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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable ANGUS
S. KING, Jr., a Senator from the State
of Maine.

PRAYER

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

Let us pray.

Holy God, You created us for free-
dom, so keep us from shackling our-
selves with the chains of dysfunction.
Use our Senators today to serve Your
purposes for this generation, making
them ever mindful of their account-
ability to You. Lord, deliver us from
governing by crisis, empowering us to
be responsible stewards of Your boun-
ty, using judicious compromise for the
mutual progress of all.

Provide this land we love with Your
gracious protection, and may we never
cease to be grateful for the numberless
blessings we receive each day from
Your hands.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

———————

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer 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.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. LEAHY).

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, September 27, 2013.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable ANGUS S. KING, Jr., a
Senator from the State of Maine, to perform
the duties of the Chair.
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
President pro tempore.
Mr. KING thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
———
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
any leader remarks, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.J. Res. 59,
which is the continuing resolution. The
time until 12:10 p.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the pro-
ponents and opponents of the motion
to invoke cloture on H.J. Res. 59. The
time from 12:10 p.m. until 12:30 p.m. is
reserved for me and Senator MCCON-
NELL. I will control the last 10 minutes;
he will control the first 10 minutes of
that block of time.

The filing deadline for all second-de-
gree amendments to H.J. Res. 59 is 10:30
a.m. today.

At 12:30 p.m. there will be up to four
rollcall votes in relation to the fol-
lowing, in the following order: cloture
on H.J. Res. 59, motion to waive budget
points of order, the Reid-Mikulski
amendment—we will vote on that—and
passage of the resolution, as amended,
if amended.

Mr. President, as I indicated, I am
not going to give any remarks this
morning. I want to leave as much time
as possible to those who have not had
an opportunity to speak or wish to
speak again. I am told the Republican
leader will not be here either. So I will
return at approximately 12:20 p.m.

I suggest the absence of a quorum
and I ask unanimous consent that the
time be divided equally.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

———

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.J. Res. 59, which the clerk will report
by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 59) making
continuing appropriations for fiscal year
2014, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid/Mikulski amendment No. 1974, to per-
fect the joint resolution.

Reid amendment No. 1975 (to amendment
No. 1974), to change the enactment date.

Reid motion to commit the joint resolu-
tion to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions, Reid amendment No. 1976,
to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 1977 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 1976), of a perfecting
nature.

Reid amendment No. 1978 (to amendment
No. 1977), of a perfecting nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 12:10 p.m. will be equally di-
vided between the proponents and op-
ponents of the motion to invoke clo-
ture.

The Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, here we are Mr.
President. I guess this is like the movie
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‘““High Noon.” The two sides are walk-
ing down the street. I just hope, like in
the movie ‘“High Noon,” the good guys
win. In other words, I hope reason and
judiciousness and a sense of responsi-
bility to the people of this country pre-
vails, and not some knee-jerk reaction
to what a few people in the House of
Representatives want to do to our gov-
ernment.

There seems to be a sense among
some Members across the aisle here,
and certainly among a block of Repub-
licans in the House, that shutting down
the Federal Government is no big deal.
Well, I suppose if you are of an anar-
chist mind—which I think some of
them may be—then you do not want
government, you want to create chaos,
you want to create confusion.

Someone might ask: Why would
someone want to create chaos and con-
fusion? I think if you read your his-
tory, you will find that most authori-
tarian governments and most authori-
tarian movements that are based upon
a minority view or a minority support
gain their power through confusion and
chaos, by disrupting—disrupting—the
public body. I do not care whether it is
authoritarian movements of the left or
the right, that is what they do. They
know they cannot gain power through
the normal channels, especially in a
democratic government, so, therefore,
they do everything they can to skew
the way government operates.

First, you manipulate the district
lines for how you elect Members of the
House of Representatives so that you
have a lot of safe districts for one
party. I have to hand it to the Repub-
licans, they were very keen on this for
the last 10 years or so, and they focused
on redrawing the district boundaries so
they would have what we might call si-
necures, a safe seat.

But if you look at the election re-
sults of the last election, more Ameri-
cans voted for Democratic Members of
the House than they voted for Repub-
lican Members of the House, but the
Republicans are in charge of the House.
That is because of the way the district
lines were drawn after the last census
was taken.

So that is one way you do it, you
skew it that way. And then what hap-
pens is you bring in a minority block of
tea party-type people to the House of
Representatives, and they want to sow
more confusion and more chaos be-
cause they know that is the only way
their views are ever going to prevail.
They will never prevail in the open
marketplace of ideas and debate and
discourse among the American people.

On what do I base that statement?
Look at the last election. A lot of what
the tea party is proposing and what
they are now doing in terms of focusing
on shutting down the government,
much of that was proposed by their
candidate for President—not all of it
but a lot—and I think the American
people soundly rejected that. So the
tea party, being frustrated because
they cannot get their way electorally
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or in the open marketplace of ideas and
discourse and public debates, now sees
their only way to do it is to create con-
fusion and chaos.

One might say if they are doing that,
certainly the public will turn against
them. Well, I think to a certain degree
that is happening. But for the vast ma-
jority of Americans out there—who go
to work every day and work hard, who
are raising their families, thinking
about where the next paycheck is com-
ing from or whether they are even
going to have a job; young people get-
ting out of school with mountains of
debt, trying to get a job, to start a
family, perhaps—they are not focusing
on the everyday activities of what we
do around here in Washington. They
read the headlines and may see the
news or see something on their laptops
or on their iPads or whatever, and
what they see is a Congress that is
muddled and mixed up and cannot get
anything done.

You read the polls, and the people
blame all of us for this. I think the peo-
ple in the tea party have seen that, and
I think they believe that if they can
create more confusion and chaos and
disruption of government, both sides
will be blamed, and out of that they be-
lieve somehow they can rise to the top
of the heap and infuse the government
with their minority views.

That is what is happening. It is a
small group of willful men and women,
who have a certain ideology about how
our country should run and what we
should do, who cannot get their way in
the normal, as I say, discourse and de-
bate and votes either here in the Con-
gress or in the body politic at large.
And since they cannot get their way,
they are going to create this confusion
and discourse and hope the public will
be so mixed up on who is to blame for
this that they will blame both sides,
and perhaps they feel their minority—
which is so imbued with this passion of
theirs, this ideology, this rigidness of
ideology of theirs—that they are the
ones who will come out en masse and
vote in the next election, other people
will be so discouraged they will say:
Oh, a pox on both your houses, I won’t
vote, and, therefore, that is the path
they see to taking over government.

It is dangerous. It is very dangerous.
I believe we are at one of the most dan-
gerous points in our history right
now—every bit as dangerous as the
breakup of the Union before the Civil
War. We are at a point where: Will this
Congress allow a small group dedi-
cated—I give them credit for working
hard—but a small group of dedicated,
ideologically driven individuals to dic-
tate to the Senate and the House what
our course of action is going to be? We
cannot give in to that.

So I call upon my friends in the Re-
publican Party who are moderates—
and there a lot of them in my own
State, around the country. They are
conservative, but they are responsible
conservatives. They may look at
Democrats and say: You want to go too
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fast one way. We might want to go a
little bit slower that way or maybe we
want to go in a slightly different direc-
tion, so let’s get together and work it
out and see which way we go. That is
being a responsible conservative or a
responsible liberal too, I would say. I
call upon them to disabuse themselves
of this idea that somehow they have to
march in lockstep with this small band
of tea party—call them what you will—
rightwing ideologs—you can use what-
ever adjectives you want—but they
must disabuse themselves of the idea
that they have to somehow march in
lockstep with them.

I keep reading the papers that some-
how the Speaker of the House is trying
to find a way out of this. Well, I do not
know JOHN BOEHNER real personally,
but he was on the Education and Labor
Committee all the time I was on the
committee here. We always went to
conference. We worked things out in a
reasonable manner.

There is a way forward—there is a
way forward—and that is for the
Speaker basically to take what we do
here. What we are about to pass today
is a stripped-down version of a con-
tinuing resolution that will keep the
government running until November
15. But it knocks out all that other
junk the House put in about defunding
ObamaCare and all this other stuff
they put in there. It is just a straight-
forward: Let’s keep the government
running until November 15.

The compromise we made on our part
was to give up on our budget line. We
had a certain level that we wanted to
fund the government. The Republicans
had a lower level. So we accepted the
lower level. We accepted that lower
level. In turn, we asked, rather than
going until December 15, go to Novem-
ber 15 on this continuing resolution
funding the government.

So we accepted the lower level—hard
for some of us to swallow. I didn’t be-
lieve in that lower level. I thought it
should be higher so we could ade-
quately fund things such as education,
health care, the National Institutes of
Health, the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, all of the things—
transportation infrastructure. But it
was a compromise. We took the lower
level.

We said: Do it until November 15 so
we can bring our appropriations bills
out on the floor, hopefully between
now and then, and we can work on an
overall spending package for next year,
one that is not just a continuing reso-
lution that just keeps things going, but
maybe we want to make some
changes—and we do. I know in my com-
mittee we want to change some things,
hopefully make them work better. So
by doing that by November 15, then
that gives us a month from November
15 until Christmas to get it all worked
out and hopefully have this package
passed by Christmas. If we go to De-
cember 15, we will not have time to do
that. So that is what is before us
today.
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Here is the Speaker’s avenue to act
responsibly and to let the American
people know there are responsible Re-
publicans. All he has to do is take the
bill we pass here and bring it up in the
House and encourage some of his more
moderate Republicans to support it and
get the Democrats to support it and
pass it in a bipartisan fashion. How-
ever, if the Speaker wants to just cater
to this small band of ideologs, well
then he will take what we pass here,
change it around, add this, add that—I
hear they have a laundry list—and then
send it back to us. That is totally irre-
sponsible.

There is a path forward. It is the path
of responsibility, of being responsible,
being judicious, not giving in to a
small band of ideologs who want to
seed confusion and discord, a small
band of ideologs who want to use the
power of the minority to do what they
can to disrupt government in order to
get their way.

When we were kids, there was always
some kid who was playing marbles
with you—or whatever it was, playing
games—who did not get his way. So
they picked up and went home, threw a
temper tantrum. Well, for kids who
were out playing, as we did, in the
fields in small communities, temper
tantrums were something they lived
with. They did not really do much
harm. But that is not true here in the
Congress. We cannot afford the temper
tantrums of a few ideologs.

There is more I could say about what
they want to do and how they want to
nullify laws by doing this. We have the
Affordable Care Act that we passed
here. It is being implemented. There
has been a lot written about the ex-
changes starting next week. It is the
law of the land and has been upheld by
the Supreme Court. Yet a small band, a
small group, a few on this side—not ev-
eryone on the Republican side—and
some in the House want to nullify that
law not through votes, they want to
nullify it by shutting down the govern-
ment or by not paying our bills when
the debt ceiling comes and defaulting
on our debt. Nullification of a law
through that type of action—that is
sort of like picking up your marbles
and going home. But when you are a
kid, no one really gets hurt. But who
gets hurt from this? The American peo-
ple.

I think there are a lot of people who
say that shutting down the government
is no big deal. It is a big deal. OMB re-
cently estimated that in 1996 when the
government shut down, it cost in to-
day’s dollars $2.1 billion just because of
a few days of a shutdown of govern-
ment. So those who say they are fiscal
conservatives have to think about
that, what the cost would be to the
American people of shutting it down.

I happen to be privileged to chair the
appropriations committee that funds
Head Start Programs, early childhood
development programs, elementary
education, Pell grants, student loans,
and medical research. I can tell you
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that if the government shuts down, a
lot of people are going to get hurt.

Twenty-two Head Start providers
will be delayed. About 18,000 kids will
be denied Head Start Programs. The
National Institutes of Health will not
be able to fund new biomedical re-
search projects. Social Security offices
will close. Every day in this country,
445,000 people will call their Social Se-
curity office. They have a missing
check. They have something wrong.
They need some help. With the govern-
ment shut down, no one will be able to
call the Social Security office and get
that kind of help.

I could go on and on. This is not a
game. This is not a game. Hopefully we
are not children. Hopefully we are re-
sponsible adults. I believe what we are
doing today is responsible, in passing a
stripped-down continuing resolution to
keep the government going until No-
vember 15. I understand we will have
the votes to do that. I just hope the
House of Representatives will be re-
sponsible and forget about kid’s games
like picking up your marbles and going
home or throwing a temper tantrum or
shutting down the government because
you cannot get your way. This is a dan-
gerous time. I just hope the Members
of this body, the Senate, and the House
of Representatives, in which I was priv-
ileged to serve for 10 years, will rise to
the occasion and let the American peo-
ple know we are going to act respon-
sibly.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes of proponent time to
Senator CORNYN.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: I understand there
has been time allocated to proponents
and opponents, but there is no break-
down for individual speakers in terms
of how much time is allocated?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President,
ObamaCare is more unpopular today
than when it was passed in 2010. I know
the proponents of ObamaCare—my
Democratic friends who voted for it in
a party-line vote—had hoped it would
meet their expectations and the prom-
ises the President and other people
made about how it would be imple-
mented and what its impact would be
on our health care system.

