81 percent higher than the aver-
age use of crude oil and 17 percent 
higher than the well-to-wheels basis of 
producing oil. That is a concern. That 
translates into millions and millions of 
cars—the difference between that and 
having millions of cars on the roads. It 
is an important part of our leadership. 

If we are trying to establish inter-
national credibility and then we facili-
tate more of this dirty tar sands oil, 
what message does that send? What 
type of cooperation should we expect to 
receive? 

I am trying to figure out why this is 
the new priority of the leadership in 
the Senate. Why is this the very first 
bill to come to the floor of the Senate 
when, as I pointed out earlier, there 
seems to be no urgency. I have been 
told it has been delayed and delayed 
and delayed. The reason it was delayed 
is because the construction operating 
firm changed the routes of the pipeline. 
They had one route mapped out—and 
no alternative routes—but didn’t check 
to make sure it didn’t violate State 
laws. Now they are wondering why it is 
taking so long. It is taking so long be-
cause they had to change the route. It 
is not the governmental process that is 
slowing this down, it is the fact that 
the proposers of this route did not have 
their ducks lined up in a row before 
they submitted the route that could be 
approved. We are still not sure about 
that. 

As I said earlier, for Congress to dic-
tate where a pipeline should be is 
wrong. That is not our role. We should 
let the regulatory process, which is 
there to protect the public, go forward. 
It would also trample on States rights. 

There are some serious legal challenges 
pending in State courts as to the ac-
tions of a Governor dealing with a loca-
tion issue. That should be resolved by 
the courts, and we are pretty close to 
having that ruling. It is very unclear 
to me what impact this legislation 
would have on States rights as it is 
currently being litigated in the State 
court. Why are we doing that? 

The delays have been caused because 
of the way this pipeline was suggested. 
The regulatory process that would pro-
tect the public safety is moving for-
ward. Considering oil and gasoline 
prices at the pump there is no urgency. 
There are serious environmental risk 
issues. 

I understand the State Department 
report has been mentioned frequently. 
Look at the State Department report 
and look at what it is saying about the 
price for oil. The per barrel price of oil 
was a lot higher when they did that re-
port. Lower costs have a major impact 
on what we are talking about here. 

I urge my colleagues to let the proc-
ess go forward. I thank the President 
for spelling out his concerns and his de-
sire to let the regulatory process reach 
its conclusion, let the State court deci-
sion go forward as to what the State 
believes is the right thing to be done 
here. I believe all of that will give us a 
much better process than us trying to 
substitute our judgment for what 
should be done through a regulatory 
process. 

I am going to close by quoting from 
one of the individuals, Ben Gotschall, 
from Nebraska, who has been very ac-
tive on this issue. He said: 

The Cowboy Indian Alliance shows our co-
operation and our working together in mu-
tual respect. That shared bond proves that 
we pipeline fighters are not just a few angry 
landowners holding out, or environmental-
ists pushing a narrow agenda. We are people 
from all walks of life and include people who 
have been here the longest and know the 
land best. 

I think that is pretty instructive. 
This is a broad coalition that is con-
cerned about the actions that are being 
contemplated in the Senate—actions 
that would overrule landowner rights, 
actions that would take away State 
rights, actions that would shortcut 
regulatory process, actions that help 
private companies directly without 
taking into account the regulatory 
protections that are provided under 
law. 

It seems rather unusual that this 
would be the very first issue where we 
could work together in a bipartisan 
way to expand opportunities for energy 
in the United States. Clean energy pro-
duces a lot more jobs, and we could be 
talking about incentives so we could 
have a larger production of clean en-
ergy in the United States. Democrats 
and Republicans would clearly work to-
gether to come up with ways we could 
have more efficient use of energy. 

Democrats and Republicans could 
clearly work together in that regard. 
There are so many areas where we 
could work together and show the 
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American people that we understand 
their frustration with Congress’s fail-
ure to deal with many of the issues in 
the last Congress, but instead it looks 
as though we are picking an issue that 
is more about special interest than it is 
one that will help deal with an energy 
problem in the United States and has 
the potential to broaden our environ-
mental challenges in the United 
States. 

For all of those reasons, I hope my 
colleagues will reject this approach 
and let us go back and work together 
to find a common way to help us deal 
with our environment. 

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

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I seek 

recognition to speak for 10 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized. 
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, the 

issue we are going to be debating over 
the next 2 weeks in the United States 
is really a story about two gasoline 
stations. 

In July of 2008, the average price of 
gasoline in America was $4.11 a gallon. 
In January of 2015 in the United States 
of America the price is $2.21 a gallon. 
That is great for every driver across 
our country, and that is great for 
Americans who buy home heating oil. 
They are saving a lot of money this 
winter and the predictions are that it 
will continue throughout the rest of 
this year. That is great. 

However, it is not great for the oil 
companies. It is not great for the Cana-
dians. It is not great for Wall Street. 
They are not happy with this incred-
ible benefit that is now flowing to 
Americans all across our country who 
now have a gasoline station that has 
$2.21, on average, as to what people will 
pay. 

What does the Keystone XL Pipeline 
truly stand for? It truly stands for the 
Keystone ‘‘export’’ pipeline. That is 
right. What the Canadians want to do 
is to basically construct a straw 
through the United States of America, 
bring that straw down to Port Arthur, 
TX, which is a tax-free export zone, 
and then export the oil out of the 
United States. 

Why would they want to do that 
since they advertise that it is all about 
North American energy independence? 
There is a simple reason. The price of 
tar sands oil in Canada right now is 
getting $13 less per barrel than it would 
get in the United States, but it is $17 
less than if they can get it into ships 
and send it around the world. That is 
the very simple economic strategy of 
the Canadians. 

How do I know this? Because during 
a hearing in the House of Representa-
tives I asked the head of the pipeline 
for TransCanada: Would you accept an 
amendment to keep all of the oil here 
in the United States of America? He 
said: No. 

By the way, I asked the same ques-
tion of the head of the American Petro-
leum Institute. He said: No. 

There is a lot of false advertising 
going on here. On one hand they say 
this is great for American energy inde-
pendence. On the other hand, when we 
say let’s have an amendment on the 
floor of the Senate that will keep the 
Keystone oil here in the United States, 
they say: Oh, no. They are absolutely 
opposed to that. 

Logically, we have to reach the con-
clusion that their goal is to get the 
extra $17 per barrel which they will get 
if they can start selling it to China, 
Latin America, and other parts of the 
world. That is the plan. There are no 
two ways about it. 

By the way, that should be their 
plan. That is what their responsibility 
is—it is to the shareholders of their 
companies. 

What is the strategy for the Amer-
ican driver? That is whom we have a 
responsibility to. We need to make sure 
they get the lowest possible price. My 
goodness. They have been tipped upside 
down and had their money shaken out 
of their pockets at gas stations all 
across our country for years, and fi-
nally the day of deliverance has arrived 
and they have $2.21, on average, for the 
price of a gallon of gas, and now we are 
told the price of oil is too low. We have 
to get it back up again. Of course, the 
best way of accomplishing that is to 
start exporting oil because the less 
there is in North America, the higher 
the price will be for American drivers 
and for American home heating oil 
consumers. It is a very simple plan. 

It is not about helping Americans at 
the pump. It is about pumping up the 
prices so oil companies will have new 
profits. It is very simple. If it is not 
that, then just accept an amendment 
that keeps all the oil here. It is a sim-
ple thing to do, and then the rhetoric 
matches with the reality of what is 
going to happen. The oil should stay 
here, but they will not accept that, and 
they have made that clear. 

This is all part of a wish list we are 
going to see on the Senate floor for the 
rest of this year. This is the Big Oil 
wish list of 2015. We start with the Key-
stone ‘‘extra large export’’ Pipeline to 
take oil and send it out of the country. 
Then they want to lift the ban on the 
exportation of U.S. crude oil, which is 
now on the books—a ban on U.S. crude 
oil. This is Canadian oil. There are no 
laws against that. Then they want to 
begin exporting our natural gas, even 
as consumers and businesses and nat-
ural gas vehicle firms are enjoying 
record-low prices, which in turn is 
transforming the American manufac-
turing sector and our relationship with 
natural gas in America. They essen-
tially want to declare war on the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and their 
authority to protect Americans against 
pollution and to make sure the fuel 
economy standards of the vehicles 
which we drive continue to rise and 
rise. 

Honestly, if we want to tell OPEC we 
are serious and keep them awake at 
night, then we should keep the oil here 

so the prices will drop, and we also 
need to increase the fuel economy 
standards and consume and import less 
oil. But that is not going to be the 
agenda that comes out here on the Sen-
ate floor from the majority. It is going 
to be just the opposite. In a way, that 
is why this first debate is actually a 
preview of coming attractions of what 
will be happening out here on the floor 
of the Senate throughout the course of 
this entire year. 

There is kind of a Keystone kabuki 
theater that is debuting this afternoon 
on the Senate floor. The reality is this 
bill will never become law. The Presi-
dent is going to veto this bill. There 
are not enough votes to override the 
veto. So instead what we have is just a 
preview of this entire agenda, notwith-
standing the fact that they are not 
going to be supporting a national re-
newable electricity standard or dra-
matically increasing the energy effi-
ciency laws in our country or making 
sure the Canadians finally have to pay 
their taxes for the oil liability trust 
fund which they are now exempt from. 
American oil companies have to have a 
trust fund—in the event there is an oil 
spill in the pipeline—but the Canadians 
don’t have to have a trust fund. Over 10 
years, that is $2 billion that American 
companies have to pay, which Cana-
dians don’t have to pay, to make sure 
that something is done to protect 
against oilspills. 

Back when the Democrats took over 
the House and Senate in 2007, we 
worked together to put together a com-
prehensive energy bill. What was in it? 
Dramatically increasing the fuel econ-
omy standards of the vehicles in our 
country, having a new biofuels law to 
expand that production, and making 
sure that energy efficiency in America 
was enhanced dramatically. We worked 
on a bipartisan basis, and President 
Bush, a Republican, signed that bill be-
cause it was done in a bipartisan, ‘‘all 
of the above’’ approach. 

That is not what this is all about. 
This is not ‘‘all of the above’’; this is 
‘‘oil above all.’’ That is the strategy 
the Keystone Pipeline embodies— 
shouts. It is not balanced. It is not 
where we should be as a country. 

So I say let’s have an amendment to 
the bill that keeps the oil here in the 
United States. Let’s have this debate 
here on the floor. Let’s match up the 
rhetoric of the oil stays here with pro-
tection of the American economy and 
the American driver within the reality 
that we voted for that to keep it here. 
Let’s have that debate. I think it is im-
portant because otherwise the Cana-
dians and the American Petroleum In-
stitute will continue to engage in false 
advertising about where this oil is 
going to be used. 

So from my perspective, this is the 
dirtiest oil in the world that is going to 
contribute mightily to an expansion of 
global warming. We know that 2014 was 
the warmest year ever recorded in his-
tory—notwithstanding the fact that it 
snowed here in Washington, DC, yester-
day—the warmest year in history. That 
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is what I think the green generation 
out there knows as they look at this 
issue. What are we going to do to make 
sure we avoid the catastrophic con-
sequences of a dangerously warming 
planet? 

We have to engage in preventive care 
of this planet. There are no emergency 
rooms for planets. We have to engage 
in preventive care to make sure we do 
not pass on this ever-increasing danger 
to future generations. We are going to 
get a chance here to debate this. The 
Keystone Pipeline is a good example of 
how there is not, in fact, a balanced 
policy. 

I asked for an amendment on the 
floor so that we can debate whether the 
oil goes through a pipeline from Can-
ada—the dirtiest oil in the world—like 
a straw, potentially causing environ-
mental catastrophes across our coun-
try, and then gets exported around the 
rest of the planet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
JOHNSON). The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

Mr. MARKEY. I think this is the 
kind of debate the American people ex-
pect the Senate to engage in. 

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

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, the 

truth is that despite our rather big 
egos, much of what we do in the Senate 
is pretty quickly forgotten. People 
have a hard time remembering what we 
did 2 months ago or yesterday, let 
alone last year. But I have a feeling 
that the Keystone Pipeline bill we are 
now discussing and decisions that will 
be made about that bill will not soon 
be forgotten—not by our children or 
our grandchildren and not by people 
throughout the world and, in fact, not 
by history. I believe that decades from 
now our kids and our grandchildren 
will scratch their heads and they will 
say: What world were these people— 
Members of Congress—living in in 2015 
when they voted for this Keystone 
Pipeline? How did it happen that they 
did not listen to the overwhelming ma-
jority of scientists who told us we have 
to cut greenhouse gas emissions, not 
increase them? I think our kids and 
our grandchildren will be saying to us: 
Why did you do that to us? Why did 
you leave this planet less habitable 
than it could have been? 

The issue we are dealing with today 
is of huge consequence. I fear very 
much that a majority of the Members 
in the Senate and in the Congress are 
poised to make a very dangerous and 
wrong decision. In that light, I am 
more than delighted that President 
Obama has indicated he will veto this 
Keystone Pipeline bill if it is passed. 

Climate change is one of the great 
threats not only facing our country but 
facing the entire planet. It has the ca-
pability of causing severe harm to our 
economy, to our food supply, to access 
to water, and it raises all kinds of 
international national security issues. 

Let me read an excerpt from a letter 
sent to the Senate back in October 
2009: 

Observations throughout the world make 
it clear that climate change is occurring, 
and rigorous scientific research dem-
onstrates that the greenhouse gases emitted 
by human activities are the primary driver. 
These conclusions are based on multiple 
independent lines of evidence, and contrary 
assertions are inconsistent with an objective 
assessment of the vast body of peer-reviewed 
science. 

Moreover, there is strong evidence that on-
going climate change will have broad im-
pacts on society, including the global econ-
omy and on the environment. For the United 
States, climate change impacts include sea 
level rise for coastal states, greater threats 
of extreme weather events, and increased 
risk of regional water scarcity, urban heat 
waves, western wildfires, and a disturbance 
of biological systems throughout the coun-
try. The severity of climate change impacts 
is expected to increase substantially in the 
coming decades. 

This statement was signed by vir-
tually every major scientific organiza-
tion in this country, including the 
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science, the American Chem-
ical Society, the American Geophysical 
Union, the American Institute of Bio-
logical Sciences, the American Mete-
orological Society, and many other sci-
entific organizations. 

Scientists are not the only people 
warning us about the danger of climate 
change. Hear what the Department of 
Defense has to say about the impact of 
climate change on international and 
national security. What they point 
out—and I think what every sensible 
person understands—is that when peo-
ple are unable to grow the food they 
need because of drought, when flood de-
stroys their homes, when people 
throughout the world are forced to 
struggle for limited natural resources 
in order to survive, this lays the 
groundwork for the migration of people 
and international conflict. That is 
what the Department of Defense tells 
us. 

Now, given all of the scientific evi-
dence and given the concerns raised by 
our own Department of Defense and na-
tional security experts all over the 
world and given the fact that the most 
recent decade—the last 10 years—was 
the Nation’s warmest on record, one 
would think that when the National 
Climate Assessment warns us that 
global warming could exceed 10 degrees 
Fahrenheit in the United States by the 
end of the century—can we imagine 
this planet becoming 10 degrees Fahr-
enheit warmer and what this means to 
the planet? When sea levels have al-
ready risen by nearly 7 inches over the 
last century and are expected to rise 
another 10 inches to 2.6 feet by the end 
of the century—when all of that is on 
the table, one would think this Senate 
would be saying: All right, we have an 
international crisis. How do we reverse 
climate change? Instead, what the de-
bate is about is how we transport some 
of the dirtiest oil in the world and 
thereby cause more carbon emissions 
into the atmosphere. 

I suspect our kids and our grand-
children will look back on this period 
and say: What world were you living 
in? Why did you do that to us? 

It would seem to me that what we 
should be debating here is how we im-
pose a tax on carbon so that we can 
break our dependence on fossil fuel. 
That is what we should be discussing, 
not how we increase carbon emissions. 
We should be discussing what kind of 
legislation we bring forward that 
moves us aggressively toward energy 
efficiency, weatherization, and such 
sustainable energies as wind, solar, and 
geothermal. That is the kind of bill 
that should be on the floor. We should 
be having a debate about legislation 
that makes our transportation system 
far more efficient, that expands rail 
and helps us get cars and trucks off the 
road. We should be having a debate 
about how we can create the kind of 
automobiles that run on electricity 
and make them less expensive and how 
we can get cars running 80 to 100 miles 
per gallon. Those are the kinds of de-
bates and that is the kind of legislation 
we should be having on the floor, not 
how do we expand the production and 
the transportation of some of the dirti-
est oil on the planet. 

In my view, the U.S. Congress in a 
very profound way should not be in the 
business of rejecting science because 
when we reject science, we become the 
laughingstock of the world. How do we 
go forward? How do we prepare legisla-
tion if it is not based on scientific evi-
dence? And to say to the overwhelming 
majority of scientists that we are ig-
noring what they are telling us and we 
are going to move in exactly the wrong 
direction I think makes us look like 
fools in front of the entire world. How 
do we go forward and tell China and 
India and Russia and countries around 
the world that climate change is a 
huge planetary crisis at the same time 
as we are facilitating the construction 
of the Keystone Pipeline? 

