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have other good ideas then, and I hope
they will offer them. They will cer-
tainly have the opportunity to offer
them, but if the Senate is prevented
from even proceeding to the bill, none
of us will have an opportunity—not Re-
publicans, not Democrats, not anyone.

I regret that our Democratic col-
leagues made clear from the outset
that they weren’t interested in work-
ing seriously with us to pursue the
kind of comprehensive reforms needed
to truly move beyond the pain of
ObamaCare, but they will have a new
opportunity soon. Once we get on the
bill, they will have another chance to
offer their solutions. I hope they will
offer more than just a bandaid. I hope
they will offer more than just a $32
trillion reup of a failed idea.

Whatever they would like to propose,
I hope they will take the chance to
open debate and advance the legisla-
tive process—for every Senator, for
every American.

Leaving the American people to suf-
fer under the ObamaCare status quo, I
think, is unacceptable. We have seen
the pain in our home States. We have
seen the heartbreak all across our
country. The American people are rely-
ing on us to bring them real relief, so
we will keep working hard to deliver
just that.

————

NOMINATIONS

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
on another matter, yesterday I shared
some data reflecting the historic level
of obstruction Senate Democrats have
displayed when it comes to confirming
our President’s nominees. I noted that
the opposition they have shown to
these nominees most of the time seems
to have little to do with the nominees
themselves, nor whether or not Demo-
crats even support them. In many
cases, our Democratic colleagues actu-
ally support the nominees.

Take the nominee before us today for
a U.S. district court judge in Idaho. He
was reported out of committee on a
voice vote. Every single Democrat then
voted for cloture on his nomination.
Yet Democrats still chose to throw up
procedural hurdles to a nominee for
whom they have no objection.

In fact, Senate Democrats have con-
tinuously forced procedural hurdles
more than 30 times, compared to only 8
cloture votes Republicans required on
nominees at this point in President
Obama’s administration.

They are obviously bound and deter-
mined to impede the President from
making appointments, and they are
willing to go to increasingly absurd
lengths to further that goal—like re-
quiring 30 hours of debate time on a
noncontroversial nominee after having
just voted unanimously that debate on
the nomination was unnecessary.

If our Democratic colleagues keep up
this current rate of obstruction, only
allowing about one confirmation every
32 days, it will take the Senate almost
11% years to confirm the remaining
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Presidential appointments that must
come before us.

I will say that again. At this rate, it
would take us nearly 11%2 years to con-
firm the remaining Presidential ap-
pointments. That is why I say to my
friends across the aisle, this near total
obstruction simply cannot continue.

As the Democratic leader once said
himself, “Who in America doesn’t
think a president, Democrat or Repub-
lican, deserves his or her picks for who
should run the agencies? Nobody.”
That is a direct quote from the Demo-
cratic leader.

He went on. He said: ‘“The American
people deserve a functioning govern-
ment, not gridlock.”

So I would again ask my friend the
Democratic leader and his party to
consider the consequences of their ac-
tions and chart a different path. That
is the best outcome for the country and
for the Senate.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Democratic leader is recognized.
———

HEALTHCARE LEGISLATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
yesterday my friend the majority lead-
er announced he would be extending
this work period by 2 weeks so the Re-
publicans can have more time to finish
their healthcare bill. With all due re-
spect, time is not the issue. Two more
weeks will not help Republicans fix
this bill. Remember, the Republican
leadership told everyone they would
vote on the bill before July 4. Two
weeks have gone by, and they don’t
seem any closer to having a bill that
would actually improve healthcare in
America. They seem even further
away.

When you have a rotten product,
time is not on your side. The longer
you wait, the more people know about
it, the fewer people like it, the less
popular it is, and the harder it is to
pass it. I don’t even have to tell my
good friend the leader that. He knows
it.

I know why our colleagues are not so
unhappy about what the leader said.
We know why our Republican col-
leagues don’t want to go home. They
don’t want to face the wrath of their
constituents. If T were a Republican, I
wouldn’t want to go home either. I
wouldn’t want to face my constituents
and try to defend this deeply unpopular
and damaging bill.