I am amazed, though, that our col-
leagues say: You know, it is the law of
the land. We cannot change it.

Well, that is completely contrary to
our constitutional system where the
very legitimacy of our laws depends on
the consent of the governed. Of course
it is within the power of Congress to
change the law. That is what we do
when it turns out the law does not
work as those who hoped it would or it,
unfortunately, meets the expectations
of those skeptics who thought it would
never work. So it is within our power
to change this law.
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We will be voting today on a very im-
portant provision that will give us an
opportunity to start over and to ad-
dress the failures of ObamaCare that
even some of its most ardent advocates
had hoped it would meet. So today we
will vote on a number of matters, in-
cluding a cloture vote on the under-
lying bill. I will be voting yes on clo-
ture because I do not understand how I
can otherwise vote on a matter I want
to see passed. In other words, we will
vote to proceed to a bill that defunds
ObamacCare. I believe we should defund
ObamaCare. Indeed, just as we did on
the motion to proceed—we had 100 Sen-
ators vote for cloture on the motion to
proceed—I do not know why we would
not vote to proceed on the cloture vote
on the underlying bill—especially
those of us who believe we ought to go
ahead and defund ObamaCare today in
light of experience between 2010 and
2013 which shows it has not lived up to
expectations and promises.

There are some people across Amer-
ica who are so upset with ObamaCare—
and I understand their frustration—
that they say we ought to shut down
the Federal Government. Our colleague
Senator COBURN asked the Congres-
sional Research Service to look at
what would happen to ObamaCare if
the government shut down for some
reason. Their conclusion is that
ObamaCare would continue to be fund-
ed even though the government was
shut down because there are alternate
sources of revenue that could be used
to keep it going.

So I say to my friends who say we
ought to shut the government down to
get rid of ObamaCare that it will not
work. Even if they hoped it would
work, it will not work. Of course, we
can imagine the disruptions to our sen-
iors, military, and to our economy,
which is bouncing along the bottom
with slow growth and high unemploy-
ment, and what that disruption might
mean there.

So I think the real vote today is
going to be on the vote the majority
leader will offer to strip out the
defunding language. I hope we have five
Democrats—perhaps those who hoped
in 2010 that ObamaCare would actually
work but will, in light of subsequent
experience, reconsider and say: Maybe
we ought to start over again because
ObamaCare has not worked. Maybe it
is not the best way to make health
care policy, to have a bill that was
passed strictly on a party-line vote.

No one is invested in trying to actu-
ally make sure it will work, such as
when Tip O’Neill and Ronald Reagan
fixed Social Security and secured it for
subsequent generations. Unfortunately,
we have seen the President of the
United States govern by waiver, excep-
tion, and exemption when it comes to
implementing ObamaCare. We have
learned that ObamaCare is not ready
for prime time even though the ex-
changes are supposed to go into effect
next Tuesday.

Why are the American people so
upset with ObamaCare? Why are there
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some people who are so upset that they
are willing to see the government shut
down in order to get rid of it and
change it? Well, it is simple. When the
President was promoting his health
care overhaul in 2009 and 2010, he re-
peatedly assured the American people:
If you like what you have, you can
keep it. If you like your doctor, you do
not have to worry, nothing will change.

He made that promise time and time
again. He was always 100 percent un-
equivocal. Here is a direct quote from
the President’s speech in January of
2009 before the American Medical Asso-
ciation. He said:

If you like your doctor, you will be able to
keep your doctor. Period. If you like your
health-care plan, you will be able to keep
your health-care plan. Period. No one will
take it away. No matter what.

That is the President of the United
States. When the President made those
remarks 4 years ago, many Americans
believed him or at least gave him the
benefit of the doubt. Unfortunately, we
now know ObamaCare was sold to the
American people under false pretenses.
The Congressional Budget Office has
projected that ObamaCare will cause
millions of Americans to lose their ex-
isting health care coverage.

Employers large and small have al-
ready announced that because of
ObamaCare they are ending their em-
ployer-provided coverage for their em-
ployees and some of their retirees. In a
front-page story, even the New York
Times admits that because of
ObamaCare, ‘‘many insurers are sig-
nificantly limiting the number of doc-
tors and hospitals available to con-
sumers.” So if you like your doctor, if
you like your hospital, you will not
necessarily be able to keep them. For
that matter, earlier this year one of
my constituents sent me a letter she
got from her insurance company in-
forming her that because of ObamaCare
the coverage she had would be termi-
nated by the end of 2013.

That letter said:

Never have we experienced the uncertainty
and immense challenges that confront the
insurance industry during this time of
health-care reform.

It is now painfully clear that many
people who do wish to keep their exist-
ing coverage and wish to keep their
current doctors will not be able to do
so if this law is implemented.

This is why we are seeing some lead-
ing Democrats who are saying maybe
we ought to reconsider in the light of
experience since the time we voted to
pass ObamaCare in 2009 and 2010.

It is also clear that ObamaCare is de-
stroying our economy. Recently, a
group of labor leaders went to the
White House to ask for a special carve-
out because they said ObamaCare, as
implemented, was killing the 40-hour
work week. These are some of the folks
who were the biggest cheerleaders for
ObamaCare at the time it passed, but
they have realized, based on subse-
quent experience, that it is turning
full-time work into part-time work so
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employers can avoid some of the pen-
alties and costs.

We know it is having a particular im-
pact on some specific types of employ-
ment such as restaurants, retailers, ho-
tels, the people who develop medical
devices which save lives and increase
lifespan, and it is having a negative im-
pact on hospitals as well.

For example, the Franciscan Alliance
health system recently announced that
because of ObamaCare it was elimi-
nating about 125 jobs at two hospitals
in President Obama’s hometown of Chi-
cago.

Meanwhile, in a letter to a DC city
councilman, the owner of a popular
area restaurant chain described
ObamacCare as: ‘‘the biggest mandated
cost ever inflicted on restaurateurs
... in the HISTORY OF RES-
TAURANTS.” The restaurant owner
added: ‘“‘We still haven’t figured out
how we are going to pay for that.”

Also, as I mentioned a moment ago,
because of the tax on medical devices
to pay for medical care, medical device
manufacturers are leaving the United
States or they are not hiring new peo-
ple. Some constituents from Texas
came in to see me and said they had an
operation in Costa Rica. Instead of hir-
ing more people in Texas, they are
going to be moving that operation to
Costa Rica for one reason and one rea-
son only; that is, to avoid the medical
device tax in ObamaCare.

We know that because of
ObamaCare’s impact on the economy,
many college graduates—who advo-
cates celebrate are now able to stay on
their parents’ health insurance until
26—those same young men and women
are unable to find jobs because of
ObamaCare. We know that its impact
on the medical profession is having a
dramatic outcome on people’s access to
health care.

It is very important to make a dis-
tinction between coverage and access.
Just because the government provides
Medicare coverage doesn’t mean you
are going to find a doctor to see you.
Increasingly, in my State and around
the country, doctors are saying: We
can’t afford to see new Medicare and
Medicaid patients because of how much
the government compensates for that
service.

As a matter of fact in Texas, only
about one out of every three doctors
who currently see Medicaid patients
will accept a new Medicaid patient be-
cause of the low reimbursement rate.
Medicaid is already failing to meet the
important needs of the most vulnerable
people in our country. Because of
ObamaCare, States are preparing for a
massive spike in individual health care
premiums and because of ObamaCare
insurance carriers are already limiting
consumer choice.

As many of us warned years ago,
ObamaCare affects everyone. It affects
working families who are happy with
their employer-provided coverage. It
affects Medicare recipients living on a
fixed income. It affects Medicaid pa-
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tients who are already having trouble
finding doctors and dentists who will
take their insurance. It affects young
people who are struggling to pay off
their student loan debt, and, yes, as I
said, it affects small business owners
who wish to expand their workforce.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 10
minutes.

Mr. CORNYN. I thank the Chair.

It affects medical device companies
that produce technology that has
helped millions of Americans with dis-
abilities. The false promises of
ObamaCare have been shattered by the
harsh realities of ObamaCare. A law
that was supposed to solve some of our
biggest health care problems in the
country has, instead, made those prob-
lems even worse.

Now we have a second chance. Con-
gress has a second chance as the elect-
ed representatives of the American
people under our constitutional system
of learning from the experience we
have had since 2010 when Congress
passed ObamaCare on a party-line vote,
we have a second chance today to do
the right thing, a chance to stop
ObamaCare in its tracks, a chance to
reverse the mistakes of 2009 and to
allow Congress, instead, to pass real
health care reforms that will lower
costs, improve access, expand quality
insurance coverage to more people.

Republicans have said we have an al-
ternative to ObamaCare. Some of our
colleagues who support ObamaCare
said: The only way you can cover peo-
ple with preexisting conditions is with
ObamacCare, a $2.7 trillion expenditure.
That is baloney. We all know many
States have health risk pools. If we
provided additional funding to those
State health risk pools, people with
preexisting conditions could get cov-
erage without having to embrace the
whole behemoth of ObamaCare at a
much more affordable cost.

We are eager to adopt reforms such
as equalizing the tax treatment of
health insurance and making health
care price and quality information
more transparent and accessible so
people can actually shop based on qual-
ity and price—what a concept—also, by
letting people buy insurance coverage
across State lines, allowing both indi-
viduals and businesses to form risk
pools for individual markets, by curb-
ing frivolous medical malpractice law-
suits, using State-based health insur-
ance pools to cover people with pre-
existing conditions, and to give States
more flexibility to improve Medicaid
and to bring more competition to
Medicare.

Republicans have spent years advo-
cating these policies. Now that we
know ObamaCare has failed in its in-
tended purpose, it is time to look to
these alternatives. We are prepared to
defund ObamaCare and to move ahead
with real reform as I described.

The only question is how many
Democrats are going to learn from the
evidence since 2010. How many of them
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are going to listen to their constitu-
ents and say we can do better than this
failed attempt from the Federal Gov-
ernment to take over our health care
system and deny people access to the
doctors of their choice and to keep the
insurance coverage they have.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes of proponent time to
Senator SANDERS.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Let me begin by say-
ing I think a debate over ObamaCare, a
debate over health care, is good for the
Nation. As I think many Americans
understand, the United States is the
only country in the industrialized
world that does not guarantee health
care as a right to all of our people.

Today, before the initiation of
ObamaCare, we have 48 million people
who have no health insurance. I would
tell my good friend from Texas that
the State of Texas, I think, ranked
first in the country in the percentage
of their people under 65 who have no
health insurance, one out of four.

George W. Bush was President for 8
years. Where were the ideas about how
we provide health care to all of our
people. It is not only 48 million people
today who have no health insurance;
there are many more who have huge
deductibles which prevent them from
going to the doctor. They have high co-
payments. At the end of the day, in
this dysfunctional health care system
we have, we are spending almost twice
as much per capita on health care as do
the people of any other nation, many of
which have better health care out-
comes than we do in terms of life ex-
pectancy, infant mortality, and the
treatment of a number of diseases.

In my view, ObamaCare is a step for-
ward, but we have to make significant
improvements. That is a good discus-
sion and debate to have.

One thing that is absolutely certain
is you do not hold the American people
hostage by threatening to shut down
the government or, for the first time in
the history of our country, not pay our
bills, bringing this country and perhaps
the entire world into a major financial
crisis. That is what you don’t do.

ObamaCare was passed with 60 votes
in the Senate, it was passed in the
House, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent. ObamaCare was challenged in the
Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
ruled it constitutional.

There was an election 1 year ago on
this very issue, one of the major issues
in the campaign. The Republican can-
didate said: Let’s defund ObamaCare.
He lost the election. Republicans lost
seats in the Senate. They lost seats in
the House.

This is what democracy is all about.
What democracy is not about is a hand-
ful of the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, extreme rightwing Repub-
licans, saying if we do not get our way,
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we are prepared to punish tens of mil-
lions of Americans. Yes, we lost the
election; yes, we lost seats in the
House and the Senate, but we are pre-
pared to bring this government down;
we are prepared to cause, perhaps, a
major global financial crisis unless we
get our way.

That is not what the American sys-
tem is about. That is not what democ-
racy is about. If we want to debate
about how we improve ObamaCare,
that is a good debate. Let’s have it.
Let’s not tell men and women in the
U.S. Armed Forces, who today are put-
ting their lives on the line to defend us,
that they are not going to get paid. Let
us not tell police officers here in Wash-
ington and elsewhere they may not get
paid. Let’s not tell working families
who take their little kids to Head
Start so they can then go out to work
that program may be killed. Let’s not
tell senior citizens, who are on the
Meals on Wheels Program who can’t
leave their homes and depend upon a
meal, let’s not punish them because we
have a small number of extreme right-
wingers who want to get their way at
the expense of millions and millions of
people.