So I am delighted the President will 
veto this legislation if it happens to 
pass the Congress. Our job now is not 
to bring more carbon into the atmos-
phere; it is to transform our energy 
system away from coal, away from oil, 
away from fossil fuel, and toward en-
ergy efficiency and sustainable energy. 
That should be the direction of this 
country, and we should lead the world 
in moving in that direction. 

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

(The remarks of Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. BOOKER, Mr. BURR, and 
Mr. KING pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 108 are printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 

f 

MEDICARE/MEDICAID 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, in his 
first legislative message to the 89th 
Congress in 1965, 50 years ago I believe 
this month, President Johnson laid out 
what would become a key marker in 
the legislative fight for Medicare and 
Medicaid. Ultimately, the bill was 
passed in July 1965. President Johnson 
signed it in Independence, MO, I be-
lieve at the home of former President 
Truman. 

President Johnson, in his legislative 
message to the House and Senate in 
1965 said: 

In this century, medical scientists have 
done much to improve human health and 
prolong human life. Yet as these advances 
come, vital segments of our population are 
being left behind—behind barriers of age, ec-
onomics, geography or community resources. 
Today, the political community is chal-
lenged to help all our people surmount these 
needless barriers to the enjoyment of the 
promise and reality of better health. 

Fifty years later we have made his-
toric improvements to our health care 
system, thanks in large part to a cou-
ple of things: No. 1, medical research, 
funded both by taxpayers and often by 
drug companies, foundations, univer-
sities, and others; and No. 2, because of 
social insurance programs such as 
Medicare and Medicaid. 

Before the passage of Medicare—lis-
ten to these numbers—30 percent of our 
Nation’s seniors lived below the pov-
erty line, only half our Nation’s sen-
iors—at this time 50 years ago, early in 
1965, had health insurance, and insur-
ance usually only covered visits to the 
hospital in those days. 

Now, thanks to Medicare, 54 million 
seniors and people with disabilities 
have access to guaranteed health care 
benefits. 

Let me share a letter a constituent 
named Donald, from Toledo, OH, wrote 
to me last Congress, when the House of 
Representatives threatened to turn 
Medicare into a voucher program as 
part of its budget proposal. Donald 
wrote: 

Thank you for your efforts to keep Medi-
care from being privatized. At the age of 63, 
I am going to be eligible for Medicare before 
too long and looking at the affordability of 
health care is critical. If Medicare is 
privatized, we will not be able to afford it 
any more than we can afford private insur-
ance today. 

That is the whole point. The reason 
there is a government health care pro-
gram, the reason there is social insur-
ance, is because people, as in 1965, only 
half the people in the country had any 
kind of health insurance. 

It is a little disconcerting to know that 
after working all our lives and living com-
fortably, that in our retirement years we 
will either have to try to find full-time em-
ployment to be in a position of affording 
Medicare, privatized Medicare. I am sure I 
don’t need to tell you how difficult finding a 

job is these days when you are an older cit-
izen. 

I know normally I am writing you from the 
opposing side, but this time we definitely see 
eye to eye. 

Ralph Waldo Emerson, 150 or 160 
years ago, said that history has always 
been a fight between conservators and 
innovators. There is a legitimate place 
in society for both, creating the ten-
sion that moves our country one way 
or the other. Conservators want to pro-
tect the status quo. They want to pre-
serve privilege and want to hold on to 
their wealth. Conservators fundamen-
tally don’t believe the government 
should be involved in ensuring a decent 
standard of living. Innovators—what 
we might call today progressives—un-
derstand our society is only as strong 
as its most vulnerable members. 

If we go back to the key congres-
sional votes—the key congressional 
votes, not necessarily final passage—to 
advance debate of a Medicare bill in 
1965, most Republicans voted no. Then 
it was the John Birch Society that op-
posed it. Today, 50 years later, it is the 
tea party that opposes social insur-
ance. 

Some of the most privileged interest 
groups in Washington opposed the cre-
ation of Medicare. But they were 
wrong. As I said earlier, 30 percent of 
seniors lived below the poverty line 
prior to Medicare. Medicare helped to 
cut the poverty rate in half by 1973, 
only 8 years after its passage. 

We see the same attacks today. 
Budgets proposed in the House of Rep-
resentatives over the past several years 
have tried to dismantle Medicare, by 
and large by privatized vouchers, to 
help offset the cost of tax cuts for the 
wealthiest Americans. They would pri-
vatize the program and undermine its 
guaranteed benefits. 

Ohio’s seniors have worked hard, 
they have paid into Medicare, and they 
deserve a program that truly meets 
their health care needs. They deserve 
better than the underfunded voucher 
that would put them at the mercy of 
the private insurance industry. Thank-
fully, we have been able to block this 
plan in the Senate. We will continue to 
do that. 

Interestingly, the Affordable Care 
Act has provided significantly en-
hanced benefits for Medicare bene-
ficiaries. In my State alone more than 
1 million Ohio seniors have gotten 
free—meaning no copay, no deduct-
ible—preventive care benefits under 
the Affordable Care Act. 

If you are on Medicare and your doc-
tor prescribes an annual physical or 
asks that you be given an osteoporosis 
screening, a diabetes screening—all the 
things doctors order for their patients 
for preventive care—those are provided 
under the Affordable Care Act and 
under Medicare, no copays, no deduct-
ible. 

Many of the efforts to privatize and 
voucherize Medicare mean taking away 
preventive care, taking away prescrip-
tion drug protections added to Medi-

care under the Affordable Care Act. 
Others want to raise the Medicare eli-
gibility age from 65 to 67. 

I was in Youngstown, OH, a couple of 
years ago at a townhall. A woman 
stood up and said: I hold two jobs, and 
I am barely making it. 

I think the two jobs were close to 
minimum wage, so she was probably 
making $8 an hour in one and $8.50 in 
the other. She was a home care worker 
and doing something else. She had 
tears in her eyes. 

She said: I am 63 years old. I need to 
stay alive until I can get health insur-
ance. 

This was maybe 5 years before we 
passed the health care law. Imagine 
being 63 years old and your goal in life 
is just to find a way to stay alive so 
you can have health insurance. 

Some geniuses in the House and 
maybe in the Senate think it is a good 
idea to raise the Medicare eligibility 
age from 65 to 67. Just because we dress 
like this and have jobs that aren’t all 
that physical other than walking back 
and forth from our offices to the floor, 
just because we have this kind of life-
style and just because we are privileged 
enough to get to dress like this and get 
paid well and get to do these incredibly 
privileged jobs as Members of the Sen-
ate—there are a whole lot of people in 
this country whose bodies won’t last 
until they are 67. They can’t work until 
they are 67 to get Medicare. They are 
working at Walmart, standing on floors 
all day, they are home care workers, 
they are working at fast food res-
taurants, they are construction work-
ers. 

Both my wife’s parents died before 
the age of 70 in large part because of 
the work they did, the kind of heavy, 
strenuous work, and the chemicals 
they were exposed to and all that. So 
when I hear my colleagues propose to 
raise the Medicare eligibility age from 
65 to 67—and I know they say we can’t 
sustain these entitlements, whatever 
that means. What they really want to 
do is raise the eligibility age. To raise 
the eligibility age for Medicare to 67, 
they need to take Abraham Lincoln’s 
advice. His staff wanted him to stay in 
the White House and win the war, free 
the slaves, and preserve the Union. 
President Lincoln said: No. I need to go 
out and get my public opinion bath. 

What did he mean by that? He meant: 
I have to go out and talk to people. So 
when I hear Senators say they want to 
raise the Medicare eligibility age from 
65 to 67—whether they are in Gallipolis 
or Troy or Zanesville, OH—when I hear 
people say they want to raise the re-
tirement age or the Medicare eligi-
bility age—what I think when I hear 
Senators say that is they are not out 
talking to real people. 

We know we can do a number of 
things to improve and strengthen these 
programs so future generations can 
continue to move into retirement years 
with a sense of security. 

Last Congress I was an original co-
sponsor of the Medicare Protection 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:39 Jan 08, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07JA6.057 S07JAPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S51 January 7, 2015 
Act, which would make it difficult for 
Congress to make changes that would 
reduce or eliminate guaranteed bene-
fits or restrict eligibility criteria for 
Medicare beneficiaries. With several of 
my Senate colleagues, I will submit a 
resolution commemorating the 50th an-
niversary of the creation of Medicare 
and Medicaid, a reminder that these 
programs must be protected, not weak-
ened, not rolled back, not undercut, 
not privatized, not voucherized—if that 
is a word—a reminder that all these 
programs must be strengthened. 

As we move forward in protecting so-
cial insurance, we should remember 
President Johnson’s words when speak-
ing to the House and the Senate 50 
years ago: Whatever we aspire to do to-
gether, our success in those enter-
prises—and our enjoyment of the fruits 
that result—will rest finally upon the 
health of our people. 

f 

TRIA 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I think it 

is important to understand that TRIA 
is legislation that we need, which is 
the Terrorism Risk Insurance Act. We 
passed a bill with only two or three 
‘‘no’’ votes in the Senate last year. But 
what the House of Representatives has 
done looks like what they will prob-
ably do in the future: They have taken 
legislation which is really important to 
the country, which passed the Senate 
on a bipartisan basis, and they have 
loaded on to that legislation extra-
neous provisions. 

Frankly, that is what people in this 
country are tired of—when legislation 
that must pass and has overwhelming 
support is about to pass, special inter-
est groups come and add their language 
to it. That is exactly what happened 
here. If the House of Representatives 
gets its way, if Wall Street gets its 
way, it is the first step to begin to slice 
away at the Dodd-Frank legislation. 

When I hear a number of my col-
leagues in this body and down the hall 
in the House of Representatives say 
they support progrowth policies and 
deregulation, what they are saying is 
they want to roll back the protections 
for consumers in Dodd-Frank, the Wall 
Street reform bill, and they want to 
weaken the provisions in the rules that 
govern Wall Street behavior. I don’t 
quite understand it because what I do 
understand is less than a decade ago, 
because of Wall Street greed, because 
of Wall Street overreach, because this 
body and the body down the hall weak-
ened the rules on Wall Street, and be-
cause the previous administration ap-
pointed regulators who would really 
look the other way, we had terrible 
damage done to our economy. About a 
mile north of the ZIP Code I live in in 
Cleveland had the highest number of 
foreclosures of any ZIP Code in the 
United States of America because of 
deregulation, because of Bush ap-
pointees to many of the bank regu-
latory bodies. 

So I caution my colleagues, as we ac-
cept this legislation, the TRIA legisla-

tion—and I assume we will—to under-
stand that is not going to be behavior 
that we are going to sanction in the 
Senate, where they take must-pass leg-
islation and they find ways to attach 
to this legislation rollback of con-
sumer protections and weakening of 
Wall Street rules. That is what got us 
into this. We can’t let these special in-
terests who have so much power in the 
House of Representatives, who have so 
much influence in the House of Rep-
resentatives—we can’t let them have 
their way on legislation like this. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE). 
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. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MEDICARE/MEDICAID 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
highlight a Presidential message that 
was delivered to the Congress 50 years 
ago today. But before I go into the im-
portance of Medicare and Medicaid— 
facts that I think all my colleagues 
and I can agree to—I would like to take 
a brief look back at where America has 
been and recall what life was like for so 
many of those who were poor, disabled, 
vulnerable, and uninsured or unlucky 
before these programs, which today are 
a lifeline, Medicare and Medicaid, were 
in place. 

Those were the days of the ‘‘poor 
farm’’ and the ‘‘almshouse.’’ These 
were the places where the poor and un-
insured would go for care, very often 
on the outskirts of town—out of sight, 
out of mind. It was not a happy choice, 
and more often than not for seniors 
and the poor it was the only choice. 

These were places that provided care 
and was often very basic and very often 
it carried a stigma. The accommoda-
tions were sparse at best. In return for 
health care and housing, residents were 
expected to work on an adjoining farm 
or do housework or other chores to off-
set the costs of their stay. This was the 
primary option for someone whose ex-
tended family could not offer care—or 
didn’t want to offer care. This was not 
thousands of miles away from the 
shores of our country, it was right here 
in the United States. Not very many 
Americans remember those days. In 
fact, I think it is fair to say hardly 
anybody under 50 remembers those 
days. 

President Johnson submitted his 
message to the Congress 50 years ago 
today, and fewer than half of America’s 
older people even had any health insur-
ance. In that era, it was not uncommon 
for older people who got an illness to 
be treated like second-class citizens, 
and many older people without family 
to care for them and no health care 

coverage ended up destitute and would 
often end up on our streets. 

It was a time no one wants to revisit. 
It is a time sociologists described as 
another America—where 40 to 50 mil-
lion Americans were poor and lacked 
adequate medical care and were so-
cially invisible to a majority of the 
population. 

I bring this up because I wish to 
spend a few minutes this evening talk-
ing about how far America has come. I 
want to make sure that we in the Con-
gress—as we look to this anniversary 
of these critical programs, Medicare 
and Medicaid, and the vivid difference 
they made in the daily lives of Ameri-
cans, we should all spend just a few 
minutes talking about the health care 
advances we have seen over the years. 

Here are a couple of facts: Today 
with rock-solid essential medical serv-
ices, 54 million Americans—or vir-
tually every senior and those with dis-
abilities—now has access to what we 
call—and I remember this from my 
days as director of the Gray Panthers— 
the Medicare guarantee. It is a guar-
antee of secure Medicare benefits for 
our old people. 

Medicaid has made a critical dif-
ference for 68 million of the Nation’s 
most vulnerable, including more than 
32 million kids, 6 million seniors, and 
10 million individuals with disabilities. 
Because Medicare and Medicaid made 
health care possible for millions of peo-
ple, they have also been the catalyst 
for innovation in treatment that bene-
fits people of all ages. I emphasize that 
fact because it is often not appreciated 
that Medicare, as the flagship Federal 
health care program, often is the 
spark, the catalyst for innovations 
that get copied in the private sector. 

For example, in the first 30 years of 
Medicare alone, the Medicare Program 
helped to reduce deaths from heart dis-
ease by one-third for people over age 
65. By providing coverage and access 
for millions, these programs became 
catalysts for change in how medicine is 
practiced and paid for Americans 
across the age spectrum and helped us 
to find the root causes of disease and 
perfecting better therapies to treat. As 
time has marched on, these programs 
evolved and improved and the rest of 
the health care system followed. 

In 1967, Early and Periodic Screening, 
Diagnostic, and Treatment programs, 
comprehensive services for all Med-
icaid youngsters under age 21, was cre-
ated, and that has helped to improve 
our country’s health, starting with our 
children. In 1981, home and commu-
nity-based waivers were established so 
States could provide services in a com-
munity setting, allowing individuals to 
remain in their home for as long as 
possible. 

Every State uses this option to facili-
tate better care and services to the 
Medicaid population, and I think it is 
fair to say that every single senior— 
and this is something I heard again and 
again and again in the those Gray Pan-
thers days—would say: Why can’t we 
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have the option to have good, quality, 
affordable care at home because it will 
also save money compared to the alter-
native, which is institutional care. 

In 1983, Medicare took one of many 
big leaps away from fee-for-service 
with the advent of a new reimburse-
ment system for hospitals. It was 
called prospective payment—a system 
that pays hospitals based on a patient’s 
illness and how serious it is and not 
solely on how much it costs to treat 
them. This was a radical change at the 
time. Today it is commonplace and ac-
ceptable. 

In 2003, the prescription drug cov-
erage benefit was added to Medicare, 
providing access to necessary medica-
tions to those most likely to need 
them. As a result of greater access to 
prescription drugs, senior health has 
dramatically improved. 

In 2010, as a result of health care re-
form, preventive services became free 
to patients, prescription drugs became 
cheaper for beneficiaries who fell into 
what was known as the doughnut hole, 
and again Medicare moved further 
away from fee-for-service, volume-driv-
en care and on to paying for quality 
and value. Not only was that good for 
seniors, it was good for taxpayers be-
cause it helped to extend the life of the 
Medicare trust fund. 

Finally, in 2012, the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid began releasing for 
the public to use actual claims data. 
Access to this information, in my view, 
is a key element of the challenge with 
respect to understanding the costs of 
care, the variations and the way medi-
cine is practiced across the country. 
Clearly, access to Medicare claims data 
is part of the path to improving quality 
and holding down the costs of health 
care in our country. 

These examples are easy to forget— 
the most recent ones—because now 
they are commonplace, but that makes 
them no less remarkable. 

I will close with one last point that I 
hope will be part of what guides the 
work of the Senate in this session. 

I see the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, Mr. DURBIN. He is to be joined 
by the majority leader, Senator 
MCCONNELL, shortly. 

I will just close my remarks with re-
spect to these critical programs by 
pointing out—and I hope it will be re-
membered frequently as big issues are 
tackled in this Congress—Medicare and 
Medicaid were bipartisan efforts, and 
the enactment of these programs shows 
that the Congress can craft bipartisan 
solutions to complex and politically 
difficult problems. That is what hap-
pened in 1965 when the Senate passed a 
legislation creating Medicare and Med-
icaid by a 68-to-32 vote after the House 
approved it 3 months earlier on a 313- 
to-115 vote. 

As this Congress gets underway, and 
as the leaders come to the floor to dis-
cuss a critical aspect of how we move 
ahead, I hope all of us take a page from 
that particular playbook. Let us recog-
nize that with Medicare and Medicaid 
there was an opportunity to come to-
gether to tackle a big issue, and my 

hope is that this Congress will not use 
partisan tactics when the solutions 
have to be bipartisan, and that is the 
lesson. 