Now, the most significant change
proposed to their legislation over the
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course of 2 weeks is an amendment by
the junior Senator from Texas that
would actually make the bill worse. By
allowing insurers to sell cutrate plans
that cover very few services, the Cruz
amendment creates a very dangerous
bait and switch. The bait is that the
premiums would come down for a bit
for some because insurance will not
have to cover very much, and the
switch is that deductibles and copays
go way up to make up even more than
the difference. Under the Cruz amend-
ment, you could be paying a monthly
premium for a healthcare insurance
plan so threadbare, with a deductible
so high that you will not get any ben-
efit. For many, a Cruz policy could be
worse than none at all. The Cruz policy
leads to junk insurance, something no-
body really wants, except maybe a few
insurance companies.

Ironically, the Cruz amendment
would cause exactly the kind of death
spiral my Republican friends keep
talking about. A group of patient advo-
cates, including the AARP, the Cancer
Action Network, and the American
Heart Association—these are hardly
political groups; these are patient ad-
vocates—said that if the Cruz amend-
ment passed, ‘‘younger and healthier
individuals would be allowed to pur-
chase non-ACA compliant plans that
have lower premiums but fewer bene-
fits.”

Without the younger, healthier people in
the risk pool, the premiums for ACA-compli-
ant plans would rise quickly and signifi-
cantly. This same kind of risk pool seg-
mentation occurred prior to the enactment
of the ACA when 35 states operated high-risk
pools . . . In that experience, most of those
states . . . were forced to limit enrollment,
reduce benefits, create waiting lists, and
raise premiums and out-of-pocket costs to
the point of unaffordability. Millions of pa-
tients lacked access to care and treatment.

That is not CHUCK SCHUMER, the mi-
nority leader, talking. That is the
AARP, the Cancer Action Network, and
the American Heart Association.
Again, those groups said about the
Cruz plan that it would ‘‘limit enroll-
ment, reduce benefits, create waiting
lists, and raise premiums and out-of-
pocket costs to the point of
unaffordability,” because the Cruz plan
is very similar to what we had before
the ACA. Even the conservative Amer-
ican Action Forum said the Cruz
amendment is ‘‘the definition of a
death spiral.” Higher costs, less care,
waiting lists, death spirals—that is the
Cruz amendment in a nutshell. How
many are going to vote for that?

That is the most significant change
Republicans came up with after an
extra 2 weeks on the bill. Imagine, if
they have another 2 weeks, what they
will come up with.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle should have no illusions. They
can’t distract our attention from this
bill by phony complaints over nomina-
tions or any other issue. More time is
not going to solve their problem on
healthcare. It is much deeper than
that. The problem is the substance of
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the bill, which so cruelly exchanges
healthcare for working Americans for a
massive tax cut for the very wealthy.

The idea is so backward that the
American people have revolted against
this legislation. Even in the deeply
conservative parts of my State, where 1
have met with my constituents, there
is a revulsion to this bill. I am not sur-
prised that some polls say that only 12
percent of Americans support it.

There is no fixing a bill as broken as
this one. There is no tweaking a bill as
fundamentally flawed as this one. An
amended bill that only kicks 15 or 17 or
20 million Americans off their insur-
ance, though less than the last CBO es-
timate, would still be a moral travesty.
An amended bill that gives a slightly
smaller tax break to the wealthy while
still cutting Medicaid to the bone
would still be gravely worse than the
status quo. The only answer for my Re-
publican friends is simple: Start over.
Abandon cuts to Medicaid, abandon tax
breaks for the wealthy, and abandon
this one-party approach.

Democrats want to work with our
Republican colleagues to actually im-
prove our healthcare system, and, it
turns out, that is what the American
people want as well.

The Kaiser Family Foundation found
that 71 percent of Americans favor a bi-
partisan effort to improve our
healthcare system, as opposed to the
Republican’s partisan effort. That is,
again, that 71 percent favor a bipar-
tisan effort—72 percent of Independents
and even 46 percent of Trump sup-
porters.

When will my Republican colleagues
start listening to the American people?
Start over, drop this partisan process
and this devastating bill, and work
with us. We are willing to stay 2 weeks,
2 months, or 2 years to get a good
healthcare bill for the American peo-
ple, but we should be included in the
process.