Let’s have a debate, continue the de-
bate. ObamaCare will provide health
insurance to 20 million more Ameri-
cans, a good step forward, but 28 mil-
lion more remain uninsured.

Many of the trade unions are con-
cerned about some provisions, and I
share those views. Let’s change that,
let’s improve it. Let us not shut down
the U.S. Government and make us look
like fools throughout the entire world
because a handful of rightwing extrem-
ists are so determined to try to destroy
this President.

Senator CRUZ was on the floor the
other day. I appreciate anyone—I was
on the floor a couple of years ago for
8% hours, and he was on the floor for 21
hours. That is tough. I respect anyone
who can do that. I disagreed with most
of what he did say, but he did say one
thing which I think was right; that is,
we need a serious debate about funda-
mental issues.

What I believe very strongly is that
this debate about ObamaCare is kind of
small change, nickel and dime, com-
pared to where many of our rightwing
Republicans wish to go. It is important
we have that debate because I think
the American people are not under-
standing the role of multibillionaires,
such as the Koch brothers, worth some
$70 billion, pouring hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars into the tea party. This
is what this debate is about; it is not
about ObamaCare. I will give some of
the issues we should be debating. Sen-
ator CRUZ was right.

The Texas Republican Party plat-
form calls for an immediate and or-
derly transition away from Social Se-
curity; in other words, they want to
kill Social Security. That is a good de-
bate. Let’s have it.

How many of the American people
think we should end Social Security
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and go back to the days of the 1920s,
when the elderly people were the poor-
est people in America. That is what
rightwing Republicans want to do. Let
us have that debate.

The Republicans in Texas—again,
their view represents a whole lot of
folks here in the Senate and in the
House—want to privatize veterans’
health care. I am the chairman of the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and I
will tell you very strongly the veterans
of America want to improve and ex-
pand the VA health care system, not
privatize it. But let us have that de-
bate.

Quoting from the Texas platform, the
Republican Party in Texas believes—
and, again, reflecting the views, I be-
lieve, of a strong majority of Repub-
licans here in Washington— ‘We be-
lieve the minimum wage should be re-
pealed.”

The minimum wage today is $7.25 an
hour. We have millions and millions of
workers who are trying to get by on $8
an hour, $9 an hour. I think the min-
imum wage should be significantly ex-
panded—raised. Many Republicans say
let’s abolish the minimum wage. Do
you know what that means? It means
in Maine, in high unemployment areas;
in Detroit, in high unemployment
areas; and in Vermont, in high unem-
ployment areas, what the employer
will say is: Look, there ain’t no jobs
around here. You want to work, here is
3 bucks an hour. But we have the gov-
ernment out of your lives. There is no
longer a minimum wage.

They consider that freedom. I con-
sider that wage slavery. Let us have
the debate about whether we should
abolish the minimum wage, abolish So-
cial Security.

The Ryan Republican budget in the
House a couple of years ago wanted to
end Medicare as we know it and create
a voucher system. Here is a check, 8,000
bucks. You got cancer, good luck. Here
is your $8,000 check. Go to the doctor,
to the hospital, you will get good
care—for about 2 days—and then we
don’t know what happens to you.

We are going to end Medicare as we
know it. We are going to make dev-
astating cuts in Medicaid. We are going
to give tax breaks to the rich at a time
when the rich are doing phenomenally
and the middle class is collapsing. Let
us have that debate. That is a good de-
bate to have.

It is very interesting; there was a
CBS/New York Times poll that came
out the other day absolutely consistent
with every other poll I have seen. What
these polls do is they say to the Amer-
ican people: What do you think are the
most important issues facing America?
What should Congress be focusing on?
You know what. They are not talking
about health care. They are not talk-
ing about ObamaCare. They are not
talking about taxes. What the Amer-
ican people are saying is: We need jobs.

Real unemployment today is close to
14 percent. Youth unemployment is
higher. We need to create millions of
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jobs. Where is the debate? We bring for-
ward ideas about rebuilding our crum-
bling infrastructure, creating jobs,
moving to a more energy efficient soci-
ety, and creating jobs. Where are their
ideas on jobs? They do not have any.
All they can say is: Let’s give more tax
breaks to billionaires. One out of four
corporations doesn’t pay any taxes.
Let’s give more tax breaks to the rich
and to the corporations. Trickle-down
economics has not worked.

What the American people also un-
derstand is that most of the new jobs
that are being created are low-wage
jobs. Often they are part-time jobs—a
trend, by the way, that has been going
on for many, many years, well before
ObamaCare. Major employers didn’t
need to think too hard to figure out if
you hire people for 25 or 28 hours a
week you don’t have to provide them
with benefits. Let us discuss about how
we create decent wages in this country.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s yielded time has
expired.

Mr. SANDERS. The last point I will
make.

Maybe the most important discussion
we should have is ending and over-
turning this disastrous Citizens United
Supreme Court decision which gives
the billionaires in this country the
ability to control what goes on here in
the Congress, forcing Members of the
House and Senate to raise unbelievable
sums of money.

So there is a lot to be debated. But
one thing we should not be debating is
shutting down the United States Gov-
ernment in order to achieve a narrow
political goal.

With that, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to use 15 minutes of the ap-
pointed time and be notified after 10
minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.

Look, what we are here today about
is the Democratic majority in the Sen-
ate has built a fortress around
ObamaCare—the Affordable Care Act.
They have refused steadfastly any seri-
ous reevaluation of the law. They have
blocked every attempt to do that. The
House, Senator CRUZ, Republicans, and
others are trying to force this Congress
to confront the obvious flaws in that
law, and they have refused to do so.

That is why it has all come down to
a debate at the end of the year over
what we are going to do. Do we just
give up? Do we allow the majority in
the Senate to not even allow votes in
the weeks to come? They are not. They
will not do it unless they are forced to
do so. They made a strategic decision
to reject and fight off any attempt to
bring up a vote on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

People in America, I am sure, cannot
believe if a Member of the Senate de-
sires to try and fix and improve the Af-
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fordable Care Act that they cannot go
to the floor and get a vote on it. That
is exactly what has been happening
ever since it passed. Polling data show
the American people want substantial
changes to it. Members, even Demo-
crats, have said they want some
change. But nothing gets voted on that
will actually make a real change in the
law.

It is the plan of President Obama and
Senator REID to accept no change. In-
deed, Senator REID has made clear his
plan is to move to a single-payer sys-
tem. He said openly and publicly just a
few weeks ago he wants a single payer
system for all health care in America—
the United States Government. And
that can only be described as socialized
medicine.

That is what the goal is, and we have
got to confront this. So I wanted to say
that first of all. But as ranking mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, I want to
share a few thoughts about where we
are financially and what is going to
happen with this legislation. First and
foremost we have to know that the Af-
fordable Care Act is deeply unsound fi-
nancially. The President’s promise—re-
peatedly made—was that it would not
add one dime to the debt. He said it
would not add one dime to the deficit
“‘now or ever, period.”

Is that true? No, sir, it is not true.
This is a hugely unsound new entitle-
ment program that will endanger the
financial future of America at a time
when we need to quit digging ourselves
deeper in debt and begin to work our-
selves out of debt.

The Acting President pro tempore is
on the Budget Committee. We both
know these numbers.

We are dealing with Social Security,
desperately trying to figure out a way
to make Social Security sound so our
seniors can go to bed at night and not
have any worries about the future of
Social Security. Medicare is even more
stressed. Now we are adding this law—
ObamacCare.

What does it do? The Government
Accountability Office, headed by an
independent person, actually appointed
by President Obama, has issued a re-
port stating that under the likely fi-
nancial scenario over the next 75
years—that is how they figure Social
Security and Medicare’s liabilities—
this bill will add $6.2 trillion to the
Federal deficit. Social Security’s un-
funded liabilities are only $7.7. We are
talking about adding almost as much
debt to the future of the United States
and to our children and grandchildren
as Social Security has in liabilities. We
need to be fixing Social Security, not
creating a new entitlement. We need to
be fixing Medicare, not adding another
one. We need to be fixing some of our
pension plans that are unsound, not
adding more debt. We were promised it
wouldn’t happen.

We are going to have a budget point
of order later, and we will hear argu-
ments that ObamaCare is good for the
budget. But this is how a country goes
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broke. This is how a country goes
broke. We are going to have a score
from the Congressional Budget Office
that says over 10 years this law will
bring in more money than goes out.

In one sense that is correct. But
where did they get the money? The
money—3$500 billion or so—is coming
out of Medicare. But it is Medicare’s
money. They are cutting doctors and
hospitals—providers—$500 billion, and
they are saying, therefore, the U.S.
Treasury—the conventions of unified
budget accounting, as CBO says—will
show it as increased money. Therefore,
it can be spent by an entirely new pro-
gram. But it is not money for a new
program or the U.S. Treasury. It is not
Congress’ money. This is Medicare’s
money, and it will be loaned by the
Medicare trustees to the U.S. Treasury
s0 it can be spent on this program.

The ObamaCare money that comes
out of the Medicare savings is borrowed
money. It is not free money. It is not
new money. It is borrowed—borrowed
from the trustees of Medicare—and it
is headed in a downward spiral, and
they will call those loans in very soon.
There is just no money there, and that
is how it all comes out.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice says under a realistic set of as-
sumptions this law will add $6 tril-
lion—$6.2 trillion—to this country’s
deficit. Mr. Holtz-Eakin said in the
first 10 years there will be $500 billion
added to the debt of America.

Supporters of the new law will con-
tend otherwise, but it is indisputable
that this is so. We are adding to the
debt and it is going to threaten the fu-
ture of America.

I would also point out, as we work
our way through the entire effort to
focus on our debt and what we will do
for America, we need to understand
how this accounting works. The Con-
gressional Budget Office, on December
23, the night before the bill passed in
2009, in response to my request, sent a
letter saying you cannot simulta-
neously use the money for Medicare
and to fund a new program, though the
conventions of accounting might indi-
cate that. You cannot use it for both
purposes. They used the phrase it was
‘“‘double counting.”

That is our own Congressional Budg-
et Office. The night before this bill was
rammed through the Senate, they told
us that. Yet we still have the Presi-
dent—we still have Members of this
body insisting this law is fully paid for
and will not add to the deficit ever, pe-
riod. Nothing could be more false.
Nothing could be more false.

I know there are good people who feel
like we have to keep this process mov-
ing, we have to send something to the
House, and they will want to move this
bill to the House. I understand that.
But I just want everybody to know
that we all need to fully understand
that this health care law is unsound fi-
nancially. This health care law will
never work.

Second, I am disappointed that our
colleagues in the House have sent a bill
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over that spends at a rate that would
add $20 billion more to our debt than
the Budget Control Act would allow.

Colleagues, we have got to be so care-
ful about this. I know they have an ex-
cuse for it. I know they say that by the
end of the year the sequester will cut
those spending levels down and it will
not add to the debt at the end of the
year. Don’t worry about it, they say.
But right now we couldn’t agree, so we
just spent more money on the discre-
tionary side than we should have oth-
erwise. We are going to spend $988 bil-
lion instead of $968 billion, $20 billion
more at that rate.

But they say after 3 months or 2
months, when this CR ends, it will all
be fixed. I am worried about that. It is
going to be harder, I think. I think the
pressure is going to be more intense 2
months from now to keep spending at
that level.

I don’t think they should have sent a
bill to this floor, even though they can
correctly argue that if sequester laws
stay in effect, it will be reduced. I rec-
ognize that they can continue to argue
that.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 10
minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.

But fundamentally it is going to be
harder for us to confront this problem
as we go forward in the future because
we will have more cuts over 9 or 10
months than would otherwise have
been the case if we don’t make any of
them in the first 2 months in this Con-
gress.

I would say to our colleagues who are
thinking, “We may need to waive the
budget points of order. Let’s just go
forward, and somehow we will work all
this out in the future. We are going to
be watching”—I can’t support it. But
those who feel they have to do so to
keep the ball moving when the House
sends another bill back over here, it
ought to be on the budget level, not
above it. I hope they will do that. That
will relieve one more problem.

But the truly big issue is how to un-
derstand the cost of this health care
law. My colleagues, using a score from
the Congressional Budget Office, are
going to contend that if you eliminate
ObamaCare, it will cost the Treasury
money. That is what they are going to
tell you, and that is the score CBO
would issue. But the CBO Director told
us it is double-counting the money.
You can’t score this money twice.

But according to the conventions of
accounting and the 10-year window
over which this occurs, by reducing the
cost of Medicare, you can therefore
spend more money to fund a new pro-
gram. You can do that, and it will ap-
pear not to add to the debt. But you
can’t count the amount of money com-
ing in because it is Medicare’s money.
It is simply borrowing money from
Medicare. It is going to add to the debt.