Despite sharp differences and par-
tisanship, the Congress of the days I 
have been speaking of was able to rise 
above the culture and those challenges 
to find agreement and make our coun-
try a better place. 

As this new Congress begins, I hope 
we can use that 50-year-old spirit to 
strengthen, protect, and improve Medi-
care and Medicaid to keep that guar-
antee strong, ensure health care to 
those who need it most, and protect a 
program that has been a lifeline to mil-
lions of Americans. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The act-

ing minority leader. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I com-

mend my colleague from Oregon for re-
minding us of this 50th anniversary of 
President Johnson’s recommendation 
to Congress to create Medicare and 
Medicaid. Today, as we witness 54 mil-
lion people benefitting in America 
from Medicare—in my State some 2 
million—and 68 million from Med-
icaid—in my State 3 million—we un-
derstand the importance of this pro-
gram. Almost half the people who live 
in Illinois are covered with health in-
surance by Medicare and Medicaid. 
When we add in the Affordable Care 
Act, we have literally half the popu-
lation of my State. 

It is a testament to the fact that 
when we made a commitment and fol-
lowed through on a bipartisan basis, as 
the Senator from Oregon said, we cre-
ated programs that had vibrancy and 
really served people for a long time. 

I read something the Senator from 
Oregon is, I am sure aware, of, which is 
that because Medicare was a complete 
Federal payout, it was implemented 
throughout the United States almost 
within a year. It took 17 years for 
every State to join the Medicaid Pro-
gram. It wasn’t until 1982 that the last 
State joined into Medicaid—Arizona— 
because there was a State contribu-
tion. Look at the experience we have 
now with the Affordable Care Act, 
where some States are reluctant to 
join in. So that is part of it. 

The point I wish to get to and which 
the Senator made so well is how it 
changed life for senior citizens and for 
those who were poor. It gave them a 
chance for quality health care that 
didn’t bankrupt them in the process. 

Medicaid has been a dramatic suc-
cess. For critics of government health 
programs and critics of Medicaid, the 
2011 survey found that 70 percent of 
physicians across America accept Med-
icaid patients. People would believe 
from some of the critics that the oppo-
site is true. Seventy percent accept 
Medicaid patients. So it is a good pro-
gram. The reimbursement attracts 70 
percent of physicians willing to treat 
them. 

The last point I will make to the 
Senator from Oregon particularly, if he 
happens to know a good bookstore, I 
would suggest he consider the new 

book by Dr. Gawande entitled ‘‘Being 
Mortal.’’ I am virtually through it, and 
he really challenges us to look beyond 
health care for the elderly to where 
they are living, how they are living, 
and how they are being treated. 

So I am hoping we can rise to an-
other level of conversation beyond 
Medicare and Medicaid, celebrating 
this anniversary but accepting a new 
responsibility to that generation of 
seniors who served America so well. 

I thank the Senator from Oregon for 
reminding us of this anniversary. 

I am proud to stand with my col-
league Senator WYDEN today in support 
of his resolution honoring President 
Johnson’s commitment to creating the 
Medicare and Medicaid Programs. 

Fifty years ago today, President 
Lyndon Johnson sent a message to the 
Congress which he titled ‘‘Advancing 
the Nation’s Health.’’ 

In that message the Johnson quoted 
President Thomas Jefferson who in 1787 
wrote, ‘‘without health there is no hap-
piness. An attention to health, then, 
should take the place of every other 
object.’’ Those words were true then, 
true in 1965, and true now. 

President Johnson was concerned 
about the health of our nation because 
of the staggering effect that no insur-
ance and chronic disease had on the el-
derly. At that time, 80 percent of peo-
ple over 65 were disabled or lived with 
a chronic disease. Unfortunately, 50 
percent of people over 65 did not have 
health insurance. 

From his concern and effort came the 
Medicare and Medicaid programs. Both 
programs created a social safety net 
that has improved the lives of millions 
of Americans. 

Today more than 54 million people 
are enrolled in Medicare, 2 million in 
Illinois. The vast majority of Medicare 
enrollees are seniors. They receive 
quality, affordable, care and access to 
prescription drugs because of the Presi-
dent Johnson’s commitment. In this 
new Congress, we should work together 
to ensure this highly successful pro-
gram remains in place for future gen-
erations. 

Medicaid has been a lifeline for mil-
lions of people, especially for children. 
Sixty-eight million people are enrolled 
in Medicaid, 3 million in Illinois. And 
thanks to the Affordable Care Act, 
600,000 became newly eligible for the 
program last year. Medicaid makes it 
possible for more than half of the ba-
bies born in Illinois to be delivered 
with medical care. Some argue that 
Medicaid isn’t working because physi-
cians refuse to see people in the pro-
gram. But the data says that isn’t true. 
2011 data shows that 70 percent of of-
fice-based physicians nationwide were 
willing to see new Medicaid patients. I 
call that a success. 

As we remember President Johnson’s 
tireless effort today, we should also 
keep in mind our commitment to these 
vital programs and work together to 
strengthen them. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak about the 50th anniversary of 
Medicare as well. I commend the re-
marks of both the senior Senator from 
Oregon and the senior Senator from Il-
linois about this 50-year anniversary 
since President Lyndon Johnson first 
sent his message to Congress that 
would later become both the Medicare 
and Medicaid Programs. As was re-
ferred to earlier, there are 100 million 
Americans benefiting, including over 
4.8 million in my home State of Penn-
sylvania, when we consider both pro-
grams together. 

When President Johnson sent this 
message, he said: 

Our first concern must be to assure that 
the advance of medical knowledge leaves 
none behind. We can—and we must—strive 
now to assure the availability of and accessi-
bility to the best health care for all Ameri-
cans, regardless of age or geography or eco-
nomic status. 

So said President Johnson all those 
years ago, and how prescient he was 
and how knowledgeable he was as well 
to be thinking about the future and to 
be considering advances in technology 
and holding all of us to the highest pos-
sible standard when it came to health 
care for older Americans or health care 
for the poor and for children. 

We know that in the ensuing 50 years 
we have strived to make that vision of 
President Johnson a reality, first, of 
course, with Medicare and Medicaid; 
and then more recently—‘‘recently’’ 
meaning the last 20 years or so—with 
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, known by the acronym CHIP; 
and then followed by, a number of 
years after that, the Affordable Care 
Act, which included an expansion of 
the Medicaid Program, providing cov-
erage to millions more Americans. 

We know that when Medicaid was 
created in 1965, the U.S. Government 
put forth a promise to ensure that the 
most vulnerable members of society 
would have access to health care. 
Whether it is our children or whether 
it is frail, elderly members of our fam-
ily living in nursing homes or individ-
uals with disabilities, Medicaid ensures 
they have access to health care. So we 
have made great strides. 

Let me quote again from President 
Johnson: 

Poor families increasingly are forced to 
turn to overcrowded hospital emergency 
rooms and to overburdened city clinics as 
their only resource to meet their routine 
health care needs. 

Again, President Johnson was way 
ahead of his time in dealing with what 
was then a problem and still remains a 
problem but less so a problem because 
of Medicaid. 

This important lifeline—Medicaid— 
to health care, having been created 50 
years ago, was strengthened in 2010 and 
helps ensure that millions of Ameri-
cans have access to quality, com-
prehensive health care. 

We must continue to make sure that 
we guarantee Medicaid remains strong 

and provides such needed care to those 
in our society who often get over-
looked. We must never forget that 
Medicaid is the program that many 
middle-class families and lower income 
older citizens who are on assistance 
and people with disabilities turn to 
when they need extended nursing home 
care, sometimes referred to as long- 
term care. So when it comes to long- 
term care for poorer families as well as 
long-term care for middle-class fami-
lies, often millions of Americans are 
turning and have turned for their long- 
term care to Medicaid, and we should 
remember that. 

As we celebrate this 50th anniver-
sary, let’s always ensure that both 
Medicare and Medicaid remain strong 
programs that so many Americans can 
turn to. We must do our best to be true 
to Lyndon Johnson’s vision ‘‘that the 
advance of medical knowledge leaves 
none behind.’’ It is a very important 
anniversary, and it is a good reminder 
about our obligations in the Senate to 
protect both Medicare and Medicaid. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
f 

FUNDING ALLOCATION FOR 
SENATE COMMITTEES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to engage in a 
colloquy with Senator DURBIN on be-
half of the Democratic leader. 

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, in 
the 112th Congress the Senate adopted 
a new funding allocation for Senate 
committees. This approach has served 
the Senate for the past two Congresses 
when the Democrats controlled the ma-
jority. I believe this approach will con-
tinue to serve the interests of the Sen-
ate and the public, regardless of which 
party is in the majority, by helping to 
retain core committee staff with insti-
tutional knowledge. This funding allo-
cation is based on the party division of 
the Senate, with 10 percent of the total 
majority and minority salary baseline 
going to the majority for administra-
tive expenses. However, regardless of 
the party division of the Senate, the 
minority share of the majority and mi-
nority salary baseline will not be less 
than 40 percent, and the majority share 
will not exceed 60 percent. It is my in-
tent that this approach will continue 
to serve the Senate for this Congress 
and future Congresses. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this ap-
proach met our needs for the last two 
Congresses, and I too would like to see 
it continue. In addition, last Congress, 
special reserves was restored to its his-
toric purpose. We should continue to 
fund special reserves to the extent pos-
sible in order to be able to assist com-
mittees that face urgent, unantici-
pated, nonrecurring needs. Recognizing 
the tight budgets we will face for the 
foreseeable future, it is necessary to 
continue to bring funding authoriza-

tions more in line with our actual re-
sources while ensuring that commit-
tees are able to fulfill their responsibil-
ities. I look forward to continuing to 
work with the majority leader to ac-
complish this. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a joint 
leadership letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC, January 7, 2015. 

WE MUTUALLY COMMIT TO THE FOLLOWING 
FOR THE 114TH CONGRESS: The Rules Com-
mittee is to determine the budgets of the 
committees of the Senate. The budgets of 
the committees, including joint and special 
committees, and all other subgroups, shall 
be apportioned to reflect the ratio of the 
Senate as of this date, including an addi-
tional ten percent (10%) from the majority 
and minority salary baseline to be allocated 
to the chairman for administrative expenses. 

Special Reserves has been restored to its 
historic purpose. Requests for funding will 
only be considered when submitted by a com-
mittee chairman and ranking member for 
unanticipated, non-recurring needs. Such re-
quests shall be granted only upon the ap-
proval of the chairman and ranking member 
of the Rules Committee. 

Funds for committee expenses shall be 
available to each chairman consistent with 
the Senate rules and practices of the 113th 
Congress. 

The division of committee office space 
shall be commensurate with this funding 
agreement. 

The chairman and ranking member of any 
committee may, by mutual agreement, mod-
ify the apportionment of committee funding 
and office space. 

MITCH MCCONNELL. 
HARRY REID. 

f 

REMEMBERING EDWARD BROOKE 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I wish to 

pay tribute to a former member of this 
Chamber, and note with pleasure the 
passage of S. Res. 19. 

Senator Edward Brooke of Massachu-
setts passed away on January 3, 2015 at 
the age of 95. I was deeply saddened by 
his loss. I had the privilege of hosting 
an event last year celebrating Amer-
ica’s Black Senators. We invited Sen-
ator Brooke, but he was unable to at-
tend. We did honor him that day, be-
cause as one of the two African Ameri-
cans to currently serve in this great 
body, I know that I stand on the shoul-
ders of giants like Senator Brooke and 
those who have come before me in pub-
lic service. Senator Brooke was a true 
trailblazer, and those of us who fol-
lowed cannot thank him enough. As 
the first African American Senator to 
be popularly elected to serve, he was a 
true inspiration. 

From his service to our Nation begin-
ning as a captain in the U.S. Army dur-
ing World War II, to his service as 
chairman of the Finance Commission 
for the city of Boston and then as the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ at-
torney general before coming to the 
Senate, Senator Brooke was a com-
mitted public servant. Having served 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:54 Jan 08, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G07JA6.061 S07JAPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES54 January 7, 2015 
for two terms in the Senate, he was a 
powerful voice for housing reform and 
advancing issues like economic oppor-
tunity for all Americans. Recognized 
with both the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom in 2004 and the Congressional 
Gold Medal in 2008, our Nation was 
truly blessed by his life and accom-
plishments, and his place in history 
will stand the test of time. 

May God bless the family of Senator 
Brooke. 

f 

REMEMBERING MARIO M. CUOMO 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to speak about the life and ex-
traordinary legacy of former New York 
State Governor Mario M. Cuomo. 

Governor Mario Cuomo inspired a 
generation of Americans to be unafraid 
of idealism. He was a role model for 
Americans with big dreams, and he was 
a champion for the causes and values 
that we cherish in this country. 

He was a tenacious competitor on the 
baseball diamond, the basketball court, 
and in the halls of the capitol in Al-
bany, but it wasn’t merely the abstract 
desire to win that drove him. The quest 
for justice and fairness in our country 
motivated him to act, and he used his 
pulpit as a public servant to push for a 
better world for all Americans. 

Throughout his career, he spoke pow-
erfully to us about the value of equal-
ity, and the visionary words of his 
most famous speech, the Tale of Two 
Cities, still hold true today, decades 
later. 

Governor Cuomo was a brilliant and 
generous mentor, and I was honored 
that he took a risk and helped me when 
I was an untested Congressional can-
didate a decade ago. Whenever we met, 
he was always kind, thoughtful, and al-
ways generous. 

I know that Mario Cuomo’s most 
cherished title wasn’t Governor—it was 
husband and father. He took these 
roles as seriously as his governorship, 
and it is clear that he succeeded in 
both. He loved his wife and children, 
and he instilled in his sons and daugh-
ters an unwavering commitment to 
service. 

Mario Cuomo was one of the great, 
motivating, and inspirational leaders 
of our time, and I will always be grate-
ful to him for his leadership, his serv-
ice, and his inspirational mentorship. 
He was a friend that my family and I 
truly admired. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries. 

f 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 

which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The messages received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:31 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 22. An act to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt employees with 
health coverage under TRICARE or the Vet-
erans Administration from being taken into 
account for purposes of determining the em-
ployers to which the employer mandate ap-
plies under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 1. Concurrent resolution re-
garding consent to assemble outside the seat 
of government. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to H. Res. 1, resolving 
that Karen L. Haas of the State of 
Maryland, be, and is hereby, chosen 
Clerk of the House of Representatives, 
and that Paul D. Irving of the State of 
Florida be, and is hereby, chosen Ser-
geant-at-Arms of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and that Ed Cassidy of 
the State of Connecticut be, and is 
hereby, chosen Chief Administrative 
Officer of the House of Representatives, 
and that Father Patrick J. Conroy of 
the State of Oregon, be, and is hereby, 
chosen Chaplain of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to H. Res. 2, re-
solving that the Senate be informed 
that a quorum of the House of Rep-
resentatives has assembled; that JOHN 
A. BOEHNER, a Representative from the 
State of Ohio, has been elected Speak-
er; and that Karen L. Haas, a citizen of 
the State of Maryland, has been elected 
Clerk of the House of Representatives 
of the One Hundred Fourteenth Con-
gress. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to H. Res. 4, resolving 
that the Clerk be instructed to inform 
the President of the United States that 
the House of Representatives has elect-
ed JOHN A. BOEHNER, a Representative 
from the State of Ohio as Speaker, and 
Karen L. Haas, a citizen of the State of 
Maryland as Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the One Hundred Four-
teenth Congress. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to House Resolution 3, the 
Speaker appoints the following Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives to 
join a committee on the part of the 
Senate to notify the President of the 
United States that a quorum of each 
House has assembled and that Congress 
is ready to receive any communication 
that he may be pleased to make: Mr. 

MCCARTHY of California and Ms. PELOSI 
of California. 

At 11:41 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 
2001, and the order of the House of 
today the Speaker appoints the fol-
lowing Members to the House Office 
Building Commission to serve with 
himself: Mr. MCCARTHY of California 
and Ms. PELOSI of California. 

At 5:01 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 26. An act to extend the termination 
date of the Terrorism Insurance Program es-
tablished under the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Act of 2002, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read the sec-
ond time, and placed on the calendar: 

S. 1. A bill to approve the Keystone XL 
Pipeline. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–1. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2014–0449)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Agusta S.p.A. Helicopters (Type 
Certificate Currently Held by 
AgustaWestland S.p.A.) (Agusta)’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0472)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on December 16, 2014; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2014–0425)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–4. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No. FAA–2014–0132)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
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EC–5. A communication from the Manage-

ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0191)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Fokker Services B.V. Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0062)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–7. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0170)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–8. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0489)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–9. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0256)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–10. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Pratt and Whitney Division Tur-
bofan Engines’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA–2014–0072)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on December 16, 2014; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–11. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Robinson Helicopter Company Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2014–0159)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 16, 2014; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–12. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No . FAA–2014–0193)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–13. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-

tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Various de Havilland Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0701)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–14. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0195)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–15. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Rolls Royce plc Turbofan Engines’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0449)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–16. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Dowty Propellers Constant Speed 
Propellers’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 
FAA–2009–0776)) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on December 16, 2014; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–17. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No . FAA–2014–0776)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–18. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0235)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–19. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Agusta S.p.A. Helicopters’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0971)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science , and Trans-
portation. 