——
NET NEUTRALITY

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President,
today is the net neutrality day of ac-
tion. So I wanted to add a few words to
this issue.

We depend on a free and open inter-
net to spur innovation and job cre-
ation, and our economy works best
when innovators, entrepreneurs, and
businesses of all sizes compete on a
level playing field. Net neutrality, very
simply, says that everyone—con-
sumers, small businesses, startups—de-
serve the same access to and quality of
internet as big corporations.

When I was growing up in BrooKklyn,
my father owned a small exterminating
business. If his competitor down the
street had received preferred elec-
tricity service, he would have been
rightly outraged, and the law would
have protected him from that unfair
treatment. We don’t reserve certain
highways for a single trucking com-
pany, and we don’t limit phone service
to hand-picked stores. We shouldn’t re-
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serve high-speed internet for a favored
few corporations, either, and that was
the basis of the FCC’s decision to pre-
serve net neutrality back in 2015.

Now, of course, conservative and in-
dustry interests see an opportunity to
roll back these protections and free ac-
cess to a free and open internet in
order to favor powerful corporations.
That seems to be what they want.

President Trump’s appointee to the
FCC, Chairman Ajit Pai, has already
taken several actions to undercut fair
internet access. In his first 2 weeks on
the job, Chairman Pai stopped nine
companies from providing discounted
high-speed internet to low-income indi-
viduals, and he jammed through nearly
a dozen industry-backed actions, in-
cluding some to begin curtailing net
neutrality.

Once again, this administration fa-
vors the big, wealthy, special corporate
interests over the average American.
The American people should realize
that is what the Trump administration
is doing time and again. They talk like
they are for working people, but when
it comes to actions like this one on net
neutrality, they favor the big special
interests that, Mr. and Mrs. American
Consumer, are going to make sure that
in many instances you pay more. It is
another example of the Trump admin-
istration sticking up for big corpora-
tions and special interests to the det-
riment of the people and small busi-
nesses—exactly the opposite of what
President Trump promised in his cam-
paign.

The Open Internet Order is working
well, and it should remain undisturbed.
If President Trump and Chairman Pai
proceed down the path of dismantling
net neutrality, they can expect a wall
of resistance from Senate Democrats.
We will fight tooth and nail to protect
fair and equal internet access for all
Americans. President Trump, our Re-
publican colleagues, and Chairman Pai
can expect a wall of resistance from
the American people, as well, who are
already making their voices heard in
record numbers. So far, over 6 mil-
lion—6 million—Americans have sent
comments to the FCC on this issue.
The fight has just begun, and we will
not let up until the FCC abandons its
wrong-headed plans.

I yield the floor.

————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
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ceed to executive session to resume
consideration of the Nye nomination,
which the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of David C. Nye,
of Idaho, to be United States District
Judge for the District of Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
postcloture time is expired.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Nye nomina-
tion?

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 1568 Ex.]

All

YEAS—100
Alexander Franken Nelson
Baldwin Gardner Paul
Barrasso Gillibrand Perdue
Bennet Graham Peters
Blumenthal Grassley Portman
Blunt Harris Reed
Booker Hassan Risch
Boozman Hatch
Brown Heinrich ggsi?ss
Burr Heitkamp Rubio
Cantwell Heller Sand
Capito Hirono anders
Cardin Hoeven Sasse
Carper Inhofe Schatz
Casey Isakson Schumer
Cassidy Johnson Scott
Cochran Kaine Shaheen
Collins Kennedy Shelby
Coons King Stabenow
Corker Klobuchar Strange
Cornyn Lankford Sullivan
Cortez Masto Leahy Tester
Cotton Lee Thune
Crapo Manchin Tillis
Cruz Markey Toomey
Daines McCain Udall
Donnelly McCaskill Van Hollen
Duckworth McConnell Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Enzi Merkley Whitehouse
Ernst Moran N
Feinstein Murkowski Wicker
Fischer Murphy Wyden
Flake Murray Young

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that with respect
to the Nye nomination, the motion to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table and the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion.

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

———

CLOTURE MOTION

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

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
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