Our own independent Government
Accountability Office has said, accord-
ing to the likely analysis of events

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

over the next 75 years, as they do for
Social Security and Medicare, this plan
is going to add $6.2 trillion to the Fed-
eral deficit. In other words, what they
are saying is that you would have to
deposit $6 trillion into an account
today to have enough money to honor
the commitments that are being made
with the Affordable Care Act. So that
much money, in addition to the other
revenues and taxes that are in the leg-
islation and the payments that are
made by Americans, is not going to be
enough, and we need that much more
money. But we are committing this
benefit to American citizens. It be-
comes an entitlement. We are commit-
ting these benefits to them, and we
don’t have the money to honor the
commitment. That cannot continue.
We cannot as a nation continue down
this path.

Wall Street and others are telling us
we have to get our house in order. We
cannot continue to add to our debt in
this fashion.

I understand the difficulties Members
will be facing when they cast a vote as
they come up here today. I am not
going to criticize any Member on their
vote—although I am not going to vote
to waive the budget. I think we ought
to stay within our budget, and I think
we cannot get by with this idea that
the Affordable Care Act is going to im-
prove the financial condition of Amer-
ica when it absolutely is not.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. SESSIONS. I would be delighted.
The Senator is such a fine leader of the
Appropriations Committee and one of
the most knowledgeable people here, a
person I respect greatly.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. And I feel the same
way.

I understand the Senator from Ala-
bama is the ranking member of the
Budget Committee. Could the Senator
tell me why six Senators have objected
on his side of the aisle to having the
conference on the budget? The Senate
passed a budget bill 5 months ago, and
we could have been in negotiations to
resolve that. Could the Senator tell me
why those six Senators object? And be-
cause of that objection, we do not have
a budget. Senator MURRAY passed a
budget working here in a marathon.
The Senator will remember that.

Mr. SESSIONS. I certainly do. And I
think I may have had a little role in
the fact that a budget was passed since
I had been complaining that the Demo-
cratic majority went 4 years without
passing a budget and several years
without even bringing it to the floor.
While the House was passing a budget
every year, the Senate failed and re-
fused a fundamental legal requirement
to even produce one.

But this year our new chairman, Sen-
ator MURRAY, did bring a budget for-
ward and did move it through the body.
There was a concern—I didn’t raise it,
but a number of colleagues on this side
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of the aisle said: We are glad to have
the budget move forward, but we want
you to commit not to raise the debt
ceiling on a budget reconciliation be-
cause you could raise the debt ceiling
with 51 votes instead of 60 votes.

I know the Senator may not like
that, but that is exactly what was said.
And Senator DURBIN on this floor said
he did not think it could be done under
the rules of the Senate and that we
could raise the debt ceiling on the
budget. But then why wouldn’t the
Senator agree to that?

So the request from the people who
objected to sending a budget forward to
conference was based solely—and they
expressed it repeatedly—on the con-
cerns that budget reconciliation would
be used to raise the debt and therefore
not be subject to a 60-vote majority.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator
for his answer. I dispute the logic and
the reasoning, but I thank the Senator,
and I thank him for working with Sen-
ator MURRAY to move the budget. I will
comment on that.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor. If I have not used all my
time, I reserve the remainder of my
time.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I now
yield 3 minutes of the proponents’ time
to Senator MURRAY, the chairperson of
the Budget Committee, who actually
did pass a budget 5 months ago but has
been precluded because of sheer, rigid,
ideological posturing from being able
to go to a conference, sit in a room
with PAUL RYAN, and work out what
the budget of the United States of
America should be. This is why we
have gone from the greatest delibera-
tive body to the greatest delay body.

So I yield 3 minutes and any other
time she wishes to consume to Senator
MURRAY, who has done an outstanding
job, and I wish people would follow her
lead and let her go to the conference so
we could have a budget.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maryland for
her tremendous leadership. She is abso-
lutely correct—we are here in a manu-
factured crisis. This Senate and the
House passed a budget last spring. For
6 months we have been trying to get
those two budgets together to con-
ference a deal to set our budget prior-
ities for the next several years. We
have been precluded from doing that by
the same Republicans who now want to
kill a continuing resolution that will
simply keep our government open for a
few short weeks so we can do the work
we should have been doing for the last
6 months.

The answer to this is easy. Let’s pass
a clean resolution, keep the govern-
ment open for a few short weeks, do
the responsible thing, say to the Na-
tion and to the world that we will pay
our bills and raise the debt ceiling, and
then do what we need to do, what every
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one of us knows we need to do, which is
to work out the differences between
the House and the Senate budgets.

But we are here in a manufactured
crisis because the same Republicans
who are now leading us to a shutdown
are saying they don’t want us to talk.
I agree with the Senator from Mary-
land. Keep the clean resolution, send it
to the House, keep government open,
and do what we should do as leaders
and adults and come to a budget agree-
ment.

I also wish to speak today on and
urge my colleagues to support the ma-
jority leader’s motion that he will
bring to us to waive the budget point of
order against the continuing resolution
we will vote on in a few hours.

My Republican colleagues who an-
nounced their intent to raise this point
of order are concerned that the funding
levels in both the House and Senate
continuing resolutions violate the
Budget Control Act. But, as we all re-
member, sequestration was never sup-
posed to be in there. It was supposed to
be so unthinkable that it would force a
compromise, which is what we are
going to have to do anyway. But since
those automatic cuts took effect, we
have now heard from families and com-
munities across the country that se-
questration is costing us jobs, it is
slowing our growth, and it is harming
our national security. That is exactly
why the Senate and House budgets
both require changes to the Budget
Control Act.

It is true that we took very different
approaches to altering the automatic
cuts. The Senate budget on our side
fully replaced the sequestration. We
did it with an equal mix of spending
cuts and new revenues that we raised
by closing loopholes skewed toward the
wealthiest Americans and biggest cor-
porations. The House budget on the
other side replaced sequestration fully
also, but they did it by fully funding
defense programs and paying for that
with very deep cuts to investments in
families and jobs, all the while pro-
tecting the wealthiest Americans from
participating in this at all and helping
to pay for it.

We do have a lot of work to bridge
that divide, but that alone shows how
important it is that we pass a clean,
temporary continuing resolution to
keep the government operating while
we have that space to negotiate a
longer term budget agreement that
works for our families and economy.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 3 min-
utes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
for 1 additional minute.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. To do that, we have
to be able to finish this bill, send it
back to the House, and get our country
back on the right course again.

So voting to sustain this point of
order isn’t voting against a funding
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level or a policy vote. Voting to sus-
tain this point of order is voting for a
government shutdown because if this
bill that is in front of us today dies, it
is very likely the government will not
be open for business on Tuesday, and
then our American families will have
to deal with the disruption and all the
uncertainty that will cause.

There is no reason to let the gridlock
and dysfunction in Washington, DC,
cause more harm to our families and
businesses. A vote for this point of
order is a vote to kill this bill and shut
down the government, and we do not
want that to happen. So I oppose it. I
urge my colleagues to join me in
waiving the point of order when we
have that vote later today. Let’s pass a
clean continuing resolution, have the
House pass a clean continuing resolu-
tion, and then do the job we were sent
to do. Every one of us knows what
needs to be done, which is to bridge the
divide between the House and Senate
budgets and get our country back on
track again.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Washington
State for her comments because, as
usual, they were clear, cogent, and
compelling.

We need to get a job done today. Our
job today—am I correct—is passing a
continuing resolution, which means we
keep the funding at fiscal 2013 in place
until we resolve other budgetary issues
with the House. Is that correct?

Mrs. MURRAY. I would say to the
chairwoman of the Appropriations
Committee, that is absolutely correct.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, we
will be voting at 12:30 on four ques-
tions. Those four votes are cloture on
the continuing resolution, waiver of a
Budget Act on the point of order, the
amendment that I offered on the con-
tinuing resolution, and final passage.
But essentially it is all pretty much
the same thing—it is four separate
votes that get there.

Our goal today is to send to the
House of Representatives a continuing
resolution, stripped of ideological rid-
ers, that keeps the government funded
until November 15 while we work out
other budgetary issues. The continuing
resolution historically was always
meant to be short-term to get us over
problems, to keep the government
functioning while we solve problems we
have been working on, and it has al-
ways been historically not to have ide-
ological riders attached to them.

We the Democrats, hopefully with
others who will join with us to find the
sensible center—America always gov-
erns best when it finds the center, a
sensible center—we want to find that
and send it to the House where, No. 1,
our continuing resolution will be until
November 15. This gives us a couple of
weeks to work these issues out.

No. 2, to take out the ideological rid-
ers. The first rider is to defund Presi-
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dent Obama’s Affordable Care Act. We
want to strip that out because it is now
the law of the land. There is no need to
keep fighting the same battle.

Next, there is an ideological rider on
how we structure paying our debt. That
rider is a rigged game, that we pay
China first before we pay other obliga-
tions to people here, debtors in our own
country. We want to strip that out and
then send them the continuing resolu-
tion, which is not new money. It keeps
the Government operating until No-
vember 15 at fiscal 2013 levels. That is
where we are. I want to explain, if we
do not do this we could head to a gov-
ernment shutdown that is harmful to
our country, it is harmful to our econ-
omy, and it is harmful to our standing
in the world.

In plain English, after debating the
continuing resolution last Thursday,
we now have these four votes. A vote to
waive a point of order against the con-
tinuing resolution where we could end
up with more sand in the gears. Where
we are now is that the vote on the Sen-
ate amendment to the House CR, as I
said, strips out partisan ideology,
shortens the date and moves on so the
House can look at it.

A government shutdown is a serious
matter. If we do not come together
across the aisle, across the dome,
across town, we will be facing a dam-
aging government shutdown. Here are
a few things that will happen. If we
cannot enact a clean continuing resolu-
tion by October 1, our troops, including
troops deployed overseas, will not be
paid on time; 800,000 civil servants who
serve the American people will be sent
home and told they are nonessential.
Shutting down the government will
have an immediate and harmful effect
on our economy. Small Business Ad-
ministration approval of loans will be
put on hold; important rural develop-
ment housing and farm loan grants will
be stopped.

Our economy is struggling to pick up
steam. The uncertainty that we will
create in the marketplace, in our own
country and in the world, will put on
the brakes to our economy. It is irre-
sponsible and unacceptable for this to
happen.

Every day, thousands of Federal
workers keep Americans safe. We don’t
hear about them every day but they do
make a difference. Every time a defec-
tive product is removed from the mar-
ket, every time an inspector rec-
ommends a change to keep people safe
in terms of approving the safety of our
food supply or drug supply, every time
a scammer or a schemer is arrested for
fraud, the Federal Government and the
people who work for them play an im-
portant role.

In my own State, I represent the Na-
tional Institutes of Health. Last
spring, Director Dr. Francis Collins an-
nounced we had reduced cancer rates in
this country by 15 percent. Instead of
pinning a medal on the men and women
who did the basic research that could
then lead to the private sector invent-
ing new pharmaceutical and biological
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products that would put that into clin-
ical practice—instead of that, they had
to announce a furlough. How would you
like to be working at NIH right this
minute and be told you are non-
essential? You are working on a cure
for cancer, you are trying to find out
the causes of autism, you are trying to
come up with a cure or at least cog-
nitive stretchout for Alzheimer’s—just
talking about the A words—then you
are told you are nonessential. They did
not know that. The American people do
not believe it.

We have to avoid a government shut-
down and a government showdown.
What we need to be able to do today is
to be sure we work on our amendments
and make sure we have cloture on the
continuing resolution. We have had
substantial debate. It is now time to
bring that together, waive the Budget
Act and the point of order, pass my
amendment to change the time to No-
vember 15, and then have final passage.

The time to act is now. You hear in
my voice great frustration. I am frus-
trated, not because of solutions I do
not like—that is give and take in a leg-
islative process. What I am frustrated
about is the continual process of delay,
where we not only throw sand in the
gears of our ability to function, we are
now throwing cement into those gears.

I hope we can move. There are cool
heads on both sides of the aisle. There
are people on both sides of the aisle
who have worked together and can
come together. Let’s pass this con-
tinuing resolution, have the House act
so we can avoid a shutdown so that our
focus is on solving the important issues
facing our country. Yes, there are
those who call for reducing the public
debt. I support that. We can do that
through a balanced approach: addi-
tional strategic cuts, a review of man-
datory spending, and a look at closing
tax loopholes.

But there are other debts we have.
We have the issue of chronic unemploy-
ment, of growing education
unattainment, where our standing in
the world is slipping. I worry that we
will not fund the necessary research
and development so, working with the
private sector, we will come up with
those new ideas that lead to new prod-
ucts, that lead to new jobs.

DARPA, a government agency,
helped create the Internet. Then the
genius of our private sector unleashed
a power that the world has never seen.
This is what America is known for—
discovery, entrepreneurship, moving
our own country ahead. This is what I
hope we will get back to.

Let’s get through this process. Let’s
get through this quagmire and let’s
keep America being what America can
be.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do
have time right now that is scheduled.
However, my friend from Alabama had
one other point to make. I would like

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to yield 2 minutes of my time to the
Senator from Alabama.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, as I
explained the unfunded liabilities of
the Affordable Care Act, I now want to
make something clear. It is a lot more
than that. It is unlike Social Security
and Medicare, where there is a dedi-
cated tax that supports those programs
that are on our payroll withholding
every week, that FICA withholding,
dedicated to Social Security and Medi-
care. There is no dedicated tax support
for ObamaCare.