EC–20. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No . FAA–2014–0452)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–21. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 

report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0289)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–22. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0430)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–23. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0836)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–24. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; PILATUS AIRCRAFT LTD. Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2014–0594)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 16, 2014; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–25. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Piper Aircraft, Inc.’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0437)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on December 16, 2014; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–26. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Various Restricted Category Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA– 
2014–0337)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 16, 2014; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–27. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No . FAA–2013–1066)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–28. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0168)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–29. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
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(Docket No . FAA–2013–1064)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–30. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) 
(Docket No . FAA–2014–0192)) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–31. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0288)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–32. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (130); 
Amdt. No. 3611’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–33. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (67); 
Amdt. No. 3612’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–34. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (101); 
Amdt. No. 3614’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–35. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (124); 
Amdt. No. 3613’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–36. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (60); 
Amdt. No. 3617’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–37. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-

portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (19); 
Amdt. No. 3616’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–38. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (60); 
Amdt. No. 3615’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–39. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures, and Takeoff 
Minimums and Obstacle Departure Proce-
dures; Miscellaneous Amendments (296); 
Amdt. No. 3618’’ (RIN2120–AA65) received in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
December 16, 2014; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–40. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Aviation Training 
Device Credit for Pilot Certification’’ 
(RIN2120–AK62) received in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on December 16, 2014; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–41. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Multiple Air Traffic Service (ATS) Routes; 
North Central and Northeast United States’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0986)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–42. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Roanoke Rapids, NC’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0792)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–43. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of 
Class D and E Airspace; Hammond, LA’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0600)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–44. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Class D Airspace; MacDill AFB, FL’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0541)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–45. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Lakeport, CA’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0309)) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on December 16, 2014; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–46. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of 
Class E Airspace; Apalachicola, FL’’ 
((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0831)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–47. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airspace Designa-
tions; Incorporation by Reference Amend-
ments’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket No. FAA– 
2014–0540)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on December 16, 2014; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–48. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment and 
Amendment of Class D and E Airspace; 
Santa Rosa, CA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66) (Docket 
No. FAA–2014–0305)) received in the Office of 
the President of the Senate on December 16, 
2014; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–49. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0174)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–50. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; The Boeing Company Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0232)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–51. A communication from the Manage-
ment and Program Analyst, Federal Avia-
tion Administration, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Bombardier, Inc. Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. FAA–2014–0483)) 
received in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on December 16, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–52. A communication from the General 
Counsel of the National Credit Union Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Credit 
Union Ownership of Fixed Assets’’ (RIN3133– 
AE05) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on December 15, 2014; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–53. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the Department of Commerce’s Bu-
reau of Industry and Security Annual Report 
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for fiscal year 2014; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–54. A communication from the Chair-
man, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a semiannual re-
port relative to the status of the Commis-
sion’s licensing activities and regulatory du-
ties; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–55. A communication from the Execu-
tive Secretary, National Labor Relations 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Representation—Case 
Procedures’’ (RIN3142–AA08) received in the 
Office of the President of the Senate on De-
cember 15, 2014; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–56. A communication from the Chief of 
Staff, Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Environmental Quality Incentives 
Program (EQIP)’’ ((RIN0578–AA62) (Docket 
No. NRCS–2014–0007)) received during ad-
journment of the Senate in the Office of the 
President of the Senate on December 15, 2014; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–57. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Government Ethics, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the Office’s fiscal year 
2013 annual report relative to the Notifica-
tion and Federal Employee Antidiscrimina-
tion and Retaliation Act; to the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–58. A communication from the Chair-
man, Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Board’s fiscal year 2014 Performance and Ac-
countability Report; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–59. A communication from the Chair-
man, Occupational Safety and Health Review 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the Commission’s Performance and Account-
ability Report for fiscal year 2014; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–60. A communication from the Presi-
dent and CEO of the African Development 
Foundation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report relative to 2014 grant audits; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–61. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Administration, Executive Of-
fice of the President, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to transactions from 
the Unanticipated Needs Account for fiscal 
year 2014; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–62. A communication from the Chair-
man of the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semiannual Report of the Inspector General 
for the period from April 1, 2014 through Sep-
tember 30, 2014; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–63. A communication from the Special 
Counsel, United States Office of the Special 
Counsel, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Uniform Resource Locator (URL) for the Of-
fice of Special Counsel’s Performance and 
Accountability Report for fiscal year 2014; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–64. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, the 
President’s Pay Agent, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the extension 
of locality based comparability payments; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–65. A communication from the United 
States Trade Representative, Executive Of-
fice of the President, transmitting a report 

relative to the ongoing negotiations of the 
Environmental Goods Agreement (EGA); to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–66. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to a section of the 
Arms Export Control Act (DDTC 14–4160); to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–67. A communication from the Senior 
Counsel, Office of the Attorney General, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Na-
tional Instant Criminal Background Check 
System Regulation’’ (RIN1110–AA27) received 
in the Office of the President of the Senate 
on December 15, 2014; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself, Ms. 
AYOTTE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mrs. FISCH-
ER, and Mr. BLUNT): 

S. 38. A bill to ensure that long-term un-
employed individuals are not taken into ac-
count for purposes of the employer health 
care coverage mandate; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself, Mr. 
MANCHIN, Mr. BARRASSO, and Mr. VIT-
TER): 

S. 39. A bill to provide that Members of 
Congress may not receive pay after October 
1 of any fiscal year in which Congress has 
not approved a concurrent resolution on the 
budget and passed the regular appropriations 
bills; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, and Mr. HEINRICH): 

S. 40. A bill to direct the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to promulgate regula-
tions that prohibit certain preferential 
treatment or prioritization of Internet traf-
fic; to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 41. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to provide for a deduction for 
travel expenses to medical centers of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs in connection 
with examinations or treatments relating to 
service-connected disabilities; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 42. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services to address cer-
tain inconsistencies between the self-at-
tested information provided by an applicant 
in enrolling in a health plan on an Exchange 
and being determined eligible for premium 
tax credits and cost-sharing reductions or in 
being determined to be eligible for enroll-
ment in a State Medicaid plan or a State 
child health plan under the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program and the data re-
ceived through the Federal Data Services 
Hub or from other data sources; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 43. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to provide a Federal income tax 
credit for certain stem cell research expendi-
tures; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 44. A bill to provide for the expedited 

processing of unaccompanied alien children 
illegally entering the United States, and for 

other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 45. A bill to amend section 301 of the Im-

migration and Nationality Act to clarify 
those classes of individuals born in the 
United States who are nationals and citizens 
of the United States at birth; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 46. A bill to reduce the amount of finan-

cial assistance provided to the Government 
of Mexico in response to the illegal border 
crossings from Mexico into the United 
States, which serve to dissipate the political 
discontent with the higher unemployment 
rate within Mexico; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 47. A bill to prohibit the implementation 

of any program that grants temporary legal 
status to, or adjusts the status of, any indi-
vidual who is unlawfully present in the 
United States until the Secretary of Home-
land Security certifies that the US–VISIT 
system has been fully implemented at every 
land, sea, and air port of entry; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 48. A bill to prohibit discrimination 

against the unborn on the basis of sex or gen-
der, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 49. A bill to include a question to ascer-

tain United States citizenship and immigra-
tion status in each questionnaire used for a 
decennial census of population, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 50. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to prohibit certain abortion-re-
lated discrimination in governmental activi-
ties; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 51. A bill to amend title X of the Public 

Health Service Act to prohibit family plan-
ning grants from being awarded to any enti-
ty that performs abortions, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 52. A bill to close the loophole that al-

lowed the 9/11 hijackers to obtain credit 
cards from United States banks that fi-
nanced their terrorist activities, to ensure 
that illegal immigrants cannot obtain credit 
cards to evade United States immigration 
laws, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 53. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to clarify eligibility for the 
child tax credit; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 54. A bill to amend the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act to confirm the scope 
of the authority of the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency to deny or 
restrict the use of defined areas as disposal 
sites; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 55. A bill to extend the seaward bound-

aries of certain States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 56. A bill to prohibit universal service 

support of commercial mobile service 
through the Lifeline program; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 
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By Mr. VITTER: 

S. 57. A bill to amend the Food and Nutri-
tion Act of 2008 to prevent the illegal traf-
ficking of supplemental nutrition assistance 
program benefits by requiring all program 
beneficiaries to show valid photo identifica-
tion when purchasing items with program 
benefits; to the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 58. A bill to ensure orderly conduct of 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission actions; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 59. A bill to reject the final 5-year Outer 

Continental Shelf Oil and Gas Leasing Pro-
gram for fiscal years 2012 through 2017 of the 
Administration and replace the plan with a 
5-year plan that is more in line with the en-
ergy and economic needs of the United 
States; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 60. A bill to prohibit aliens who are not 

lawfully present in the United States from 
being eligible for postsecondary education 
benefits that are not available to all citizens 
and nationals of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 61. A bill to provide for the conveyance 

of certain National Forest System land in 
the State of Louisiana; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 62. A bill to amend section 1951 of title 

18, United States Code (commonly known as 
the Hobbs Act), and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 63. A bill to require all public school em-

ployees and those employed in connection 
with a public school to receive FBI back-
ground checks prior to being hired, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 64. A bill to amend title IV of the Social 

Security Act to require States to implement 
a drug testing program for applicants for and 
recipients of assistance under the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) pro-
gram; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 65. A bill to authorize the Moving to 

Work Charter program to enable public hous-
ing agencies to improve the effectiveness of 
Federal housing assistance, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 66. A bill to prohibit any regulation re-

garding carbon dioxide or other greenhouse 
gas emissions reduction in the United States 
until China, India, and Russia implement 
similar reductions; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 67. A bill to amend the Securities Inves-

tor Protection Act of 1970 to confirm that a 
customer’s net equity claim is based on the 
customer’s last statement and that certain 
recoveries are prohibited, to change how 
trustees are appointed, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 68. A bill to amend the Immigration and 

Nationality Act to make voting in a Federal 
election by an unlawfully present alien an 
aggravated felony and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 69. A bill to require that the Govern-

ment give priority to payment of all obliga-
tions on the debt held by the public and pay-
ment of Social Security benefits in the event 

that the debt limit is reached; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 70. A bill to direct the General Account-

ability Office to conduct a full audit of hur-
ricane protection funding and cost estimates 
associated with post-Katrina hurricane pro-
tection; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 71. A bill to preserve open competition 

and Federal Government neutrality towards 
the labor relations of Federal Government 
contractors on Federal and federally funded 
construction projects; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 72. A bill to allow for the portability of 

funds under title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 73. A bill to prohibit the Federal Gov-

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

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 74. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to provide for dependent care 
savings accounts; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 75. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to require the social security 
number of the student and the employer 
identification number of the educational in-
stitution for purposes of education tax cred-
its; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 76. A bill to provide tax relief with re-

spect to the Hurricane Isaac disaster area; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 77. A bill to repeal the Patient Protec-

tion and Affordable Care Act; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 78. A bill to impose admitting privilege 

requirements with respect to physicians who 
perform abortions; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 79. A bill to impose a fine with respect 

to international remittance transfers if the 
sender is unable to verify legal status in the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 80. A bill to prohibit appropriated funds 

from being used in contravention of section 
642(a) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 81. A bill to authorize preferential treat-

ment for certain imports from Nepal, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 82. A bill to suspend sales of petroleum 

products from the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve until certain conditions are met; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself, Mr. KING, 
Ms. MURKOWSKI, and Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 83. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to improve nonretalia-
tion provisions relating to equal pay require-
ments; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mrs. SHAHEEN (for herself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. SCHATZ, 
and Mr. COONS): 

S. 84. A bill to provide grants to better un-
derstand and reduce gestational diabetes, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. KING (for himself, Mr. BURR, 
Mr. WARNER, Mr. RUBIO, Ms. COLLINS, 
and Mr. ALEXANDER): 

S. 85. A bill to amend the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 to establish a simplified income- 
driven repayment plan, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 86. A bill to amend title 44 of the United 

States Code, to provide for the suspension of 
fines under certain circumstances for first- 
time paperwork violations by small business 
concerns; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 87. A bill to require the disclosure of de-

terminations with respect to which Congres-
sional staff will be required to obtain health 
insurance coverage through an Exchange; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 88. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act to 

clarify the definition of accidental release, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 89. A bill to repeal the Dodd-Frank Wall 

Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 90. A bill to amend the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act to authorize hunting under cer-
tain circumstances; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr. 
VITTER): 

S. 91. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to allow refunds of Federal 
motor fuel excise taxes on fuels used in mo-
bile mammography vehicles; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself and Ms. 
HEITKAMP): 

S. 92. A bill to reaffirm the importance of 
community banking and community bank-
ing regulatory experience on the Federal Re-
serve Board of Governors, to ensure that the 
Federal Reserve Board of Governors has a 
member who has previous experience in com-
munity banking or community banking su-
pervision, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 93. A bill to withhold United States con-

tributions to the United Nations until the 
United Nations formally retracts the final 
report of the ‘‘United Nations Fact Finding 
Mission on the Gaza Conflict’’; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 94. A bill to prohibit the provision of 

Federal funds to State and local govern-
ments for payment of obligations, to pro-
hibit the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System from financially assisting 
State and local governments, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 95. A bill to terminate the $1 presi-

dential coin program; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 96. A bill to amend the Consumer Finan-

cial Protection Act of 2010 to provide con-
sumers with a free annual disclosure of infor-
mation the Bureau of Consumer Financial 
Protection maintains on them, and for other 
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purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 97. A bill to clarify that the anti-kick-

back laws apply to qualified health plans, 
the federally-facilitated marketplaces, and 
other plans and programs under title I of the 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 98. A bill to amend the Immigration and 

Nationality Act to promote innovation, in-
vestment, and research in the United States, 
to eliminate the diversity immigrant pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 99. A bill to amend title II of the Social 

Security Act to allow workers who attain 
age 65 after 1981 and before 1992 to choose ei-
ther lump sum payments over four years to-
taling $5,000 or an improved benefit computa-
tion formula under a new 10-year rule gov-
erning the transition to the changes in ben-
efit computation rules enacted in the Social 
Security Amendments of 1977, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 100. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax deduction 
for itemizers and nonitemizers for expenses 
relating to home schooling; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 101. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to expand the Coverdell 
education savings accounts to allow home 
school education expenses, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 102. A bill to amend the public charter 

school provisions of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 103. A bill to appropriate such funds as 

may be necessary to ensure that members of 
the Armed Forces, including reserve compo-
nents thereof, and supporting civilian and 
contractor personnel continue to receive pay 
and allowances for active service performed 
when a funding gap caused by the failure to 
enact interim or full-year appropriations for 
the Armed Forces occurs, which results in 
the furlough of non-emergency personnel and 
the curtailment of Government activities 
and services; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 104. A bill to provide for full and open 

competition for Federal contracts related to 
natural disaster reconstruction efforts; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 105. A bill to permit management of the 

red snapper by Gulf Coast States and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 106. A bill to amend the Federal Water 

Pollution Control Act to permit removal to 
United States district courts of certain civil 
actions filed in State courts; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 107. A bill to amend the Financial Sta-

bility Act of 2010 to repeal certain designa-
tion authority of the Financial Stability 
Oversight Council , to repeal the Payment, 
Clearing, and Settlement Supervision Act of 
2010, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for himself, Mr. 
BENNET, Mr. BURR, Mr. KING, Mr. 
ISAKSON, and Mr. BOOKER): 

S. 108. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve access for stu-
dents to Federal grants and loans to help pay 
for postsecondary, graduate, and professional 
educational opportunities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 109. A bill to prohibit the consideration 

of any bill by Congress unless the authority 
provided by the Constitution of the United 
States for the legislation can be determined 
and is clearly specified; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 110. A bill to rescind funds made avail-

able to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency if the Adminis-
trator fails to meet certain deadlines; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 111. A bill to prohibit a Federal agency 

from establishing or implementing a policy 
that discourages or prohibits the selection of 
a resort or vacation destination as the loca-
tion for a conference or event, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 112. A bill to amend the Endangered Spe-

cies Act of 1973 to require the Secretary of 
the Interior to publish and make available 
for public comment a draft economic anal-
ysis at the time a proposed rule to designate 
critical habitat is published; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 113. A bill to ensure that Federal Reg-

ister notices submitted to the Bureau of 
Land Management are reviewed in a timely 
manner; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 114. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Veterans Affairs to provide the public with 
access to research of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 115. A bill to increase oversight of small 

business assistance programs provided by the 
Small Business Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
S. 116. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
telephone and other communications serv-
ices; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HELLER (for himself and Mr. 
CRUZ): 

S. 117. A bill to recognize Jerusalem as the 
capital of Israel, to relocate to Jerusalem 
the United States Embassy in Israel, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. 118. A bill to require the Secretary of 

Health and Human Services to address cer-
tain inconsistencies between the self-at-test-
ed information provided by an applicant in 
enrolling a health plan on an Exchange and 
being determined eligible for premium tax 
credits and cost-sharing reductions or in 
being determined to be eligible for enroll-
ment in a State Medicaid plan or a State 
child health plan under the State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program and the data re-
ceived through the Federal Data Services 
Hub or from other data sources; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MCCONNELL: 
S. Res. 21. A resolution making majority 

party appointments for the 114th Congress; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DURBIN (for Mr. REID): 
S. Res. 22. A resolution to constitute the 

minority party’s membership on certain 
committees for the One Hundred Fourteenth 
Congress, or until their successors are cho-
sen; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. VITTER: 
S. Con. Res. 1. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that a carbon 
tax is not in the economic interest of the 
United States; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 12 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. BARRASSO) and the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. HELLER) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 12, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
exempt employees with health cov-
erage under TRICARE or the Veterans 
Administration from being taken into 
account for purposes of determining 
the employers to which the employer 
mandate applies under the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act. 