If you assume all the new taxes they
raise are actually used to fund
ObamaCare, then there would be a $6.2
trillion shortfall, a liability. But if you
do it like it should be accounted and
assume that none of this money raised
in taxes is actually dedicated to the Af-
fordable Care Act, then it runs about
$17 trillion according to estimates by
my Budget Committee staff.

Congress is well-known for this. Un-
less your tax money is absolutely le-
gally dedicated to something, it gets
spent on other things. So we have no
confidence we will come in with just
$6.2 trillion. It is likely to be far higher
than that, the way we know this body
operates.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. I agree with my good
friend from Alabama. He has done a
great job on this subject.

I would like to say, one of the things
I enjoyed about the presentation that
was made by my good friend from
Texas Senator CRUZ was that we were
in a position that is very rare in this
body, where we could talk as long as
we wanted to. In fact, we actually tried
to talk longer. We were looking for dif-
ferent things to fill in. We may have
forgotten some.

That is not where we are today. We
are confined. But I have to share with
my good friend in the chair that some-
thing I am going to say now is going to
be very offensive to a lot of people, but
I really don’t care. At my age and
being here, I think I know what this
country is all about and I think I know
that we have the obligation to express
our true feelings.

I have written a speech and have put
it off. I am not going to give it today.
But I was rereading it this morning. I
had no intention of coming down and
talking because I talked long enough
during the course of the Cruz talk. But
I went back and reread the speech I
was going to give. What it is is to an-
swer the question one of my sons asked
me, and everyone has been saying this
over a period of time in Oklahoma. I
don’t think Oklahoma is that different
from other States. But they ask me
over and over again, they say: What
happened? Why is it that we have an
administration—people in government,
not just the Obama administration but
others—who are praising Islam and
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trashing Christianity, trashing the
Judeo-Christian values and other
things that are happening today?

We all know it is true. How do you
answer that? It is a tough answer. So I
am preparing and later on I will give
you a little warning, I am going to
make a little talk.

There is a guy named Paul Johnson
who wrote a history of the American
people. He talks about how we got to
where we are today. This is going to tie
into ObamaCare. He says that the Puri-
tans were devoted and single-minded to
their ambition of creating a colony
that was built on the foundation and
teachings of Jesus Christ. The
Mayflower compact is evidence of that.
Paul Johnson, the guy who wrote the
book I told you about, is right to ob-
serve the document was not just a
‘“‘contract . . . between a servant and a
master, or a people and a king, but be-
tween a group of like-minded individ-
uals, with God as a witness and sym-
bolic co-signatory.”’

Why is this important? It is impor-
tant because William Bradford and the
other Puritans understood that while
forming a civil government was fully
within their rights, there were limita-
tions to what they could and could not
do. Not talking about government
here. Those limitations were estab-
lished by God and enumerated in the
Bible.

I go on. When I make my talk on
this, I quote the Apostle Paul in Ro-
mans, but there is not time for that. I
go on to say it is within the foundation
of Biblical authority that the Puritans
crafted the Mayflower compact and
their system of government at Plym-
outh Colony. Paul Johnson rightly ob-
serves that this line and model of
thinking was critical to laying the
foundation for a successful United
States of America. Ultimately, it is a
morality derived from God that had its
strongest enduring influence over the
Nation, and this is what has crafted
our history as a strong nation.

I say all this as a predicate to the an-
swer to the question people ask me:
Why is it that we are trashing our
Judeo-Christian values in favor of
something that was not American to
start with? Sadly, our Nation does not
have the same belief today that we had
during that time in our history. We
have become arrogant, inward-focused
individuals. Rather than submit to
God’s authority and definitions of
truth, justice, and goodness, as we con-
duct our government’s business, we
have replaced them with our own ideals
defined on what feels right at the time.
As Americans, we now look inward to
ourselves to define with fluidity the
foundation of truth. We have allowed
ourselves to become ultimate arbiters
of what is right and wrong instead of
the higher moral authority of God.

Lastly, what was going to be in this
talk, this time getting back to the sub-
ject at hand, today, instead of having
leaders who are protecting the church
from government, we have leaders who
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believe it is government’s job to im-
pose on churches what should be uni-
versally upheld as truth. Instead of
leaders who are protecting an Ameri-
can’s freedom to practice his or her re-
ligion of their choice—here I am not
talking about the choice you may be
thinking about—they may instead be
using government institutions and law
to force them to do or buy things that
are in very violation to their religious
beliefs and conscience. That is the
issue we are talking about now.

Government has become so strong
and influential in our lives that we are
losing our powers, and these are our or-
dained powers that we know are a part
of this country. There is not a person
in here who didn’t study the Pilgrims
coming over on the Mayflower and hav-
ing that meeting in the captain’s
chamber and making these decisions
and now we are where we are today.

I have an example. I have a friend in
Oklahoma whose name is David Green.
David Green started a company called
Hobby Lobby. David Green and his wife
started this company by making pic-
ture frames in their garage. They were
able to open their first store, which
was 300 square feet, with the profits
they made in their little garage oper-
ation making picture frames.

Over the years their business has
grown to 550 stores. It has an annual
revenue of $2.5 billion, and David Green
has had success despite running his
business in a very countercultural way.
For instance, all of the retail stores
close at 8 p.m. each night and all day
on Sunday so employees can spend
time with their families. This is appre-
ciated by the company’s 16,000 employ-
ees—remember, it all started in a ga-
rage—who are paid at a minimum $12
an hour, even though they could be
paying a much lower legal rate.

At one point, the company was chal-
lenged by a competitor who said they
would bury Hobby Lobby with their
money, so their firm opened their doors
on Sunday, ultimately earning the
company $150 million in revenue each
week. Eventually, David Green said he
was challenged by God to trust in him
with his business, to go back to his pol-
icy of closing on Sundays and he did
and his business has prospered. It is
one of the largest businesses in Amer-
ica today.

David’s Christian faith runs deeper
than his desire to have a profitable,
successful company. When he was faced
with a decision to make more money or
obey God, he chose to obey God, what-
ever the consequences.

Keep all of that in mind and listen to
this. This is what I am getting at. Re-
cently, he was faced with a new test. It
didn’t come from a competitor. It came
from the U.S. Government. Part of the
ObamaCare law requires employers not
only to provide health care insurance
to their employees but also to provide
free access to the pills that terminate
pregnancies.

David, as I do, and many others be-
lieve—and some don’t believe that we
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believe—that life begins at conception,
and offering an option to end that life
would be in violation, in his case, of his
moral compass as defined by his faith
in Jesus Christ.

As a result, he said he would rather
pay the $1.3 million a day in daily fines
from the Obama administration than
comply with the law. Here is a guy who
feels so strongly in his beliefs—that I
think are consistent with the beliefs
that made this country great, but that
is just my belief—that he would pay
$1.3 million a day in fines from the
Obama administration rather than
comply with this law.

Today the Obama administration is
vigorously opposing Hobby Lobby’s
legal challenge to the mandate, claim-
ing that this privately owned business
is waging a war on women for not
agreeing to provide these treatments
for its employees free of charge. That
is just one example of what is hap-
pening. By the way, I don’t think my
State of Oklahoma is that different
from most other States.

Last week, four universities in my
great State of Oklahoma filed a lawsuit
against the Federal Government over
the ObamaCare mandate to provide
certain types of contraception to their
employees. These are four universities
which are joining with this one great
American named David Green. So we
have the faith of an individual and
what he is willing to do for his faith.
He is willing to stand up to this abu-
sive government that we have today
and to this ObamaCare law and is will-
ing to pay $1.3 million a day. My feel-
ings are just as strong as his on this
issue, but that is a subject for another
day.

My wife and I have 20 kids and
grandkids. Back in the old days, when
we were having our Kkids, there was
kind of a rule where you couldn’t go
into the hospital, I say to my good
friend who is occupying the chair. Back
then we couldn’t see this and we had to
wait outside and we didn’t have notice
of what the baby was going to be and
all that.

But in the case of my first grand-
child, my daughter called me up and
said: All right, Daddy. Come on over. It
is time. I went over to the hospital de-
livery room. What a great experience
that was. I never dreamed that would
ever happen. We are talking about a
number of years ago—17 years ago. So
I watched this take place, and I hon-
estly—a tear did come out from my
eye.

At that time we were talking about
partial birth abortions and the fact
that they could have taken little baby
Jase and jammed scissors into his skull
and sucked his brains out. That could
have happened, but it didn’t happen.

I feel just as strongly as David Green
does. I can make all the arguments I
want about this, and I made arguments
on the floor during the Cruz debate.

I remember Hillary health care,
which was about 19 years ago and it
was the same thing. It was government
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taking over the health care system,
and I had my friends in Parliament and
Great Britain who would call and say:
What is wrong with you guys over
there? Don’t you realize we are just
getting away from this thing that
hasn’t worked? Don’t kid yourself and
think this is not a road to socialized
medicine if we end up not doing some-
thing about ObamacCare. It is.

I have a great deal of respect for the
leader of the Senate, HARRY REID. Sen-
ator REID himself said: Yes, I believe
this is leading to—and I endorse it—the
single-payer system. So we are talking
about socialized medicine.

They called and said: What is wrong
with you guys? It hasn’t worked in
Great Britain, it hasn’t worked in Den-
mark, and it hasn’t worked in Canada.
Yet you think it is somehow going to
work there.

That is the big issue. We have an
abusive government, and this is prob-
ably the greatest single step we have
witnessed in the last 41 years as to the
abuse that has taken place. We need to
look at the big picture and do some-
thing about this. They say it can’t be
done now. It is too late. They are prob-
ably right, but they said the same
thing about Hillary health care 19
years ago, and I will never forget it be-
cause I was on a plane going back to
my State of Oklahoma and had a stop
in Chicago.

I thought we finally drove the final
nail in the coffin and killed Hillary
health care. Yet I picked up the Wall
Street Journal, and there was a full-
page ad by the AMA endorsing Hillary
health care. They had given up, and
that was the day before they gave them
that story.

Anyway, it is never too late. This is
something that needs to be stopped. I
have faith in the American people that
somehow we are going to win this
thing.

I thank the Chair. I know my time
has expired.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire, Mrs. SHAHEEN.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I am pleased to join
my colleagues on the floor, the mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee
and others who have been down to
speak in support of passing this con-
tinuing resolution.

I am a new member of the Appropria-
tions Committee, and I have been very
impressed with the work our chair,
Senator MIKULSKI, and Ranking Mem-
ber SHELBY have done. They have craft-
ed the appropriations bills that would
address the budget for the coming year.
Those appropriations bills would re-
place the harmful cuts from sequestra-
tion. Those are cuts that people on
both sides of the aisle have said they
oppose. Unfortunately, because of the
obstructionism we have seen so clearly
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this week, those bills have not yet
come to the floor and so we need a
short-term CR to keep the government
open.

We all know that the continuing res-
olution before us is not ideal. It is
short term and it doesn’t replace se-
questration. So it doesn’t either deal
with the cuts or give businesses and
our economy the certainty they need.
But this suggestion that we should
refuse to keep the government open is
irresponsible. There is too much at
stake for our economy, for our small
businesses, and for our families across
this country. Unfortunately, what we
have seen this week is that there are
some who are pushing this country to
the brink of another manufactured cri-
sis as a tactic to prevent health care
reform from going into effect.

I am not going to review what Sen-
ator MCCAIN said so well about how the
democratic process works in this coun-
try and the fact that once a law goes
into effect, it is important to imple-
ment it. I think democracy works, but
it doesn’t always work the way I want
it to either. When a law is passed, we
have a responsibility to go ahead and
make it work. We have a seen a small
minority of this body and of the House
who are willing to shut down govern-
ment to defund the new health care
law.

The people I talk to in New Hamp-
shire don’t think that shutting down
government is a good approach because
they understand the serious con-
sequences it would have for them, for
their businesses, and for the country. It
would especially hurt small businesses,
which are the foundation of the econ-
omy in New Hampshire and the Pre-
siding Officer’s home State of Maine
and Rhode Island, Senator REED’S
home State. Those small businesses
create two out of every three new jobs.
Many of those small businesses in New
Hampshire and across the country rely
on Federal contracts as they figure out
how they are going to grow and create
new jobs.

We talked to one CEO of an innova-
tive small company in New Hampshire
who told me if its contracts were shut
down:

Our income would drop to essentially zero
and we would burn our very thin cash re-
serves . . . when that money is burned it is
not able to be replaced so our basic financial
viability can be irrevocably damaged even
after the crisis passes. There will be no way
to recover those dollars.

We had a chance to hear from the
former Secretary of the Treasury, Bob
Rubin, this week. He said: Unlike 1995,
when there was a short-term con-
sequence to shutting down the govern-
ment, if we do that this time, it will be
felt not just for years but for decades
to come.

A shutdown would close the Small
Business Administration’s lending pro-
grams, and those SBA lending pro-
grams are critical to small business in
New Hampshire and across this coun-
try. On average, SBA supports loans to
over 1,000 small businesses per week.
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Then there is the housing market. In
New Hampshire and across this coun-
try, the housing market has been one
of the slowest sectors to recover, but in
the last year we have begun to see
some signs of improvement. The Fed-
eral Housing Administration has been
a big part of that recovery because
they have helped families afford homes
and kept our housing economy afloat.

Under the shutdown, it is estimated
that assistance to 34,000 homeowners
would be delayed. With all of the prob-
lems that have been caused by the
housing crisis, we should not be stall-
ing one of the most effective programs
we have for assisting homeowners, and
that is what we would do with a gov-
ernment shutdown.

Then, of course, this would be ter-
rible timing for the tourist industry in
New Hampshire and across New Eng-
land because fall foliage is one of our
biggest seasons and tourists come from
all over the world. They spend money
in our local restaurants and hotels.
Many small businesses rely on this
time of year to increase their revenues.
But if the government shuts down, we
will be turning away those customers.
Applications for visas will come to a
halt. According to the Congressional
Research Service, during the 1995-1996
shutdowns, approximately 20,000 to
30,000 applications by foreigners for
visas to come and visit in America
went unprocessed. That will not just
affect the tourism industries in New
Hampshire, it will affect airlines and
people across the country.

Then, of course, there are Federal
workers. In New Hampshire there are
7,400 of them. It is one of the State’s
largest employers, the Federal Govern-
ment, and their salaries are not just
important to them and their families
but to the grocery stores and gas sta-
tions and all of the other businesses
they support.

The Presiding Officer certainly
knows, as I do, about the impact on the
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard of a poten-
tial government shutdown.

These are just some of the effects on
the economy. Considering the many in-
dustries that would be affected, it is no
surprise that economists have forecast
that failure to pass a continuing reso-
lution, as Bob Rubin said, would do sig-
nificant damage to our economy. Even
a 3- or 4-day shutdown would slow
growth by 0.2 percent, according to
economist Mark Zandi.

It doesn’t have to be this way. I was
a Governor for three terms. The Pre-
siding Officer was a Governor for two
terms. We understand what it is like to
work across the aisle. We always
passed a budget because we had to put
in place a budget.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I thank the Chair.

There were a lot of differences on
both sides of the aisle, but we under-
stood the importance of compromising,
because it would have been impossible

S6981

to get something through the New
Hampshire legislature and get a budget
to my desk if people hadn’t been will-
ing to compromise, if they had been
continuing to play the kinds of polit-
ical games we are seeing here in Wash-
ington.

It is unacceptable. Congress can do
better. We need to work together to
pass this continuing resolution, and
then to raise the debt ceiling later this
year so we avoid the negative effect to
families, to businesses, and to our
economy.

Thank you very much.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes of proponent time to Senator
COATS, as well as, by agreement of the
other side, 3 minutes of opponent time.

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

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, there has
been a great deal of confusion over
what has been happening in the Senate
this week. I know Hoosiers want a
clear explanation, so I wish to take a
moment to explain exactly where I
stand on the issue before us.

Let me start by laying out a few
facts. This is the reality we face. No. 1:
Every single Republican opposes
ObamaCare and wants to see it re-
pealed and defunded. That is unassail-
able. We are all together on that.

No. 2: The House has sent us a bill
that would defund ObamaCare while
keeping the rest of the government
running. I support that bill, and I think
all Republicans support that bill.

No. 3: Senate Democrats are united
in their opposition to repealing
ObamaCare and, unfortunately, the
fact is they control the Senate and
they control the White House, and we
don’t have the votes to prevail.

So the confusion sets in because, let’s
face it, we have a lot of confusing pro-
cedures here in the U.S. Senate, but I
have always been guided by the prin-
ciple that to the extent possible, a yes
should be yes and a no should be no.

We have all of these procedural mo-
tions and Members like to attach cave-
ats, such as: This is what it means if
you vote to go forward or this is what
it means if you don’t vote to go for-
ward. It is so easy to run home and say:
Oh, well, that was an issue politically.
That was procedural, so don’t pay any
attention to that.

Sometimes we have no other option
because the majority leader won’t
allow any votes on the issue itself. In
this case, the majority leader has al-
lowed that vote. That is not the case
here. We don’t need a procedural vote
to determine whether one is for or
against ObamaCare. We will be able to
have a vote if we invoke cloture and
move forward and keep this alive to
continue debate not just this week but
next year and however long it takes to
deal with this issue. We need to move
forward or everything else comes to a
standstill.

That is why I will be voting to move
forward. I will be voting to keep the
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process alive. Otherwise, everything
stops. The House of Representatives,
controlled by our party, is waiting for
us to send this bill back. If we deny
cloture, it doesn’t go back to the
House. They don’t have an opportunity
to go to the next step.

There is bipartisan support for a bill
I have introduced in the Senate, and
ToDpD YOUNG, a Congressman from
southern Indiana, has not only intro-
duced but passed in the House of Rep-
resentatives a measure to delay this
process for a year so we can continue
to address and Thopefully repeal
ObamaCare. The President has delayed
implementation for business, and again
today for small business. He can delay
it for individuals, and that will give us
time to continue this effort.

Voting for cloture today so we can
send something back to the House is
not a vote for ObamaCare. It is exactly
the opposite. It is a vote against
ObamacCare. It keeps the process alive.
Saying otherwise is misleading. Also, if
that were the case, then the procedural
vote we had on Wednesday would not
have been 100 to zero. So those who try
to define this as a procedural vote are
essentially stopping the process from
going forward and stopping the govern-
ment from running. It affects military
families, it affects veterans, and it af-
fects thousands and thousands of peo-
ple in critical jobs. It affects people all
across my State.

The problem with this approach is
that it doesn’t achieve the goal. We all
know a major portion of ObamaCare is
funded through mandatory spending,
and that is not what we are addressing
here. It can only affect the appropria-
tions, the discretionary funding, which
is less than 50 percent.

If it achieves the goal, then it may be
worth considering. But since it doesn’t
achieve the goal, let’s keep this process
alive and let’s all be on the record with
a yes or a no. Let’s get this bill back to
the House so we can continue the fight
and let’s be straight up on where we
stand on this issue, not through a pro-
cedural vote but through a clear yes or
no. The American people deserve no
less.

I commend the passion of my col-
leagues talking on the floor, trying to
get rid of ObamaCare. We have a dif-
ference of opinion as to how tactically
we can achieve this objective. I have
come to the judgment and the conclu-
sion that I think many are coming to,
which is that instead of just stopping
everything—which means being at a
total impasse and shutting down the
government—and even if we were suc-
cessful, it wouldn’t address the full
shutdown and defunding of ObamaCare,
the best course of action is to move
forward. Our House Republican Mem-
bers are waiting for us to send them
legislation so we can keep this process
going and come to, hopefully, a much
better resolution than just simply
using a procedural gimmick to define
where we stand on this issue.

I take a back seat to no one on where
I stand on ObamaCare, and I will not
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give up the fight until we achieve the
goal of replacing the law with real
health care solutions.

Mr. President, I yield any time I may
have remaining.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes of proponent time to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, Mr. MARKEY.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, where
is America now? We have an economy
in recovery. The Dow was at 7,900 when
George W. Bush left office. It is over
15,000 right now. Our deficit is heading
downward. Unemployment is still high,
but jobs are coming back. But, as we
make this progress, people continue to
struggle, and they expect us to put to-
gether a business plan for America,
here on the Senate floor, and work
with the President—work together as
Democrats and Republicans—to put
that plan together for every American
family.

What is the tea party Republican re-
sponse? It is to shut down the govern-
ment, to stamp out signs of our fragile
economic recovery, to send the signal
that America can’t perform the most
basic job of government—and that is to
pass a budget.

What is driving these tea party Re-
publicans? I know all about these tea
party extremists. I served in the House
of Representatives with them. I served
over there for years. They live by the
Republican tea party paradox: They
hate the government but, paradox-
ically, they have to run for office in
order to make sure the government
doesn’t work, and that is where they
are today.

They sent us a bill from the House
and they know it won’t pass. This is a
bill to nowhere, and nowhere is where
the tea party Republicans want the
government to go.

The tea party Republicans want to
repeal ObamaCare. I say to those who
want to repeal ObamaCare, to those
who do not like ObamaCare, and to
those who like ObamaCare: We have
had that debate. We debated here in
Congress. The bill passed. It was signed
by the President. It was held up by the
Supreme Court of the United States. It
is the law. It is time to stop playing
games and to let the law work. But
that is exactly what the tea party Re-
publicans are afraid of—that the law
will actually work.

Shutting down the government for
ObamaCare is like canceling the World
Series because your team didn’t make
it. ObamaCare is the law. We can’t can-
cel the government. We can’t cancel
the World Series. We have to accept
the reality that it is the law. We had
an election. But what we have here are
the mad hatters of the Republican tea
party in Congress who have decided
that their approach to government—to
the old, to the sick, to the needy, to
every single principle of the United
States of America that we stand for—it
is off with their heads for all of those
people who depend upon these pro-
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grams in our country. We are living in
an absurd ‘‘Alice in Wonderland” Re-
publican tea party world here.

This government has to work for the
American people. Instead, what they
are about to do, over this weekend, is
send another Maalox-moment-for-the-
marketplace signal to the credit mar-
kets of the world that the United
States cannot be depended upon to op-
erate a government, to pay its bills, to
respond to the needs of the families
within our own country, to meet its ob-
ligations not only here but around the
world.

And those families who are depend-
ent upon a paycheck from the Defense
Department? They are wondering,
along with the families who are de-
pendent upon a Federal helping hand,
whether or not they are going to get
that help over the next week, over the
next two weeks, over the next month.

I will just give my colleagues one
final example. The National Institutes
of Health budget—well, it is really the
national institutes of hope. That is
what we give to families who have
somebody with Alzheimer’s, with Par-
kinson’s, with cancer, with heart dis-
ease—is being cut and cut and cut and
cut. It is being cut at the same time
that last year we spent $132 billion
worth of taxpayers’ money on Alz-
heimer’s patients in our country. We
can’t cut the money for the cure and
simultaneously say we want to cut the
money for taking care of those who
have the disease. We can’t have it both
ways. That is what this nihilistic tea
party approach is bringing to our peo-
ple.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island for yielding. I hope
the tea party Republicans come to
their senses.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, we are
going to have the opportunity to vote
today to reverse course. I think most
people agree that ObamaCare is not
working out as it is intended. In fact,
we had a Democrat recently say that
when it comes to the implementation
of ObamaCare, it is a train wreck.
Whether one believes it is a train
wreck, which is what I happen to be-
lieve, or whether it is a slow motion
derailment, it is time for us to reverse
course.

We have an opportunity to go in a
different direction with the vote we are
going to have here in about an hour on
whether or not to defund ObamaCare. 1
think the overwhelming opinion across
this country—an overwhelming number
of Americans—believe that this is not
working. It is hurting middle class
families. It is costing us jobs. It is driv-
ing up health insurance premiums for
people across this country, and we need
to do something to reverse course.

For example, when we look at how
this impacts average people in my
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State of South Dakota, we have young
people today who, when they look at
what they are paying in terms of
health insurance premiums this year
and what they are going to pay under
the exchanges when the exchanges kick
in, are seeing that a healthy 30-year-
old woman in South Dakota is going to
be faced with a 223-percent premium in-
crease as a result of ObamaCare. A
healthy 30-year-old man living in
South Dakota is facing a 393-percent
premium increase, when we compare
the data being put out by the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services of
what people in my State of South Da-
kota are paying today for similar cov-
erage. I am using the bronze plan under
the exchanges as a case in point.

For a young person in South Dakota,
we are talking about $1,500 more a year
to pay for health insurance for a young
woman, and $2,000 more for a young
man. This money is money that could
be used to pay off student loans, save
for a home, maybe start a family.

It is not just young adults who are
going to be faced with making tough
budget decisions between having health
care and paying for other items. We
know also that families are seeing
health care premiums skyrocket, since
the President took office, by about
$3,000, or by about $2,500 since
ObamaCare became law. That is hap-
pening at a time when average house-
hold income is going down. If we look
at the average household income since
the President took office, it is down by
about $3,600. So families are seeing
health insurance premiums go up by
$3,000 while average household income
is going down by $3,600. As we can see,
middle class families in this country
are being squeezed from both ends.

We have an opportunity to correct
that. The vote today is a vote to
defund ObamaCare. I have been a big
advocate for delaying, defunding, re-
placing, repealing. When it comes to
this issue, count me as one of the ‘‘all
of the above’—anything we can do to
get rid of this bad law and the harmful
impacts it is having on the American
people.