S. 16 

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
LEE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 16, 
a bill to amend the Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act to apply the 
provisions of the Act to certain Con-
gressional staff and members of the ex-
ecutive branch. 

S. 23 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
23, a bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, with respect to the defini-
tion of ‘‘widow’’ and ‘‘widower’’, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 29 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
29, a bill to repeal the Defense of Mar-
riage Act and ensure respect for State 
regulation of marriage. 

S. 30 

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 
names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. MORAN), the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Ms. AYOTTE), the Sen-
ator from South Carolina (Mr. SCOTT), 
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), 
the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
BURR), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mrs. FISCHER), the Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. GRASSLEY), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from 
Louisiana (Mr. VITTER), the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN), 
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. ALEX-
ANDER), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI), the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
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CRAPO), the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. BARRASSO), the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), the Senator 
from North Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. KIRK), the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER), 
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. GARD-
NER) and the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. PAUL) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 30, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the defini-
tion of full-time employee for purposes 
of the employer mandate in the Pa-
tient Protection and Affordable Care 
Act. 

S. 31 

At the request of Ms. KLOBUCHAR, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. FRANKEN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 31, a bill to amend part D of 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to require the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to negotiate covered 
part D drug prices on behalf of Medi-
care beneficiaries. 

S.J. RES. 1 

At the request of Mr. VITTER, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. CASSIDY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 1, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relative to 
limiting the number of terms that a 
Member of Congress may serve. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
FRANKEN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mr. HEINRICH): 

S. 40. A bill to direct the Federal 
Communications Commission to pro-
mulgate regulations that prohibit cer-
tain preferential treatment or 
prioritization of Internet traffic; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, for near-
ly a year now, Americans across the 
country have made their voices heard 
on the critical issue of how we protect 
an open Internet. Their message has 
been loud and clear—they want mean-
ingful rules that protect the Internet 
as a platform for free expression and 
innovation. Consumers want to see the 
online space as we have always known 
it, as a place where the best ideas and 
services can reach users on merit rath-
er than based on a financial relation-
ship with a broadband provider. Last 
Congress I joined with my friend in the 
House, Representative DORIS MATSUI of 
California, to introduce bicameral leg-
islation requiring the Federal Commu-
nications Commission, FCC, to ban 
‘‘pay-to-play’’ deals on the Internet. 
Today, I am pleased to once again join 
with her to reintroduce this important 
bill. 

When we originally introduced this 
legislation last June, nearly 300,000 
Americans had commented on FCC 
Chairman Tom Wheeler’s open Internet 
proposal. That number alone would 
have been an impressive level of public 

engagement. Since that time, however, 
the number of public comments filed at 
the FCC has swelled to nearly 4 mil-
lion. As the comments show, con-
sumers are concerned that without 
meaningful rules the Internet will be-
come a place where broadband pro-
viders charge tolls to websites or appli-
cations for them to reach end users. 
This would represent a fundamental de-
parture from the way in which con-
sumers and entrepreneurs interact 
with the Internet. A two-tiered Inter-
net based on ability to pay would harm 
the innovative and competitive envi-
ronment we have all come to expect in 
the online world. 

Like an overwhelming number of the 
public, I have grave concerns that a 
pay-to-play Internet would allow larger 
companies to squeeze out their com-
petitors, stifling competition online. A 
small web company in Vermont that 
develops an idea to rival the largest 
Silicon Valley titans should not have 
to worry that its access to consumers 
could be blocked because its competi-
tors have a paid arrangement with 
broadband providers. The next genera-
tion of Internet companies and retail-
ers should have the same protections 
that allowed a company like the 
Vermont Country Store to become a 
thriving online success. 

Pay-to-play arrangements would also 
harm consumers, who would not have 
the assurance that the service they are 
paying for will provide the speed that 
they want. Too many Americans cur-
rently lack real choice in broadband 
providers, particularly those in rural 
areas. A pay-to-play Internet could re-
sult in whole swaths of the Internet be-
coming functionally inaccessible to the 
customers of certain Internet pro-
viders. This is not the Internet we 
know today, and the FCC or Congress 
must act to ensure that it does not 
come to pass. 

The Online Competition and Con-
sumer Choice Act is straightforward. It 
requires the FCC to establish rules pre-
venting providers from charging 
websites for priority access. It also re-
quires rules to prevent providers from 
prioritizing their own affiliated con-
tent or services. These are simple rules 
to preserve the equal platform we know 
online today. 

This legislation should not be used 
by opponents of meaningful open Inter-
net rules to undermine the FCC’s im-
portant work to craft open Internet 
rules that will protect consumers and 
innovators. To the contrary, this bill 
sets out important policy positions 
that the FCC should adopt in its cur-
rent consideration of open Internet 
rules. The FCC should not hesitate to 
act at its February meeting to ban 
these deals outright. 

The importance of an open Internet 
is an issue that resonates in homes and 
businesses across the country. I spent 
significant time last year listening to 
voices outside of Washington, particu-
larly those of Vermonters, so that I 
could hear firsthand about the impact 

the Internet has had on small busi-
nesses and consumers. The Judiciary 
Committee held two hearings on this 
issue, including one in Vermont, where 
I heard exactly these kinds of stories. 
These are not people looking for a 
handout or special treatment—these 
are entrepreneurs and consumers who 
simply want the Internet to remain an 
equalizing tool regardless of where you 
live or how deep your pockets are. 

There should be widespread agree-
ment to prevent special deals that 
harm consumers and dampen online in-
novation. The FCC and Congress should 
rightly focus on this timely and signifi-
cant issue to protect innovation and 
competition online. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 40 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Online Com-
petition and Consumer Choice Act of 2015’’. 
SEC. 2. FCC REGULATIONS PROHIBITING CER-

TAIN PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT 
OR PRIORITIZATION OF INTERNET 
TRAFFIC. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Commission shall promulgate regula-
tions that— 

(1) prohibit a broadband provider from en-
tering into an agreement with an edge pro-
vider under which the broadband provider 
agrees, for consideration, in transmitting 
network traffic over the broadband Internet 
access service of an end user, to give pref-
erential treatment or priority to the traffic 
of such edge provider over the traffic of 
other edge providers; and 

(2) prohibit a broadband provider, in trans-
mitting network traffic over the broadband 
Internet access service of an end user, from 
giving preferential treatment or priority to 
the traffic of content, applications, services, 
or devices that are provided or operated by 
such broadband provider, or an affiliate of 
such broadband provider, over the traffic of 
other content, applications, services, or de-
vices. 

(b) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) CERTAIN TRAFFIC NOT AFFECTED.—Noth-

ing in this section shall be construed as su-
perseding any obligation or authorization a 
broadband provider may have to address the 
needs of emergency communications or law 
enforcement, public safety, or national secu-
rity authorities, consistent with or as per-
mitted by applicable law, or as limiting the 
ability of the provider to do so. 

(2) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
in this section shall be construed as limiting 
the authority of the Commission under any 
other provision of law, including the author-
ity to promulgate regulations prohibiting or 
limiting preferential treatment or 
prioritization of the traffic of an edge pro-
vider by a broadband provider under GN 
Docket No. 14–28 (relating to the matter of 
protecting and promoting the open Internet). 

(c) ENFORCEMENT.—For purposes of sec-
tions 503(b) and 504 of the Communications 
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 503(b); 504), this section 
shall be considered to be a part of such Act. 
With respect to enforcement under this sec-
tion only, the following modifications of 
such section 503(b) shall apply: 
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(1) Paragraph (5) shall not apply. 
(2) Paragraph (6) shall be applied by sub-

stituting the following: ‘‘No forfeiture pen-
alty shall be determined or imposed against 
any person under this subsection if the viola-
tion charged occurred more than 3 years 
prior to the date of issuance of the required 
notice or notice of apparent liability.’’. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AFFILIATE.—The term ‘‘affiliate’’ has 

the meaning given such term in section 3 of 
the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 
153). 

(2) BROADBAND INTERNET ACCESS SERVICE.— 
The term ‘‘broadband Internet access serv-
ice’’ has the meaning given such term in sec-
tion 8.11 of title 47, Code of Federal Regula-
tions. 

(3) BROADBAND PROVIDER.—The term 
‘‘broadband provider’’ means a provider of 
broadband Internet access service. 

(4) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 
means the Federal Communications Com-
mission. 

(5) EDGE PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘edge pro-
vider’’ means an individual, institution, or 
other entity that provides— 

(A) any content, application, or service 
over the Internet; or 

(B) a device used for accessing any content, 
application, or service over the Internet. 

(6) END USER.—The term ‘‘end user’’ means 
an individual, institution, or other entity 
that uses a broadband Internet access serv-
ice. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN: 
S. 81. A bill to authorize preferential 

treatment for certain imports from 
Nepal, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce the Nepal Trade 
Preferences Act. 

This legislation is simple and 
straightforward. It grants duty-free 
status to imports of Nepalese garments 
for a ten year period. 

I have been a friend of Nepal and the 
Nepalese people for over 25 years. I 
have witnessed its political struggle 
and sadly the deterioration of its 
ready-made garment industry. 

The Nepal Trade Preferences Act bill 
will promote much-needed economic 
development and contribute to lasting 
political stability in one of the world’s 
poorest countries. 

Allow me to go over some basic facts 
of everyday life in Nepal. 

Nepal has a per capita income of $730. 
Approximately 25 percent of the Ne-

pal’s 24 million people live in poverty. 
The unemployment rate in Nepal 

stands at a staggering 47 percent; and 
most Nepalese live on $2 a day. 

The 2005 phase-out of the Micro-Fiber 
Arrangement, which established export 
quotas from developing nations, has 
deeply damaged Nepal’s apparel indus-
try. 

Instead of continuing to import gar-
ments from Nepal, U.S. importers have 
shifted their orders to China, Ban-
gladesh and other low-cost labor mar-
kets. 

In fact, the number of people em-
ployed by the Nepalese garment indus-
try dropped from over 90,000 people to 
less than 5,000 today; textile and ap-
parel exports from Nepal to the United 
States fell from approximately $95 mil-

lion in 2005 to $45 million in 2013; and 
the number of garment factories plum-
meted from 212 to 30. 

Despite Nepal’s poverty and the near- 
collapse of the garment industry, Nepa-
lese garment imports are still subject 
to an average U.S. tariff of 11.7 percent 
and can be as high as 32 percent. 

In essence, we are unfairly taxing the 
imports of a highly impoverished coun-
try that cannot afford it. Taxing tex-
tile and apparel imports from Nepal, 
which constitute .01 percent of all U.S. 
imports, makes no sense. 

I would point out that U.S. tariffs on 
Nepalese garments stand in contrast to 
the policies of the European Union, 
Canada, and Australia, which all allow 
Nepalese garments into their markets 
duty free. 

It should come as no surprise, then, 
that while the U.S. share of Nepalese 
garment exports has fallen, the Euro-
pean Union’s share has risen from 18.14 
percent in 2006 to 46 percent in 2010. 

The purpose of the ‘‘Nepal Trade 
Preferences Act’’ is to ensure that we 
provide Nepal with the same trade pref-
erences afforded to it by other devel-
oped countries. No more, no less. 

Humanitarian and development as-
sistance programs should be critical 
components of our efforts to help 
Nepal. I was proud to support the 
President’s budget request of $77 mil-
lion for Nepal in fiscal year 2015. 

But assistance is no substitute for or-
ganic economic development. We 
should help the Nepalese people help 
themselves by reopening the U.S. mar-
ket to a once thriving export industry. 

In the end, economic growth and 
prosperity can be best achieved when 
Nepal is given the chance to compete 
and grow in a free and open global mar-
ketplace. 

With this legislation, the United 
States can make a real difference now 
to help revitalize the garment industry 
in Nepal and promote economic growth 
and higher living standards. 

There is no doubt that Nepal has 
struggled to draft a new constitution 
and coalesce around a governing major-
ity. 

While only Nepal can chart its polit-
ical course, passing this measure would 
undoubtedly help regenerate Nepal’s 
stagnant economy. 

Let us show our solidarity with the 
people of Nepal by passing this com-
monsense measure. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Nepal Trade Preferences Act. 

By Mr. ALEXANDER (for him-
self, Mr. BENNET, Mr. BURR, Mr. 
KING, Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. 
BOOKER): 

S. 108. A bill to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to improve ac-
cess for students to Federal grants and 
loans to help pay for postsecondary, 
graduate, and professional educational 
opportunities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask consent that the Senator from Col-

orado, Mr. BENNET, and I, along with 
the Senator from Maine, Mr. KING, the 
Senator from New Jersey, Mr. BOOKER, 
the Senator from Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, 
and the Senator from North Carolina, 
Mr. BURR, be able to engage in a col-
loquy on higher education for the next 
half hour. 

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. I further ask 
unanimous consent to use a piece of de-
monstrative evidence in my remarks. 

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. The Senator from 
Colorado, MICHAEL BENNET, and I have 
been working for 1 year to make it 
easier for the 20 million American fam-
ilies who fill out the Federal applica-
tion form each year in order to receive 
grants and loans for college. 

The piece of demonstrative evidence 
that Senator BENNET and I have been 
carrying around in Tennessee and Colo-
rado is the Free Application for Fed-
eral Student Aid or FAFSA. This is the 
form that 20 million Americans fill out. 
It is familiar to many families as it has 
108 questions, and it is important to 
them because about half of the Amer-
ican families who have students in col-
lege have a Federal grant or loan to 
help pay for college. 

The problem with the 108 questions is 
that they are generally unnecessary. 
Senator BENNET and I were at a Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee hearing. We heard four wit-
nesses representing different perspec-
tives in our country saying that we 
only need two questions to know 
whether we could make a Federal grant 
or loan to a student from Wisconsin 
who wanted to go to community col-
lege with roughly 95 percent accuracy. 

So today we are introducing legisla-
tion which is named the Federal Aid 
Simplification and Transparency, or 
FAST, Act. It will turn these 108 ques-
tions into two—one about the amount 
of family income and one about the 
size of family. It will free students and 
their families from the dreaded 
FAFSA. It will eliminate thousands of 
hours of busywork by guidance coun-
selors, college administrators, parents, 
and accountants. 

I will use a specific example. On Fri-
day I am going to Tennessee with 
President Obama, who has been at-
tracted to our great State because we 
have become the first State to say to 
all of our high school graduates that 
community college is tuition-free. How 
can we do that in Tennessee? Tuition 
at community colleges, like in some 
places in the country, is about $3,600 
per year, and the Pell grant can pay up 
to $5,700, but on average needy students 
receive about $3,300. So for about half 
the students, there is only a small gap 
between the amount the Federal Pell 
grant pays and what tuition costs. Ten-
nessee has committed to make up the 
difference. 

But here is the catch: The major ob-
stacle to Tennesseans who want to 
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take advantage of the new Tennessee 
Promise Program is the 108-question 
form. The president of the community 
college in Memphis, Southwest Ten-
nessee Community College, tells me he 
thinks he loses 1,500 students a semes-
ter because of the complexity of the 
form. They just don’t fill it out. 

So it is a terrific example of how the 
Federal Government, with good inten-
tions, has built up over the years an 
enormous amount of paperwork that is 
getting in the way of the single great-
est need our State has, which is to 
have more of our students better 
trained. This will help the businesses 
that are attracted there offering good 
jobs will be able to hire people who are 
properly trained. 

In addition to that, our bill does the 
following things: 

It not only eliminates the 108 ques-
tions and replaces them with 2, it tells 
families the result earlier in the proc-
ess. For example, if you have a daugh-
ter who is a junior in high school, now 
you will be able to go online and find 
out—answering two questions—how 
much money you are eligible for in 
grants and loans. Now you have to wait 
until the second semester of your sen-
ior year. 

The next thing it does is it stream-
lines the Federal grant and loan pro-
grams by combining two Federal pro-
grams into one Pell Grant Program 
and reduces the six different Federal 
loan programs into three—one under-
graduate loan program, one graduate 
loan program, and one parent loan pro-
gram—resulting in more access for stu-
dents. 

Fourth, it enables students to use a 
Pell grant in a manner that works for 
them. They can use it year-round—now 
they cannot use it for three straight 
semesters—or at their own pace. 

Next, it discourages overborrowing. 
Too many students borrow extra 
money they do not need to go to col-
lege. For example, under the Federal 
rules a student is entitled to borrow 
the same amount of money if they go 
full time as they are if they go half 
time. That makes no sense. It saddles 
students with debt they cannot pay 
back. 

Finally, it simplifies the repayment 
options. Now there are nine different 
ways to make repayments. We suggest 
two. 

Senators KING and BURR have their 
own bill, which they will be intro-
ducing today and talking about a little 
later, that streamlines repayment op-
tions. 