The vote today is going to be on
defunding. I would daresay that every
Republican in this Chamber—all 46 Re-
publicans—will be casting a vote to
defund ObamaCare. There is not a sin-
gle Republican in the Chamber today
or when this law was passed back in
2009 who voted for it. Since that time,
we have had numerous votes—I think
29 or 30 votes—here in the Senate on
repealing all or parts of ObamaCare.

So everybody on our side is going to
be on the record today in favor of
defunding this bad law. All it will take
is 5 Democrats—5 Democrats—to get us
to the 51 votes necessary to change the
direction, change the course, turn this
train around, and head it in a different
direction. Republicans are going to be
united on that point. There is some-
times a difference of opinion on tac-
tics, about the best way to reach the
goal, but one thing that unites all Re-
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publicans is the goal, and that is doing
away with this bad law and its harmful
impact on the American people, on
middle-class families, on jobs, and on
our economy. The question before the
House is, Are there going to be Demo-
crats, a handful of Democrats—five is
all it takes—to stand with Republicans
today and help us defund this law?

Nearly 60 percent of Americans say
they oppose ObamaCare. We can stop
it. We can start over and do this the
right way. We have talked about, many
times, the things we would do dif-
ferently if we had the opportunity to
write a law that actually would address
the health care challenges people face
in this country, that would create
greater competition in the market-
place by allowing people to buy insur-
ance across State lines, by allowing
small businesses to join larger groups
in pools so they get the benefit of
group purchasing power, by reducing
the cost of defensive medicine, by end-
ing a lot of the junk lawsuits that clog
the system today, by allowing people
to have a refundable tax credit where
they can buy their own health insur-
ance and they have more choice, more
competition.

These are all approaches we think
make sense and would provide a posi-
tive alternative to the American peo-
ple that would not cost us the jobs,
that would not be driving up health in-
surance premiums by 393 percent for a
30-year-old man in the State of South
Dakota or 223 percent for a 30-year-old
woman, and that would give American
families an opportunity to save more
for their future, to provide for their
families, and hopefully to invest in
what is a better and a more prosperous
future for their children and grand-
children.

That is the vote before us today.
Again, I do not have to belabor the
point when it comes to the harmful im-
pacts this has had if you look at what
it is doing to jobs, if you look at what
it is doing to employers. We talk to
people all the time. I doubt there is a
Member here in the Senate who, when
they go home to their State on week-
ends, does not have conversations with
small businesses, with employers who
are talking about what this is doing to
their ability to create jobs, to put peo-
ple to work, to raise salaries, to make
sure the people they employ have a
better future for their families.

But, clearly, as long as this bad law
stays in place, it is going to be more
expensive and more difficult for busi-
nesses in this country to create jobs; it
is going to be more difficult, more ex-
pensive for middle-class families to
make ends meet; it is going to create a
much bigger, more expansive govern-
ment that is going to cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer way more than I think
was originally promised; and certainly
it is going to add significantly to the
massive amount of debt we are passing
on to future generations.

We have an opportunity to get a do-
over today. There has been talk during
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the implementation of this that it has
glitches and bumps and inaccuracies
and malfunctions. This is not ready for
prime time. I think we can all ac-
knowledge that. At a minimum, we
ought to figure out a way to delay this
and change course, change direction,
and go in a better direction for Amer-
ica’s future.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, let me
start by getting something out of the
way: I am opposed to funding
Obamacare, plain and simple, and my
votes this week reflect that. The alleg-
edly Affordable Care Act is raising pre-
miums, forcing millions of Americans
into part-time work, and raising taxes
on hard-working American families.

However, I want to bring up another
problem we are facing this week, which
has so far been mostly drowned out in
this latest budget crisis. Short-term,
month-to-month budgeting is no way
to run a government. Even if we man-
age to avoid a government shutdown
this time, we will be debating this
same question in just 6 weeks. We
should not continue to place bandaids
on Washington’s failure to pass a re-
sponsible, long-term budget.

When I ran a small business, I had a
plan to meet payroll and keep the
lights on and doors open with the rev-
enue I brought in. Even small busi-
nesses need long range planning, fiscal
discipline, and foresight. When families
sit down to plan their budgets, they are
forced to make tough choices—like
how to save for college, or simply how
to get food on the dinner table that
week. But the Federal Government has
repeatedly failed to play by these same
rules, and as a result, we move from
crisis to crisis with no solution on the
horizon for our growing fiscal mess.
Congress has not completed all 12 reg-
ular spending bills on time since 1997.
This year, Congress has not yet passed
any of these bills. As a result, our debt
continues to rise, our government
grows ever bigger, and our economic
future remains uncertain. This hurts
our economy and hurts our families.

A big part of the solution here is not
rocket science: Pass a budget. Pass all
12 appropriations bills. Show some fis-
cal foresight. While Obamacare is cer-
tainly more than enough reason to op-
pose the current continuing resolution,
I will not support this stopgap spend-
ing measure and further grind our
budgeting process to a halt.
® Mr. President, I want to take a mo-
ment to reflect on the current Senate
debate over the funding of our govern-
ment and the future of the so-called Af-
fordable Care Act.

At the outset, I want to make one

thing perfectly <clear: I oppose
Obamacare and have from the begin-
ning.

I was among the most outspoken
critics of Obamacare when it was being
debated in the Senate. In fact, I was
the first Member of Congress to sug-
gest that the individual mandate was
unconstitutional, an argument that
eventually went all the way to the Su-
preme Court.
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Since the law’s passage, I have been
one of the foremost voices in Congress
in favor of repeal.

I have introduced legislation to re-
peal some of Obamacare’s most egre-
gious provisions, including the indi-
vidual mandate, the employer man-
date, the health insurance tax, and the
medical device tax.

I have come to the floor countless
times over the years to call for either
a full repeal or permanent delay of the
implementation of Obamacare.

In short, Mr. President, no one can
accuse me of acquiescing when it
comes to opposing Obamacare. I have
and will continue to do all I can to pro-
tect the American people from this
monstrosity of a law.

That said, I wish to express my admi-
ration for my colleagues who are cur-
rently fighting to defund Obamacare as
part of the continuing resolution to
fund the government. I admire their
commitment to their principles and
share their desire to see Obamacare
disappear once and for all.

While I may not agree with their cho-
sen strategy, our overall goals are the
same.

It is that strategy that I want to
comment on today.

Once again, no one is more com-
mitted to repealing Obamacare than I
am. However, if we are going to be suc-
cessful in this endeavor, we need to
look at the bigger picture.

Quite simply, the strategy of forcing
a government shutdown in order to
defund Obamacare has no chance of
success. And, in the long run, I believe
it will do more harm than good.

Unlike a number of my colleagues, 1
was around for the government shut-
down of 1995. And, while purists may
have patted themselves on the back for
their resolve, the shutdown did nothing
to advance conservative principles and,
in the end, harmed the Republican
Party.

I can’t help but think that the same
would happen now if we end up shut-
ting down the government over a fight
about Obamacare.

In fact, given the number of setbacks
he has faced recently, I have little
doubt that President Obama is hoping
for a government shutdown so that he
can blame it on Republicans.

That is what the Wall Street Journal
editorial page argued recently, saying:

With his own popularity fading, Mr. Obama
may want a shutdown so he can change the
subject to his caricature of GOP zealots who
want no government. He’ll blame any tur-
moil or economic fallout on House Repub-
licans, figuring that he can split the tea
party from the GOP and that this is the one
event that could reinstall Nancy Pelosi as
Speaker. Mr. Obama could spend his final
two years going out in a blaze of liberal
glory.

Does anyone seriously believe that
the mainstream media would portray a
government shutdown over Obamacare
in a light that was favorable to con-
gressional Republicans?

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD, at the conclu-
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sion of my remarks, a copy of the Wall
Street Journal editorial.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a copy of a re-
cent op-ed piece authored by Karl
Rove.

In that opinion piece, Mr. Rove right-
ly argues that:

“The desire to strike at Obamacare is
praiseworthy. But, any strategy to re-
peal, delay, or replace the law must
have a credible chance of succeeding or
affecting broad public opinion posi-
tively. The defunding strategy doesn’t.
Going down that road would strengthen
the president while alienating inde-
pendents. It is an ill-conceived tactic,
and Republicans should reject it.”

Karl Rove isn’t the only conservative
making these arguments.

Writing in the Washington Post,
Charles Krauthammer said of the shut-
down strategy: ‘‘[Tlhere’s no principle
at stake here. This is about tactics. If
I thought this would work, I would sup-
port it. But I don’t fancy suicide.”

Mr. Krauthammer continued, saying:
‘““Nothing could better revive the for-
tunes of a failing, flailing, fading
Democratic administration than a gov-
ernment shutdown where the president
is portrayed as standing up to the GOP
on honoring our debts and paying our
soldiers in the field.”

Rich Lowry, editor of the National
Review wrote that this strategy is ‘“‘a
grass roots-pleasing slogan in search of
a path to legislative fruition,’”’” and that
it ““seems tantamount to believing that
if Republican politicians clicked their
wing tips together and wished it so,
President Barack Obama would col-
lapse in a heap and surrender on his
party’s most cherished accomplish-
ment.”

Mr. President, these aren’t critiques
aimed at the Senators pursuing this
strategy. Instead, these are stalwart
conservative commentators recog-
nizing the reality of our situation.

If the strategy that some of my col-
leagues are apparently pursuing had
even a minor chance at success, I
would be the first in line to support
their efforts. Once again, no one wants
to see Obamacare defeated more than I
do.

But, facts are facts.

For this strategy to be successful, it
would require at least 15 Senate Demo-
crats to change their minds and sup-
port defunding Obamacare. That is un-
likely.

It would also require President
Obama to sign into law a resolution
defunding what he believes is his signa-
ture domestic achievement. That is
even more unlikely.

That being the case, I cannot support
this strategy. I cannot support a fili-
buster of the continuing resolution
now before the Senate.

The CR does what Republicans want
it to do—it defunds Obamacare. I urge
all my colleagues to vote for cloture on
the continuing resolution.

At the same time, I oppose any effort
to strip the language defunding
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Obamacare from the resolution and to
raise the overall spending levels above
those established under the Budget
Control Act.

Indeed, if, after the Senate invokes
cloture on the CR, the Majority Lead-
er’s amendment is agreed to, I urge my
colleagues to vote no on final passage.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 16,
2013]

THE POWER OF 218

IF HOUSE REPUBLICANS CAN’T HOLD TOGETHER,
THEY HAVE NO LEVERAGE AT ALL

Perhaps the only war strategizing more
inept than President Obama’s on Syria are
GOP plans for the budget hostilities this au-
tumn. Republicans are fracturing over tac-
tics, and even over the nature of political re-
ality, which may let Mr. Obama outwit them
like a domestic Vladimir Putin.

In our view the GOP would be less confused
if more House Members appreciated the
power of 218. That’s the number of votes that
makes a majority and it is the only true ‘‘le-
verage’ Republicans have while Democrats
hold the Senate and a Presidential veto.

The latest GOP internal dispute is over a
continuing resolution to fund the govern-
ment at sequester-spending levels. The cur-
rent CR runs out at the end of the month,
and about 40 to 50 House Republicans (out of
233) want to attach a rider that either delays
or defunds the Affordable Care Act for a year
and leaves everything else running.

Speaker John Boehner floated a CR with
an arcane procedure that would force the
Senate to take an up-or-down vote on the
anti-ObamaCare component. But pressure
groups like Heritage Action and the Club for
Growth rebelled and the vote had to be post-
poned, like so many other unforced retreats
this Congress. Here we go again.

These critics portrayed the Boehner plan
as a sellout because of a campaign that cap-
tured the imagination of some conservatives
this summer: Republicans must threaten to
crash their Zeros into the aircraft carrier of
ObamaCare. Their demand is that the House
pair the ‘“‘must pass” CR or the debt limit
with defunding the health-care bill. Kami-
kaze missions rarely turn out well, least of
all for the pilots.

The problem is that Mr. Obama is never,
ever going to unwind his signature legacy
project of national health care. Ideology
aside, it would end his Presidency politi-
cally. And if Republicans insist that any
spending bill must defund ObamaCare, then a
showdown 1is inevitable that shuts down
much of the government. Republicans will
claim that Democrats are the ones shutting
it down to preserve ObamaCare. Voters may
see it differently given the media’s liberal
sympathies and because the repeal-or-bust
crowd provoked the confrontation.

With his own popularity fading, Mr. Obama
may want a shutdown so he can change the
subject to his caricature of GOP zealots who
want no government. He’ll blame any tur-
moil or economic fallout on House Repub-
licans, figuring that he can split the tea
party from the GOP and that this is the one
event that could reinstall Nancy Pelosi as
Speaker. Mr. Obama could spend his final
two years going out in a blaze of liberal
glory.

The defunders sketch out an alternative
scenario in which Mr. Obama is blamed, and
they say we can’t know unless Republicans
try. But even they admit privately that they
really won’t succeed in defunding
ObamaCare. The best case seems to be that if
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all Republicans show resolve they’ll win over
the public in a shutdown, and Democrats will
eventually surrender, well, something.