I have been delighted to work with 
Senator BENNET. I congratulate him. 
His background as the Denver school 
superintendent and as a father has 
made him a very effective advocate for 
this effort. We have listened to edu-
cators and parents in our own States. 
The bill has been out there now for 
more than half a year. We have at-
tracted other sponsors, including Sen-
ator BOOKER and Senator ISAKSON. We 
hope other Senators will want to join 
us. 

Finally, I would say before going to 
Senator BENNET that as chairman of 
the Senate committee that handles 
education—the Health, Education, 
Labor and Pensions Committee—we are 
ready to move on this. As soon as we 
can finish our work on fixing No Child 
Left Behind, which we have been work-
ing on for 6 years and have held 24 
hearings. In addition, almost all of the 
members of the current committee 
were there last year when we reported 
a bill—as soon as we can finish that 
work, we will be ready to move to reau-
thorize the Higher Education Act to 
deregulate higher education starting 
with the FAST Act and the legislation 
Senators KING and BURR have pro-
moted. 

I thank the Senator from Colorado 
for his partnership on this. I salute him 
for his leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to be on the floor today with, 
among others, Senator ALEXANDER, 
who has worked so hard on the bill we 
are talking about today. Through the 
Chair, I want to wish him well in his 
new role as chair of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee 
on which I serve. He is quite right to 
have said this bill came to us as a re-
sult of testimony in front of that com-
mittee by a variety of witnesses but all 
of whom agreed that the current sys-
tem is completely unwieldy. I would 
also like to thank the other cospon-
sors—Senators BURR, BOOKER, ISAKSON, 
and KING—for joining the efforts and 
for being here today as well. 

I first became aware of this problem 
when I was superintendent of the Den-
ver public schools. We had a couple 
who very generously donated $50 mil-
lion for scholarships for kids who were 
graduating from the Denver public 
schools and who had applied to college. 
One of the things we learned in that 
process was how terrible the process 
was for filling out the financial aid 
forms for the Federal Government. 
That was a requirement we had for peo-
ple to be able to be eligible for this 
scholarship. We literally had to put 
new rooms in our schools, in our high 
schools, and staff them with people in 
order to fill out these forms. 

Every year tens of thousands of stu-
dents and parents in Colorado and mil-
lions more across the country fill out 
the FAFSA as part of the college appli-
cation process. It is the gateway to fi-
nancial aid. By some estimates, over 2 
million people who are eligible for fi-
nancial aid and Pell grants do not get 
it simply because of the complexity of 
the form. 

I ask unanimous consent to show 
some demonstrative evidence. 

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

Mr. BENNET. Here is this year’s 
form. It is a different color than the 
one we had last year. This is the form 
a student has to fill out—108 questions. 
This is the instruction manual that 

goes with the form, which is something 
in the neighborhood of 66 pages long. It 
is very tiny print. 

To be honest, the ridiculousness of 
this form would be funny if it were not 
for the lost time, money, and energy 
our country spends on it. Here are 
some of the examples of the questions 
families have to put up with on this 
form. Several times there are questions 
about income. We have been told by 
the witnesses we had that we only need 
two questions. There are a number of 
questions about income, investments, 
and assets. Each requires notes and in-
structions which are contained in here. 

Question 36: What was your and your 
spouse’s adjusted gross income for 2014? 

Question 37: Enter your and your 
spouse’s income tax for 2014. 

Question 39: How much did you earn 
from working in 2014? 

Question 40: How much did your 
spouse earn from working in 2014? 

It is ridiculous. 
The questions become even more 

complicated. 
Question 42: As of today, what is the 

net worth of your and your spouse’s in-
vestments, including real estate but 
don’t including the home you live in? 

That is the kind of reaction we get 
all over the country when we talk 
about this at home. 

The instruction form here says, for 
question No. 43, the net worth of busi-
nesses and/or investments. 

Business or farm value includes the cur-
rent market value of land, buildings, ma-
chinery, equipment, inventory, et cetera. Do 
not include your primary farm. Do not in-
clude the net worth of a family-owned and 
controlled small business with more than 100 
full-time or full-time equivalent employees. 

Just to make it really clear, in dark 
print, bolded print, it says: business/ 
farm value minus business/farm debt 
equals net worth of business. This is as 
complicated as any tax form. 

At a time when the demands of the 
global economy require us to have 
more college access, not less, it is a 
shame that this bureaucratic piling up 
of questions is making it harder and 
harder for people to go to college. 

So I think this is going to be great 
for our students, to get it down to a 
postcard that has two questions. The 
estimate is that the time saved by 
moving away from this existing form is 
the equivalent of 50,000 jobs that could 
be spent actually providing college 
guidance to young people who will now 
have the benefit of knowing, as Sen-
ator ALEXANDER said so eloquently, 
what financial aid they will be eligible 
for in their junior year before they 
apply to college rather than waiting 
until their senior year, until they have 
already been admitted to college. That 
makes no sense to the people we rep-
resent, and there is a reason for it—it 
is because it makes no sense. 

My hope is that this is a bill we will 
be able to move this year. Again, I 
thank Senator ALEXANDER for his tre-
mendous leadership. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator BENNET. 
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I would like to send to the desk the 

FAST Act that Senator BENNET and I 
are introducing, with the cosponsor-
ship of Senator BOOKER, Senator BURR, 
Senator KING, and Senator ISAKSON. 

In this colloquy, I would like now to 
recognize the Senator from New Jersey 
for 5 minutes to comment on the bill, if 
he would like. 

Mr. President, following that—the 
Senator from North Carolina and the 
Senator from Maine, who are cospon-
sors of this bill, are here, but they also 
have a separate bill on income repay-
ments which they will discuss. 

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

Mr. BOOKER. I wish to thank Sen-
ators BENNET and ALEXANDER for their 
work on this legislation. It is going to 
help our Nation’s students make bet-
ter, smarter, and more-informed deci-
sions about higher education. 

Historically, the United States has 
been the leader globally in expanding 
college opportunity. We understand 
that an educated workforce is essential 
to our Nation’s economic competitive-
ness. Without highly skilled workers, 
America will not be able to compete in 
the global economy. 

The average price of a college degree 
in the United States is climbing—about 
$13,856. Please put that in perspective 
with our competitor nations, nations 
that are keeping the cost of college 
low, knowing that their long-term 
competitiveness as a country depends 
on the education of their children, na-
tions such as the United Kingdom, 
where a college education costs less 
than half of ours, and Germany, where 
kids pay a mere $933. 

The average American student now is 
graduating from college with around 
$29,000 in loans. In New Jersey, that is 
up from an average of $27,000 in 2011 
and $23,000 and change in 2010. This is 
unacceptable. Mounting debt is under-
mining not only the success of our in-
dividual young people in our country, 
but it is undermining the long-term 
competitiveness our Nation has in a 
global knowledge-based economy. That 
is one reason why it is important that 
we work to make the process of obtain-
ing financial aid simpler and more 
straightforward. 

We saw the ridiculousness which Sen-
ator BENNET held up in the length of 
the form and the explanation docu-
ment. Well, this has to change. This is 
something I recognized when I was 
mayor of the city of Newark. We had 
classes. Literally we called it, I think, 
Financial Aid University, where we 
brought experts in just to try to help 
students navigate all of that. We spent 
so many resources knowing that for 
our kids from Newark to be competi-
tive, we had to help them navigate this 
labyrinth of challenging questions and 
documents that it takes perhaps a col-
lege degree or even more to figure out. 

When I first came to the Senate 
about 13 months ago, one of the first 
pieces of legislation I offered, having 
had that experience, was a way of sim-

plifying these forms. There is an ur-
gency here because the College Board 
estimates that 2.3 million students do 
not fill out the FAFSA form, the free 
application for financial aid. Because 
the form is a gateway to financial aid, 
having 2.3 million being deterred from 
actually filling it out is a harm to our 
Nation, not just to those individual 
students. Many students who qualify 
for Federal aid skip the form because 
they find it—as we obviously saw—too 
complex. 

Because eligibility is currently based 
on income information for the year im-
mediately preceding enrollment, finan-
cial aid deadlines mean that tax data is 
not yet available. As a result, students 
must determine how to fill out finan-
cial aid questions on the FAFSA form 
and take additional steps then to sub-
mit later the tax documents. 

We know more can be done to make 
this process simpler and accessible, 
which is why I am pleased. I was really 
rejoicing when Senator ALEXANDER and 
Senator BENNET showed me there was a 
way we could work—even further than 
the legislation I introduced in the last 
Congress—to reduce it to two ques-
tions—saving time, saving energy, sav-
ing stress but even more importantly 
empowering students to get their edu-
cation and contribute to our economy 
so that we can compete with those 
other countries that seem to be doing a 
much better job than we are in keeping 
the cost of college low. 

This bill streamlines the financial 
aid system, simplifies the FAFSA 
form, discourages overborrowing— 
which is a problem—and, most impor-
tantly, gives students and families bet-
ter information earlier in the process 
to enable them to make better deci-
sions for them. This bill is a good step. 

This bill is a great step. I am looking 
forward to working with the higher 
education community as well as stu-
dents and families in New Jersey on 
how we can be successful in simplifying 
this process, increasing access to col-
lege and boosting not only enrollment 
but the economic output of our citi-
zenry. 

Again, I thank Senator ALEXANDER 
and Senator BENNET for their work and 
leadership. I am pleased to be with 
them in this effort, and I look forward 
to continuing the conversation this 
year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. The Senator from 
New Jersey is known in his State and 
across the country as a pioneer in edu-
cation, putting children first. 

Having his support and advice on this 
bill will be a great advantage in help-
ing it go from the Senate floor through 
the House to the President’s desk and 
into law. 

In 2013 the Congress and President 
Obama made significant steps forward 
in improving the student loan pro-
gram—a $100 billion per year Federal 
program to help students go to college. 
That law created a market-based, mar-

ket-pricing system, and it had the ef-
fect in that year of reducing the rate 
for undergraduates, cutting it about in 
half. 

The two Senators who led that were 
the Senator from North Carolina, Mr. 
BURR, and the Senator from Maine, Mr. 
KING. Senator BURR and Senator KING 
have continued to work on student 
loans, making it easier for students to 
go to college, easier for them to pay 
their loans, and easier for them to pay 
them back. 

We are proud to have them as cospon-
sors, but they have their own legisla-
tion on student loan repayments, 
which I am pleased to cosponsor and 
which will be a top priority in the Sen-
ate HELP Committee as soon as we fin-
ish fixing No Child Left Behind. 

I now yield in this colloquy to Sen-
ator BURR. 

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

Mr. BURR. I thank Senator ALEX-
ANDER and Senator BENNET, and I 
thank them for what they propose in 
the FAST Act. 

As a parent who went through two 
kids going to college, when I was pre-
sented that form, I realized I wasn’t ca-
pable of doing it. 

I remember a story still today of a 
dear colleague of mine in the House of 
Representatives—many know Sonny 
Bono. We asked Sonny one day: Why 
did you come to Congress? How did you 
get into politics? 

He said: Well, I became mayor of a 
city for one reason—because I opened a 
restaurant. When I went to get a sign 
permit, they gave me 50 pages to fill 
out. I didn’t graduate from high school, 
but I figured out it was easier for me to 
run for mayor, win, and make the sign 
permit 1 page than it was for me to fill 
out 50 pages. 

That is how he got his start in poli-
tics. 

I might say, as a parent, to be able 
to—on a post card—apply and know 
whether I was eligible for my children’s 
student aid would be a tremendous 
thing for all parents. 

Senator KING and I are on the floor 
to talk specifically about the Repay 
Act. 

As we have looked at student loans 
and as the government has become the 
primary loan component for student 
loans, what we have seen is that the 
consolidation of one’s loans has dra-
matically increased in an incoherent 
way. Now, some might say that is ex-
actly what government does. We say 
we are going to fix a problem, and we 
fix it in a way that you don’t under-
stand it; it is way too cumbersome. 

What we have tried to do is we have 
made an effort to provide more avenues 
for or options for children to choose or 
parents to choose how to pay back stu-
dent loans. What we have done is we 
have made it as complicated as the 
form that Senator BENNET showed, 
which determines eligibility. 

Currently, the Federal Government 
offers 12 repayment options for stu-
dents. Among these 12 options, stu-
dents are offered a series of terms and 
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conditions that often overlap amongst 
several other programs with very simi-
lar sounding names and stated benefits. 
The problem gets worse annually. 

The administration continues to do 
new regulations every time we see a 
problem, and those regulations then 
overlap with existing regulations on 
student loans to where individuals 
don’t know exactly what their options 
are—what Senator KING and I want to 
do. 

We will introduce, hopefully later 
today, the Repay Act. It provides two 
options that kids choose from: a fixed- 
rate option for repayment and an in-
come-based option for repayment. 

We also realize that under the in-
come-based options that are out there 
today an individual who is married 
could file as married—filing an indi-
vidual tax form—and their household 
income isn’t considered for the amount 
they are going to repay on a monthly 
basis. That is not how we designed it. 

We designed it so what their income 
capability was, their repayment would 
reflect it. In other words, we have peo-
ple who are gaming the system today 
because their one spouse makes a lot of 
money and one spouse doesn’t make 
much, and they pay a minimal amount 
of monthly student loan repayments. 
When they do that, they cheat the 
other students behind them because 
they take money out of the system 
that can be used for those individuals 
who desperately need it. 

The Repay Act streamlines a mul-
titude of loan programs and creates a 
fixed-base and income-based repay-
ment. It does it by consolidating all in-
come-based repayment programs into 
one repayment program that caps bor-
rowing at $57,500 for 20 years and limits 
to 25 years the repayment period for 
loans over $57,500, while ensuring the 
monthly payments rise at a reasonable 
rate based upon that annual income 
level—again, the household income 
level. 

The benefit for students is they will 
up front have the knowledge they need 
of what they will expect to pay based 
upon the amount they borrow. 

We believe this will drive smarter 
borrowing decisions and will lead stu-
dents to limit the amount of debt they 
take prior to going to school. Behav-
ioral economists argue that when an 
individual’s options are less complex 
and straightforward, individuals are 
more likely to make rational decisions. 

Senator KING and I believe the 
changes included in the Repay Act will 
promote those rational decisions that 
will ultimately lead to smarter bor-
rowing that leads to repayment and ul-
timately healthier financial situations 
for our Nation’s graduates. 

Why are we here? It is because only 
80 percent of our student loans are 
being repaid. That means 20 percent is 
in default. 

What we want to do is we want to see 
kids get a great education. We want to 
see the ability for that to be paid for, 
and we want that money to be repaid 

based upon their success in the mar-
ketplace. I believe this act will put us 
on that road to do it. 

Now, I don’t want to pretend, and I 
don’t think Senator KING will pretend, 
this isn’t something that we crafted 
and created. This is the result of ideas 
that were put forward by the National 
Association of Student Financial Aid 
Administrators, the Lumina Founda-
tion for Education, the Education Fi-
nance Council, the American Council 
on Education, the Young Invincibles, 
the Institute for College Access and 
Success, the New America Foundation, 
and many other groups. 

This is truly Congress, the Senate at 
its best, reaching out to organizations 
that do this day in and day out, just as 
I think the chairman did on the appli-
cation-card student aid form. 

We have tried to search the best 
ideas. From that we have gleaned them 
and put them into the Repay Act. We 
will introduce this bill. I thank the 
chairman. It does complement very 
much the FAST Act. 

I thank my colleague, Senator KING, 
for his help on the introduction of this 
bill. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-

ator from North Carolina. No one was 
more instrumental in the work in 2013 
that reformed student loans to reduce 
the interest rate for undergraduates by 
nearly half that year. 

In his State of North Carolina there 
are many of the best universities and 2- 
year colleges in the country, and I 
know education has been and is fore-
most for him. 

I look forward to working with him, 
the members of our committee and 
every Senator on the floor, as we go 
through the process with a full and 
honest debate on important issues 
using an open amendment process. 
Then I hope we are able to work with 
President Obama again this year in the 
same way we were in 2013 to achieve a 
result. 

A forceful advocate for that result in 
2013 was the Senator of Maine who has 
the advantage of having been a Gov-
ernor, Senator KING, and we will let 
him have the final say in this colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine. 

Mr. KING. Economic development 
and jobs is what unites us in this body. 
That is what we all want. That is what 
everyone here is striving to achieve— 
jobs and opportunity for the people of 
this country. 

There are many factors that con-
tribute to that, and we can discuss and 
debate all of them this year. I suspect 
that we will. There is infrastructure, 
tax policy, smart regulation, and regu-
latory reform. But the one about which 
there is very little dispute is edu-
cation. 

The single greatest job creation and 
economic development act in the his-
tory of the United States was the GI 

bill, subsequent to World War II, which 
opened the doors of college and higher 
education, to millions of Americans 
and literally built the middle class in 
this country. Education is what it is 
all about and education is even more 
important now than it was then. 

There was a time in this country 
when you could graduate from high 
school and get a pretty good job in a 
mill, make good money, have two cars 
in the garage, and lead a successful 
life. That is much more difficult today. 
Even those jobs in those mills require 
more education. 

In my State of Maine we did a survey 
a few years ago that showed 70 percent 
of the jobs had people touching a com-
puter every day. That is what takes an 
education, and to get an education 
takes access. 

I will share one rather chilling sta-
tistic in terms of the competitive na-
ture of the 21st century. We are en-
gaged in competition. We are engaged 
in competition with the entire world 
and they want our jobs. 

A little statistic is the top 8 percent 
of high school graduates in China are 
equal in number to all the high school 
graduates in the United States. Think 
about that for a minute—the top 8 per-
cent in China are equal in number to 
all the high school graduates of the 
United States. 

We are going to have to work to com-
pete, and the only way we are going to 
be able to do that is if we work smart, 
and the only way we are going to be 
able to work smart is with education 
and expanded opportunity and access 
to education. Higher education in the 
21st century, I would submit, is more 
important than ever. 

There has been attention to this over 
the years by State governments, local 
governments, by parents, by students, 
and by the Federal Government, going 
back to the midst of the Civil War, 
when one of the great education bills of 
all time was passed, the land grant col-
lege system in 1864. Support for re-
search at our great universities has 
been a Federal effort. 

Student loans have been a part of 
what we have tried to contribute to 
this system for many years. Then, of 
course, we have Pell grants, which 
have enabled millions of students to 
find opportunity in higher education. 
But, ironically, the very programs that 
are designed to increase access to high-
er education have, themselves, become 
inaccessible. 

Senator ALEXANDER and Senator 
BENNET made a dramatic showing 
today with these ridiculous forms. 
When you read the forms the conclu-
sion is: I guess my kid isn’t going to go 
to college. 

We have created a system where you 
need an accountant, a lawyer at your 
shoulder in order to fill out a form for 
financial aid, and the people who need 
it the most are the least likely to have 
the resources to bring those experts to 
bear on the process. Programs designed 
to promote access have themselves be-
come inaccessible. 
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So that is what today is all about. 

That is what our discussion is all 
about. It is about accessibility and 
simplification. Senators ALEXANDER 
and BENNET and BOOKER have bril-
liantly articulated the power of the 
idea behind the FAST Act: reduce the 
questions to just a few simple ques-
tions to get the necessary information. 
You don’t need 80 pages of instructions 
to answer two questions. It will open 
the doors to literally millions of stu-
dents whom we need. This isn’t nice to 
have; this is need to have. This is an 
economic security and a national secu-
rity question. We need these people. 
The current form is discouraging the 
very people we want: those who may or 
may not take the plunge into higher 
education. The simple fact is you 
shouldn’t need an accountant to figure 
out whether you can get financial aid 
to go to college. 

The complementary bill Senator 
BURR and I are introducing today, 
along with Senator RUBIO and Senator 
WARNER, is called the Repay Act. The 
bill Senator ALEXANDER is speaking to 
is about accessibility and simplifica-
tion on the front end. Our bill is acces-
sibility and simplification on the back 
end, dealing with the issue of repay-
ment. It basically reduces eight cur-
rent options—and I have a chart that 
would make Rube Goldberg blush in 
terms of the complexity of the current 
options—to two. One is a 10-year fixed 
repayment plan, which certain stu-
dents can select if it makes sense for 
them, and the other is a variable in-
come-driven plan. 

As Senator BURR pointed out, the 
ideas for this bill came from across the 
spectrum—from students, financial aid 
offices, financial aid administrators, 
Republicans, Democrats, and President 
Obama in his most recent budget. 

By the way, one of the groups Sen-
ator BURR mentioned is the Young 
Invincibles. I would like to be a Young 
Invincible. I would like to see where I 
can join that group because sometimes 
I don’t exactly feel that way. But this 
is an idea I think is invincible because 
it just makes so much common sense. 

Borrowers can switch between the 
fixed payment and the variable pay-
ment depending upon their cir-
cumstances, but they never pay more 
than 15 percent of their disposable in-
come. 

I think another important provision 
is if a borrower is totally and perma-
nently disabled and the loan is for-
given, they do not have to pay tax on 
the loan that is forgiven. Under cur-
rent law, they have to pay an income 
tax on the phantom income of the loan 
that is forgiven. 

I particularly thank Senators WAR-
NER and RUBIO for joining us on this 
bill. They had their own bill on this re-
payment structure last year, and they 
have generously decided to join forces 
with us on this bill, and I believe that 
will add substantial weight to our 
work. They have already made con-
tributions to the drafting of the bill, 

and I think that will help us consider-
ably as we move forward with this leg-
islation. 

Quite often around here we talk 
about things we can’t do—we can’t do— 
problems we can’t fix. This is some-
thing we can do. This is a human prob-
lem of our making by layering pro-
grams over one another and having the 
bureaucratic rules build over the years 
to the point where, as I said, it has cre-
ated an accessibility problem for the 
very program designed to give access. 

These are important bills. They are 
not necessarily the bills that are going 
to get the headlines or cause all the 
fights and the friction, but these are 
the quiet kinds of changes that will 
change our country. They will provide 
opportunity for our students, for our 
families, and for our country. I am 
proud to join Senator ALEXANDER, the 
chair of the HELP Committee, and 
Senator BURR particularly, who has 
worked so hard on this bill. I think we 
have a combination of bills that will 
make a difference in people’s lives and 
in the future of this country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, as 

the colloquy is concluding, I want to 
thank the Senators from Maine and 
New Jersey for their leadership and the 
Senator from North Carolina. I can as-
sure them the King-Burr bill, with the 
support of Senator RUBIO and Senator 
WARNER, will be combined with our bill 
and be front and center on the agenda 
of the HELP Committee as early as we 
can this year. As far as I am concerned, 
it is the next priority after we fix No 
Child Left Behind. I am hopeful we can 
bring it to the floor by the spring, give 
the full Senate a chance to consider it, 
combine it with action of the House 
and work with the President, just as we 
did in 2013. 

I am going to turn to Senator BEN-
NET for just a minute to let him have a 
concluding word, but I wanted to say 
this. As I mentioned, President Obama 
is going to Tennessee on Friday. He is 
going to celebrate an initiative Ten-
nessee has taken by itself to say to all 
high school graduates: Two years of 
community college education is tuition 
free. Of course, that is based upon the 
Pell grant. The State just makes up 
the difference, which isn’t that much. 

I am going to have an opportunity to 
say to the President: Mr. President, 
the one thing the Federal Government 
can do to make it easier for more Ten-
nesseans to take advantage of Ten-
nessee Promise is to get rid of the 
FAFSA. Because the President of 
Southwest Tennessee Community Col-
lege in Memphis says 1,500 students a 
semester are not enrolling in commu-
nity college, who ought to be going, 
just because they and their families are 
intimidated by this form or can’t fill it 
out. 

There is no excuse for that, and we 
are going to fix that. Maybe the solu-
tion is three questions, maybe it is four 

questions, but surely it is not 108 ques-
tions, and 70 or 80 pages of instruc-
tions, wasting the time of administra-
tors, guidance counselors, parents, ac-
countants, students, and discouraging 
Americans from taking advantage of 
education. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a one-page sum-
mary of the FAST Act. 

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

FINANCIAL AID SIMPLIFICATION AND 
TRANSPARENCY (FAST) ACT 

A Bill introduced by Senators Alexander 
and Bennet to simplify the federal financial 
aid programs and application process. 

What the Bill Does: 
Eliminates the Free Application for Finan-

cial Student Aid, or FAFSA, by reducing the 
10-page form to a postcard that would ask 
just two questions: What is your family size? 
And, what was your household income two 
years ago? 

Tells families early in the process what the 
federal government will provide them in a 
grant and loan by using earlier tax data and 
creating a look-up table to allow students in 
their junior year of high school to see how 
much in federal aid they are eligible for as 
they start to look at colleges. 

Streamlines the federal grant and loan pro-
grams by combining two federal grant pro-
grams into one Pell grant program and re-
ducing the six different federal loan pro-
grams into three: one undergraduate loan 
program, one graduate loan program, and 
one parent loan program, resulting in more 
access for more students. 

Enable students to use Pell grants in a 
manner that works for them by restoring 
year-round Pell grant availability and pro-
viding flexibility so students can study at 
their own pace. Both provisions would enable 
them to complete college sooner. 

Discourages over-borrowing by limiting 
the amount a student is able to borrow based 
on enrollment. For example, a part-time stu-
dent would be able to take out a part time 
loan only. 

Simplifies repayment options by stream-
lining complicated repayment programs and 
creates two simple plans, an income based 
plan and a 10-year repayment plan. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer for the time, I thank my 
fellow Senators, and I yield for the 
final words of the Senator from Colo-
rado. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I again 
say thank you to the chairman of the 
HELP Committee for all his leadership 
and his work dealing with this form. 
We have been after this for about 1 
year. 

This might be a quiet bill, as Senator 
KING said earlier, but in my travels 
around the State I can’t find anybody 
who is unhappy with this legislation 
except for the people who have already 
filled out the form, who are asking: 
Where were you 5 years ago when I was 
having to do this for my students or 
where were you when I was having to 
fill this out for my college education? 

It makes absolutely no sense. I am 
sure many of these questions are well 
intentioned, but what we have learned 
in the hearings we have had, in the tes-
timony, is they are not necessary. If 
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they are not necessary, we shouldn’t be 
asking them. Our students would be a 
lot better off spending their time fig-
uring out what college they want to at-
tend, figuring out what course of study 
they want to undertake than spending 
their time with this bureaucratic 
nightmare. 

I am enormously optimistic that we 
are going to get this passed with the 
chairman’s leadership, and I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on 
that. I would like to thank the Senator 
from New Jersey again for signing on 
as one of the original cosponsors. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 21—MAKING 
MAJORITY PARTY APPOINT-
MENTS FOR THE 114TH CON-
GRESS 
Mr. MCCONNELL submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 21 
Resolved, That the following be the major-

ity membership on the following committees 
for the remainder of the 114th Congress, or 
until their successors are appointed: 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY: Mr. Cochran, Mr. McConnell, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. 
Perdue, Mrs. Ernst, Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse, Mr. 
Grassley, Mr. Thune. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Mr. Coch-
ran, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Alex-
ander, Ms. Collins, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Gra-
ham, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Blunt, Mr. Moran, Mr. 
Hoeven, Mr. Boozman, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Cas-
sidy, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. 
McCain (Chairman), Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Ses-
sions, Mr. Wicker, Ms. Ayotte, Mrs. Fischer, 
Mr. Cotton, Mr. Rounds, Mrs. Ernst, Mr. 
Tillis, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Lee, Mr. Graham, 
Mr. Cruz. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Shelby, Mr. Crapo, Mr. 
Corker, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Kirk, 
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cotton, 
Mr. Rounds, Mr. Moran. 

COMMITTEE ON BUDGET: Mr. Grassley, Mr. 
Enzi, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Graham, 
Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Johnson, Ms. 
Ayotte, Mr. Wicker, Mr. Corker, Mr. Perdue. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Thune, Mr. Wicker, 
Mr. Blunt, Mr. Rubio, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Cruz, 
Mrs. Fischer, Mr. Moran, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. 
Johnson, Mr. Heller, Mr. Gardner, Mr. 
Daines. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Murkowski (Chairman), Mr. 
Barrasso, Mr. Risch, Mr. Lee, Mr. Flake, Mr. 
Daines, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Gardner, Mr. 
Portman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. Alexander, Mrs. 
Capito. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS: Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Barrasso, 
Mrs. Capito, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Boozman, Mr. 
Sessions, Mr. Wicker, Mrs. Fischer, Mr. 
Rounds, Mr. Sullivan. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Hatch, Mr. 
Grassley, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Roberts, Mr. Enzi, 
Mr. Cornyn, Mr. Thune, Mr. Burr, Mr. Isak-
son, Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Coats, 
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr. 
Corker, Mr. Risch, Mr. Rubio, Mr. Johnson, 
Mr. Flake, Mr. Gardner, Mr. Perdue, Mr. 
Isakson, Mr. Paul, Mr. Barrasso. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS: Mr. Enzi, Mr. Alexander, Mr. 
Burr, Mr. Isakson, Mr. Paul, Ms. Collins, Ms. 
Murkowski, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Scott, Mr. Hatch, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Cassidy. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. McCain, Mr. 
Johnson, Mr. Portman, Mr. Paul, Mr. 
Lankford, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi, Mrs. Ernst, 
Mr. Sasse. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Hatch, 
Mr. Grassley, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Graham, Mr. 
Cornyn, Mr. Lee, Mr. Cruz, Mr. Vitter, Mr. 
Flake, Mr. Perdue, Mr. Tillis. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION: 
Mr. Alexander, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Cochran, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Blunt, Mr. 
Cruz, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Wicker. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Vitter, Mr. Risch, Mr. 
Rubio, Mr. Paul, Mr. Scott, Mrs. Fischer, Mr. 
Gardner, Mrs. Ernst, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr. 
Isakson, Mr. Moran, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hell-
er, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Rounds, Mr. Tillis, Mr. 
Sullivan. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr. 
McCain, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Barrasso, Mr. 
Hoeven, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines, Mr. 
Crapo, Mr. Moran. 

COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mr. Roberts, Mr. 
Isakson, Mr. Risch. 

COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mr. Burr, Mr. 
Risch, Mr. Coats, Mr. Rubio, Ms. Collins, Mr. 
Blunt, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Cotton. 

COMMITTEE ON AGING: Ms. Collins, Mr. 
Hatch, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Flake, Mr. Scott, Mr. 
Corker, Mr. Heller, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Perdue, 
Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE: Mr. Coats, Mr. 
Lee, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cruz, Mr. 
Cassidy. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 22—TO CON-
STITUTE THE MINORITY PAR-
TY’S MEMBERSHIP ON CERTAIN 
COMMITTEES FOR THE ONE HUN-
DRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS, 
OR UNTIL THEIR SUCCESSORS 
ARE CHOSEN 

Mr. DURBIN (for Mr. REID) sub-
mitted the following resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 22 
Resolved, That the following shall con-

stitute the minority party’s membership on 
the following committees for the One Hun-
dred Fourteenth Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen: 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY: Ms. Stabenow (Ranking), Mr. 
Leahy, Mr. Brown, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. Ben-
net, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. 
Heitkamp, Mr. Casey. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Ms. Mikul-
ski (Ranking), Mr. Leahy, Mrs. Murray, Mrs. 
Feinstein, Mr. Durbin, Mr. Reed, Mr. Tester, 
Mr. Udall, Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Merkley, Mr. 
Coons, Mr. Schatz, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Murphy. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. Reed 
(Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mrs. McCaskill, Mr. 
Manchin, Mrs. Shaheen, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. 
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Hirono, Mr. 
Kaine, Mr. King, Mr. Heinrich. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Brown (Ranking), Mr. 
Reed, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Menendez, Mr. 
Tester, Mr. Warner, Mr. Merkley, Ms. War-
ren, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Donnelly. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Nelson (Ranking), Ms. 
Cantwell, Mrs. McCaskill, Ms. Klobuchar, 
Mr. Blumenthal, Mr. Schatz, Mr. Markey, 
Mr. Booker, Mr. Udall, Mr. Manchin, Mr. 
Peters. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Cantwell (Ranking), Mr. 
Wyden, Mr. Sanders, Ms. Stabenow, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Manchin, Mr. Heinrich, Ms. 
Hirono, Mr. King, Ms. Warren. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS: Mrs. Boxer (Ranking), Mr. Carper, 
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Whitehouse, 
Mr. Merkley, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Booker, 
Mr. Markey. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Wyden (Rank-
ing), Mr. Schumer, Ms. Stabenow, Ms. Cant-
well, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Menendez, Mr. Carper, 
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Brown, Mr. Bennet, Mr. 
Casey, Mr. Warner. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr. 
Menendez (Ranking), Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Cardin, 
Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Coons, Mr. Udall, Mr. 
Murphy, Mr. Kaine, Mr. Markey. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS: Mrs. Murray (Ranking), Ms. 
Mikulski, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Casey, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Bennet, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. 
Baldwin, Mr. Murphy, Ms. Warren. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. Carper (Rank-
ing), Mrs. McCaskill, Mr. Tester, Ms. Bald-
win, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Booker, Mr. Peters. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mrs. 
Feinstein (Ranking), Mr. Wyden, Ms. Mikul-
ski, Mr. Warner, Mr. Heinrich, Mr. King, Ms. 
Hirono and Mr. Reed (ex officio). 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Leahy 
(Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr. Schumer, Mr. 
Durbin, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Coons, Mr. Blumenthal. 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET: Mr. Sanders 
(Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr. Wyden, Ms. 
Stabenow, Mr. Whitehouse, Mr. Warner, Mr. 
Merkley, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Kaine, Mr. King. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION: 
Mr. Schumer (Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr. 
Durbin, Mr. Udall, Mr. Warner, Mr. Leahy, 
Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. King. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Cardin (Ranking), Ms. 
Cantwell, Mrs. Shaheen, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. 
Markey, Mr. Booker, Mr. Coons, Ms. Hirono, 
Mr. Peters. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr. 
Blumenthal (Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr. 
Sanders, Mr. Brown, Mr. Tester, Ms. Hirono, 
Mr. Manchin. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING: Mrs. McCas-
kill (Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mr. Casey, Mr. 
Whitehouse, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. 
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Warren, Mr. 
Kaine. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE: Ms. Klobuchar 
(Ranking), Mr. Casey, Mr. Heinrich, Mr. 
Peters. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mrs. Boxer 
(Co-Chair), Mr. Coons, and Mr. Schatz. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Tester 
(Ranking), Ms. Cantwell, Mr. Udall, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Schatz, and Ms. Heitkamp. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 1—EXPRESSING THE SENSE 
OF CONGRESS THAT A CARBON 
TAX IS NOT IN THE ECONOMIC 
INTEREST OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
Mr. VITTER submitted the following 

concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance: 

S. CON. RES. 1 

Whereas a carbon tax is regressive in na-
ture and would unfairly burden those vulner-
able individuals and families in the United 
States that are already struggling with in-
creasing electricity rates and a slow eco-
nomic recovery; 

Whereas a carbon tax would increase the 
cost of every good manufactured in the 
United States; 
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Whereas a carbon tax would harm the en-

tire United States manufacturing sector; 
Whereas European nations that have 

adopted carbon policies and regulatory re-
gimes have forced energy poverty on their 
citizens and undermined their economies; 

Whereas the increase in production of do-
mestic fossil energy resources on private and 
State-owned land has created significant job 
growth and private capital investment; and 

Whereas affordable and reliable energy 
sources are critical to maintaining the 
United States global competitiveness: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that a carbon tax would be detri-
mental to families and businesses in the 
United States, and is not in the interest of 
the United States. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that floor privi-
leges be granted to my science policy 
fellow, Adria Wilson, through the end 
of the session. 

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

f 

MAKING MAJORITY PARTY AP-
POINTMENTS FOR THE 114TH 
CONGRESS 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of S. 
Res. 21, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 21) making majority 
party appointments for the 114th Congress. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to and the motion to 
reconsider be considered made and laid 
upon the table with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 21) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 21 

Resolved, That the following be the major-
ity membership on the following committees 
for the remainder of the 114th Congress, or 
until their successors are appointed: 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY: Mr. Cochran, Mr. McConnell, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. 
Perdue, Mrs. Ernst, Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse, Mr. 
Grassley, Mr. Thune. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Mr. Coch-
ran, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Alex-
ander, Ms. Collins, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Gra-
ham, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Blunt, Mr. Moran, Mr. 
Hoeven, Mr. Boozman, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Cas-
sidy, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. 
McCain (Chairman), Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Ses-
sions, Mr. Wicker, Ms. Ayotte, Mrs. Fischer, 
Mr. Cotton, Mr. Rounds, Mrs. Ernst, Mr. 
Tillis, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. Lee, Mr. Graham, 
Mr. Cruz. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Shelby, Mr. Crapo, Mr. 

Corker, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Kirk, 
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cotton, 
Mr. Rounds, Mr. Moran. 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET: Mr. Grassley, 
Mr. Enzi, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Gra-
ham, Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. John-
son, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Wicker, Mr. Corker, Mr. 
Perdue. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Thune, Mr. Wicker, 
Mr. Blunt, Mr. Rubio, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Cruz, 
Mrs. Fischer, Mr. Moran, Mr. Sullivan, Mr. 
Johnson, Mr. Heller, Mr. Gardner, Mr. 
Daines. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Murkowski (Chairman), Mr. 
Barrasso, Mr. Risch, Mr. Lee, Mr. Flake, Mr. 
Daines, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Gardner, Mr. 
Portman, Mr. Hoeven, Mr. Alexander, Mrs. 
Capito. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS: Mr. Inhofe, Mr. Vitter, Mr. Barrasso, 
Mrs. Capito, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Boozman, Mr. 
Sessions, Mr. Wicker, Mrs. Fischer, Mr. 
Rounds, Mr. Sullivan. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Hatch, Mr. 
Grassley, Mr. Crapo, Mr. Roberts, Mr. Enzi, 
Mr. Cornyn, Mr. Thune, Mr. Burr, Mr. Isak-
son, Mr. Portman, Mr. Toomey, Mr. Coats, 
Mr. Heller, Mr. Scott. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr. 
Corker, Mr. Risch, Mr. Rubio, Mr. Johnson, 
Mr. Flake, Mr. Gardner, Mr. Perdue, Mr. 
Isakson, Mr. Paul, Mr. Barrasso. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS: Mr. Enzi, Mr. Alexander, Mr. 
Burr, Mr. Isakson, Mr. Paul, Ms. Collins, Ms. 
Murkowski, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Scott, Mr. Hatch, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Cassidy. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. McCain, Mr. 
Johnson, Mr. Portman, Mr. Paul, Mr. 
Lankford, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi, Mrs. Ernst, 
Mr. Sasse. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Hatch, 
Mr. Grassley, Mr. Sessions, Mr. Graham, Mr. 
Cornyn, Mr. Lee, Mr. Cruz, Mr. Vitter, Mr. 
Flake, Mr. Perdue, Mr. Tillis. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION: 
Mr. Alexander, Mr. McConnell, Mr. Cochran, 
Mr. Roberts, Mr. Shelby, Mr. Blunt, Mr. 
Cruz, Mrs. Capito, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Wicker. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Vitter, Mr. Risch, Mr. 
Rubio, Mr. Paul, Mr. Scott, Mrs. Fischer, Mr. 
Gardner, Mrs. Ernst, Ms. Ayotte, Mr. Enzi. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr. 
Isakson, Mr. Moran, Mr. Boozman, Mr. Hell-
er, Mr. Cassidy, Mr. Rounds, Mr. Tillis, Mr. 
Sullivan. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr. 
McCain, Ms. Murkowski, Mr. Barrasso, Mr. 
Hoeven, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Daines, Mr. 
Crapo, Mr. Moran. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mr. Roberts, 
Mr. Isakson, Mr. Risch. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mr. 
Burr, Mr. Risch, Mr. Coats, Mr. Rubio, Ms. 
Collins, Mr. Blunt, Mr. Lankford, Mr. Cot-
ton. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING: Ms. Collins, 
Mr. Hatch, Mr. Kirk, Mr. Flake, Mr. Scott, 
Mr. Corker, Mr. Heller, Mr. Cotton, Mr. 
Perdue, Mr. Tillis, Mr. Sasse. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE: Mr. Coats, Mr. 
Lee, Mr. Cotton, Mr. Sasse, Mr. Cruz, Mr. 
Cassidy. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. For the informa-
tion of all Senators, we are designating 
the full membership of each com-
mittee, plus the chairmen of the Armed 
Services and Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committees tonight. We will 
appoint the rest of the chairmen to-
morrow once we have had a quick 
meeting of the Republican conference 
to ratify the names. 

CONSTITUTING THE MINORITY 
PARTY’S MEMBERSHIP ON CER-
TAIN COMMITTEES FOR THE ONE 
HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CON-
GRESS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of S. Res. 
22, submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 22), to constitute the 
minority party’s membership on certain 
committees for the One Hundred Fourteenth 
Congress, or until their successors are cho-
sen. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
be agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon 
the table with no intervening action or 
debate. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 22) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 22 
Resolved, That the following shall con-

stitute the minority party’s membership on 
the following committees for the One Hun-
dred Fourteenth Congress, or until their suc-
cessors are chosen: 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, 
AND FORESTRY: Ms. Stabenow (Ranking), Mr. 
Leahy, Mr. Brown, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. Ben-
net, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. 
Heitkamp, Mr. Casey. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS: Ms. Mikul-
ski (Ranking), Mr. Leahy, Mrs. Murray, Mrs. 
Feinstein, Mr. Durbin, Mr. Reed, Mr. Tester, 
Mr. Udall, Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Merkley, Mr. 
Coons, Mr. Schatz, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Murphy. 

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. Reed 
(Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mrs. McCaskill, Mr. 
Manchin, Mrs. Shaheen, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. 
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Hirono, Mr. 
Kaine, Mr. King, Mr. Heinrich. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Brown (Ranking), Mr. 
Reed, Mr. Schumer, Mr. Menendez, Mr. 
Tester, Mr. Warner, Mr. Merkley, Ms. War-
ren, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Donnelly. 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION: Mr. Nelson (Ranking), Ms. 
Cantwell, Mrs. McCaskill, Ms. Klobuchar, 
Mr. Blumenthal, Mr. Schatz, Mr. Markey, 
Mr. Booker, Mr. Udall, Mr. Manchin, Mr. 
Peters. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES: Ms. Cantwell (Ranking), Mr. 
Wyden, Mr. Sanders, Ms. Stabenow, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Manchin, Mr. Heinrich, Ms. 
Hirono, Mr. King, Ms. Warren. 

COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC 
WORKS: Mrs. Boxer (Ranking), Mr. Carper, 
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Whitehouse, 
Mr. Merkley, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. Booker, 
Mr. Markey. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE: Mr. Wyden (Rank-
ing), Mr. Schumer, Ms. Stabenow, Ms. Cant-
well, Mr. Nelson, Mr. Menendez, Mr. Carper, 
Mr. Cardin, Mr. Brown, Mr. Bennet, Mr. 
Casey, Mr. Warner. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS: Mr. 
Menendez (Ranking), Mrs. Boxer, Mr. Cardin, 
Mrs. Shaheen, Mr. Coons, Mr. Udall, Mr. 
Murphy, Mr. Kaine, Mr. Markey. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS: Mrs. Murray (Ranking), Ms. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 05:15 Jan 08, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A07JA6.029 S07JAPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES68 January 7, 2015 
Mikulski, Mr. Sanders, Mr. Casey, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Bennet, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. 
Baldwin, Mr. Murphy, Ms. Warren. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS: Mr. Carper (Rank-
ing), Mrs. McCaskill, Mr. Tester, Ms. Bald-
win, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. Booker, Mr. Peters. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE: Mrs. 
Feinstein (Ranking), Mr. Wyden, Ms. Mikul-
ski, Mr. Warner, Mr. Heinrich, Mr. King, Ms. 
Hirono and Mr. Reed (ex officio). 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Leahy 
(Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr. Schumer, Mr. 
Durbin, Mr. Whitehouse, Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Coons, Mr. Blumenthal. 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET: Mr. Sanders 
(Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr. Wyden, Ms. 
Stabenow, Mr. Whitehouse, Mr. Warner, Mr. 
Merkley, Ms. Baldwin, Mr. Kaine, Mr. King. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION: 
Mr. Schumer (Ranking), Mrs. Feinstein, Mr. 
Durbin, Mr. Udall, Mr. Warner, Mr. Leahy, 
Ms. Klobuchar, Mr. King. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND ENTRE-
PRENEURSHIP: Mr. Cardin (Ranking), Ms. 
Cantwell, Mrs. Shaheen, Ms. Heitkamp, Mr. 
Markey, Mr. Booker, Mr. Coons, Ms. Hirono, 
Mr. Peters. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr. 
Blumenthal (Ranking), Mrs. Murray, Mr. 
Sanders, Mr. Brown, Mr. Tester, Ms. Hirono, 
Mr. Manchin. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING: Mrs. McCas-
kill (Ranking), Mr. Nelson, Mr. Casey, Mr. 
Whitehouse, Mrs. Gillibrand, Mr. 
Blumenthal, Mr. Donnelly, Ms. Warren, Mr. 
Kaine. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE: Ms. Klobuchar 
(Ranking), Mr. Casey, Mr. Heinrich, Mr. 
Peters. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ETHICS: Mrs. Boxer 
(Co-Chair), Mr. Coons, and Mr. Schatz. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS: Mr. Tester 
(Ranking), Ms. Cantwell, Mr. Udall, Mr. 
Franken, Mr. Schatz, and Ms. Heitkamp. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
just say for the RECORD, following the 
comments of the majority leader, these 
are the minority committee assign-
ments and ranking member positions 
for all of the standing committees. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair announces, on behalf of the 
Democratic leader, pursuant to the 
provisions of Public Law 95–277, as 
amended by the appropriate provisions 
of Public Law 102–246, and in consulta-
tion with the majority leader, the ap-
pointment of the following individual 
to serve as a member of the Library of 
Congress Trust Fund Board for a 5-year 
term: George Marcus of California. 

The Chair announces, on behalf of 
the Democratic leader, pursuant to 
Public Law 70–770, the appointment of 
the following individual to the Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Commission: 
the Honorable Martin Heinrich of New 
Mexico. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
JANUARY 8, 2015 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 

Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 11 a.m. tomorrow, Thurs-
day, January 8, 2015; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, and the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that fol-
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Tomorrow the en-
ergy committee is scheduled to mark 
up the Keystone bill so that we can 
move to that bill next week. We antici-
pate a full and robust debate on that 
bill, with a fair and open amendment 
process. 

In addition, the House sent us the 
TRIA bill a few moments ago. That bill 
passed the House 416 to 5. We will look 
to vote on it tomorrow and send it to 
the President for signature as soon as 
possible. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MCCONNELL. If there is no fur-
ther business to come before the Sen-
ate, I ask unanimous consent that it 
adjourn under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 5:56 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
January 8, 2015, at 11 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ASHTON B. CARTER, OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE, VICE CHARLES TIMOTHY HAGEL. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

ALLAN R. LANDON, OF UTAH, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYS-
TEM FOR THE UNEXPIRED TERM OF FOURTEEN YEARS 
FROM FEBRUARY 1, 2002, VICE SARAH BLOOM RASKIN, RE-
SIGNED. 

ALLAN R. LANDON, OF UTAH, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE SYS-
TEM FOR THE TERM OF FOURTEEN YEARS FROM FEB-
RUARY 1, 2016. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

LORETTA E. LYNCH, OF NEW YORK, TO BE ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, VICE ERIC H. HOLDER, JR. 

THE JUDICIARY 

JEANNE E. DAVIDSON, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A JUDGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE, VICE DONALD C. POGUE, RETIRED. 

ARMANDO OMAR BONILLA, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE A JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT 
OF FEDERAL CLAIMS FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS, 
VICE EDWARD J. DAMICH, TERM EXPIRED. 

NANCY B. FIRESTONE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A JUDGE OF 
THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS FOR A 
TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

THOMAS L. HALKOWSKI, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE A 
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL 
CLAIMS FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS, VICE LYNN 
JEANNE BUSH, TERM EXPIRED. 

PATRICIA M. MCCARTHY, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A 
JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL 
CLAIMS FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS, VICE EMILY 
CLARK HEWITT, RETIRED. 

JERI KAYLENE SOMERS, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A JUDGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF FEDERAL CLAIMS 
FOR A TERM OF FIFTEEN YEARS, VICE GEORGE W. MIL-
LER, RETIRED. 

LUIS FELIPE RESTREPO, OF PENNSYLVANIA, TO BE 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE THIRD CIR-
CUIT, VICE ANTHONY J. SCIRICA, RETIRED. 

KARA FARNANDEZ STOLL, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT, 
VICE RANDALL R. RADER, RETIRED. 

ANN DONNELLY, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW 
YORK, VICE SANDRA L. TOWNES, RETIRING. 

DALE A. DROZD, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT 
OF CALIFORNIA, VICE ANTHONY W. ISHII, RETIRED. 

LASHANN MOUTIQUE DEARCY HALL, OF NEW YORK, TO 
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, VICE NICHOLAS G. GARAUFIS, 
RETIRED. 

GEORGE C. HANKS, JR., OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF TEXAS, VICE NANCY FRIEDMAN ATLAS, RETIRED. 

ROSEANN A. KETCHMARK, OF MISSOURI, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT 
OF MISSOURI, VICE GARY A. FENNER, RETIRING. 

TRAVIS RANDALL MCDONOUGH, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN 
DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE, VICE CURTIS L. COLLIER, RE-
TIRED. 

JOSE ROLANDO OLVERA, JR., OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF TEXAS, VICE HILDA G. TAGLE, RETIRED. 

JILL N. PARRISH, OF UTAH, TO BE UNITED STATES DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH, VICE DEE V. 
BENSON, RETIRED. 

ALFRED H. BENNETT, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT 
OF TEXAS, VICE KENNETH M. HOYT, RETIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

MICHAEL GRECO, OF NEW YORK, TO BE UNITED STATES 
MARSHAL FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE JOSEPH R. 
GUCCIONE, TERM EXPIRED. 

RONALD LEE MILLER, OF KANSAS, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS FOR 
THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE WALTER ROBERT 
BRADLEY, RETIRED. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be brigadier general 

COLONEL TONY D. BAUERNFEIND 
COLONEL VINCENT K. BECKLUND 
COLONEL STEVEN J. BLEYMAIER 
COLONEL RICHARD A. COE 
COLONEL WILLIAM T. COOLEY 
COLONEL BARRY R. CORNISH 
COLONEL CHRISTOPHER E. CRAIGE 
COLONEL ANDREW A. CROFT 
COLONEL ALLAN E. DAY 
COLONEL TRENT H. EDWARDS 
COLONEL ANDREW J. GEBARA 
COLONEL GERALD V. GOODFELLOW 
COLONEL JOHN R. GORDY II 
COLONEL STACEY T. HAWKINS 
COLONEL CAMERON G. HOLT 
COLONEL KEVIN A. HUYCK 
COLONEL JAMES A. JACOBSON 
COLONEL DARREN V. JAMES 
COLONEL DAVID J. JULAZADEH 
COLONEL KEVIN B. KENNEDY 
COLONEL CHAD T. MANSKE 
COLONEL MICHAEL A. MINIHAN 
COLONEL WAYNE R. MONTEITH 
COLONEL DANIEL J. ORCUTT 
COLONEL LENNY J. RICHOUX 
COLONEL CARL E. SCHAEFER 
COLONEL JOHN E. SHAW 
COLONEL BRAD M. SULLIVAN 
COLONEL BILLY D. THOMPSON 
COLONEL PAUL A. WELCH 
COLONEL WILLIAM P. WEST 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major 

BRYAN K. ANDERSON 
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