If this works it would be the first time.
The evidence going back to the Newt Ging-
rich Congress is that no party can govern
from the House, and the Republican Party
can’t abide the outcry when flights are de-
layed, national parks close and direct depos-
its for military spouses stop. Sooner or later
the GOP breaks.

This all-or-nothing posture also usually re-
sults in worse policy. The most recent exam-
ple was the failure of Mr. Boehner’s fiscal
cliff “Plan B’ in December 2012, which was
the best the GOP could do because Mr.
Obama had the whip hand of automatic tax
increases. The fallback deal that was sealed
in the Senate raised taxes by more and is
now complicating the prospects for tax re-
form.

The backbenchers are heading into another
box canyon now. Mr. Boehner is undermined
because the other side knows he lacks 218
GOP votes, which empowers House and Sen-
ate Democrats. They want to reverse the
modest spending discipline of the sequester,
and if the House GOP can’t hold together on
the CR they will succeed. The only chance of
any entitlement reform worth the name is if
Mr. Boehner can hold his majority and nego-
tiate from strength.

We’ve often supported backbenchers who
want to push GOP leaders in a better policy
direction, most recently on the farm bill.
But it’s something else entirely to sabotage
any plan with a chance of succeeding and
pretend to have ‘‘leverage’ that exists only
in the world of townhall applause lines and
fundraising letters.

The best option now is for the GOP to
unite behind a budget strategy that can hold
218 votes, keeping the sequester pressure of
discretionary spending cuts on Democrats to
come to the table on entitlements. The se-
quester is a rare policy victory the GOP has
extracted from Mr. Obama, and it is squeez-
ing liberal constituencies that depend on fed-
eral cash.

The backbenchers might even look at the
polls showing that the public is now tilting
toward Republicans on issues including the
economy, ensuring a strong national defense
and even health care. Some Republicans
think they are sure to hold the House in 2014
no matter what happens because of gerry-
mandering, but even those levees won’t hold
if there’s a wave of revulsion against the
GOP. Marginal seats still matter for control-
ling Congress. The kamikazes could end up
ensuring the return of all-Democratic rule.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 18,

2013]
KARL ROVE: GOP’S SELF-DEFEATING
‘DEFUNDING’ STRATEGY
(By Karl Rove)

In 2010, Republicans took the House of Rep-
resentatives by gaining 63 seats. They also
picked up six U.S. senators and 675 state leg-
islators, giving them control of more legisla-
tive chambers than any time since 1928. The
GOP also won 25 of 40 gubernatorial races in
2009 and 2010.

These epic gains happened primarily be-
cause independents voted Republican. In
2010, 56% of independents voted for GOP con-
gressional candidates, up from 43% in 2008
and 39% in 2006.

Today, independents look more like Re-
publicans than Democrats, especially when
it comes to health care. In a new Crossroads
GPS health-care policy survey conducted in
10 states likely to have competitive Senate
races and in House districts that lean Repub-
lican or are swing seats, 60% of independents
oppose President Obama’s Affordable Care
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Act. If this holds through 2014, then Repub-
licans should receive another big boost in
the midterms.

There is, however, one issue on which inde-
pendents disagree with Republicans: using
the threat of a government shutdown to
defund ObamaCare. By 58% to 30% in the
GPS poll, they oppose defunding ObamaCare
if that risks even a temporary shutdown.

This may be because it is (understandably)
hard to see the endgame of the defund strat-
egy. House Republicans could pass a bill that
funds the government while killing all
ObamaCare spending. But the Democratic
Senate could just amend the measure to re-
store funding and send it back to the House.
What then? Even the defund strategy’s au-
thors say they don’t want a government
shutdown. But their approach means we’ll
get one.

After all, avoiding a shutdown would re-
quire, first, at least five Senate Democrats
voting to defund ObamaCare. But not a sin-
gle Senate Democrat says he’ll do that, and
there is no prospect of winning one over.

Second, assuming enough Senate Demo-
crats materialize to defund ObamaCare, the
measure faces a presidential veto. Repub-
licans would need 54 House Democrats and 21
Senate Democrats to vote to override the
president’s veto. No sentient being believes
that will happen.

So what would the public reaction be to a
shutdown? Some observers point to the 1995
shutdown, saying the GOP didn’t suffer much
in the 1996 election. They are partially cor-
rect: Republicans did pick up two Senate
seats in 1996. But the GOP also lost three
House seats, seven of the 11 gubernatorial
races that year, a net of 53 state legislative
seats and the White House.

A shutdown now would have much worse
fallout than the one in 1995. Back then, seven
of the government’s 13 appropriations bills
had been signed into law, including the two
that funded the military. So most of the gov-
ernment was untouched by the shutdown.
Many of the unfunded agencies kept oper-
ating at a reduced level for the shutdown’s
three weeks by using funds from past fiscal
years.

But this time, no appropriations bills have
been signed into law, so no discretionary
spending is in place for any part of the fed-
eral government. Washington won’t be able
to pay military families or any other federal
employee. While conscientious FBI and Bor-
der Patrol agents, prison guards, air-traffic
controllers and other federal employees may
keep showing up for work, they won’t get
paychecks, just IOUs.

The only agencies allowed to operate with
unsalaried employees will be those that meet
one or more of the following legal tests:
They must be responding to ‘“‘imminent”
emergencies involving the safety of human
life or the protection of property, be funded
by mandatory spending (such as Social Secu-
rity), have funds from prior fiscal years that
have already been obligated, or rely on the
constitutional power of the president. Fig-
uring out which agencies meet these tests
will be tough, but much of the federal gov-
ernment will lack legal authority to func-
tion.

But won’t voters be swayed by the argu-
ments for defunding? The GPS poll tested
the key arguments put forward by advocates
of defunding and Mr. Obama’s response. Inde-
pendents went with Mr. Obama’s counter-
punch 57% to 35%. Voters in Senate battle-
ground states sided with him 59% to 33%. In
lean-Republican congressional districts and
in swing congressional districts, Mr. Obama
won by 56% to 39% and 58% to 33%, respec-
tively. On the other hand, independents sup-
port by 51% to 42% delaying ObamaCare’s
mandate that individuals buy coverage or
pay a fine.
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The desire to strike at ObamaCare is
praiseworthy. But any strategy to repeal,
delay or replace the law must have a credible
chance of succeeding or affecting broad pub-
lic opinion positively.

The defunding strategy doesn’t. Going
down that road would strengthen the presi-
dent while alienating independents. It is an
ill-conceived tactic, and Republicans should
reject it.e

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I have
opposed the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act since it was forced
through a Democratic-controlled Con-
gress without the support of a single
Republican in the House or Senate. I
have voted to dismantle, defund, delay
and reverse this law every chance I
have been given. I will continue to take
every possible action that might be ef-
fective in achieving its repeal.

As the negative impacts of this law
become more apparent, people in my
State of Mississippi have expressed a
great deal of concern about how the
law is affecting their families and busi-
nesses. They have articulated a pro-
nounced unease about the costs of the
law, and the extent to which the Fed-
eral Government will be involved in
their personal healthcare decisions. I
share their concerns.

My constituents recognize that the
law is not working as promised. The
administration has delayed implemen-
tation of several of the law’s key provi-
sions. These special exceptions and ex-
emptions are clear indications that the
law is overly complex and ill-con-
ceived.

As their representatives in Wash-
ington, we should respect the fact that
the majority of Americans do not sup-
port this law, otherwise known as
“Obamacare.”’

I dislike Obamacare as much as any
of my colleagues. I strongly support
the provisions in this appropriations
bill that would bring implementation
of Obamacare to a halt. However, to
now vote to stop that very bill in its
tracks makes little sense to me.

Shutting down the government to
show how much we dislike the law
would not stop Obamacare. The man-
dates in Obamacare do not go away if
we do not fund the rest of the govern-
ment. Most of the funding to imple-
ment Obamacare does not depend on us
passing this appropriations bill; that
funding is mandatory spending that
has already been provided in law.

To stop Obamacare we have to enact
a law that does just that. That requires
a sufficient number of votes in the
House and in the Senate, and it re-
quires either the President’s signature
or a veto-proof majority in both
houses. I suspect that we do not cur-
rently have the votes in the Senate to
pass such legislation. But more impor-
tantly, I do not think voting to stall
the very language that we opponents of
Obamacare wish to see enacted—and
risking a government shutdown as a re-
sult—will get us closer to the goal of
stopping Obamacare.

I think a government shutdown
might have the opposite effect. It will
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shift public and media focus away from
the costly and damaging aspects of the
health care law just as it is being fully
implemented, and it will detract from
the ability of the American people to
clearly express their discontent about
the law. It is only such expressions of
discontent that will either change the
minds of a sufficient number of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
or send new representation to Wash-
ington to aid in the fight against
Obamacare.

It is shortsighted for those of us who
oppose the Obamacare law to take ac-
tions that would not reverse the law’s
potentially devastating impacts, and
will likely damage our prospects of
achieving that goal in the future. The
stakes are too high.

I will continue to fight for our shared
end goal—to fully repeal the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
since 2001 I have served as chairman on
three different appropriations sub-
committees.

I chaired subcommittees on Military
Construction and Veterans Affairs, the
Interior Department, and today the
Subcommittee on Energy and Water
Development.

Over the years I made a lot of tough
choices on which programs to fund and
which programs not to fund. But never
have things been as bad as they are
today. The cuts that we are making to
our appropriations bills under seques-
tration are strangling programs that
must be funded. Programs that are
vital to our economy, vital to public
safety, and programs that promise to
deliver the next breakthroughs in en-
ergy research.

To compound the problem, we are
now just a few days away from a gov-
ernment shutdown that has the poten-
tial to devastate our economic recov-
ery and shake the confidence in our
government to get anything done.

I would like to speak today about the
negative effects a shutdown and con-
tinued sequester would have on my
subcommittee.

The agency within my subcommittee
that may have the most direct impact
on the public is the Army Corps of En-
gineers.

The Corps safeguards our dams, our
levees and our drinking water, it keeps
our harbors open for cargo ships, and it
maintain more than 4,000 recreation
sites. Simply put, a government shut-
down would mean the termination of a
wide range of vital Corps activities.

Work would stop on virtually all con-
struction projects, studies and activi-
ties related to flood control and navi-
gation across the country. These im-
portant projects protect tens of mil-
lions of Americans.

A shutdown would mean the Corps
stops work on improving dam safety
projects including the dam at Califor-
nia’s Isabella Lake, the dam most at-
risk of failure in the State. Halting
these projects would endanger citizens
and ultimately increase the cost to
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complete this vital work. What’s more,
these projects actually reduce overall
costs to the federal government. Dam-
age prevented by Corps projects ex-
ceeds $25 billion per year. Other Corps
projects interrupted by a shutdown in-
clude strengthening levees and
floodwalls to reduce the risk of loss of
life and economic loss from flooding
and coastal storms. Work would stop
on improvements to flood protection
levees along the Mississippi River, lev-
ees that experienced record flood levels
in 2011. Projects in Boston, Kansas
City, and Seattle would be suspended.
Even worse, these construction delays
would come at a time when severe
storms are causing damage with great-
er frequency.

Even dam safety projects would be
affected by a shutdown. One example is
California’s Folsom Dam, where the
Corps and the Bureau of Reclamation
are working to increase dam safety. A
shutdown would likely cause the Corps
and Reclamation to suspend contract
activities, delaying this vital project.
The Folsom Dam is a major component
of the Central Valley Project, which
provides clean water to more than 20
million Californians, and should not be
put at risk by a government shutdown.

A shutdown will also have dramatic
impacts on water-borne commerce.
More than 2.3 billion tons of cargo
moves through our marine transpor-
tation system. Improvements to chan-
nels, harbors and waterways ensure
that this vital traffic flows without
pause.

Projects at Oakland Harbor in Cali-
fornia, Savannah Harbor in Georgia,
and Charleston Harbor in South Caro-
lina would be impacted by a shutdown,
meaning higher construction and
transportation costs.

The country’s vast system of inland
waterways would also suffer from a
shutdown. More than 600 million tons
of cargo move through our inland wa-
terways on commercial ships. A shut-
down would mean this cargo would be
dramatically slowed, and the use of
locks would likely not be available at
all to recreational boaters. While fa-
cilities on lakes that combine flood
control and hydropower would con-
tinue to operate because of safety
issues, hydropower operations would
likely be curtailed. This means 353 hy-
dropower units operated by the Corps—
which provide roughly one-quarter of
the country’s hydropower—would oper-
ate at reduced capacity. This would cut
into the $1.5 billion in payments the
units generate each year.

There are also major permitting and
operational impacts that would be im-
mediately noticeable. Processing of
regulatory permits under the Clean
Water Act, which the Corps handles,
would be immediately suspended. In a
typical year, the Corps processes more
than 80,000 permit actions. This means
anyone from an individual building a
dock to a community planning a major
development would not be able to move
forward because they won’t be able to
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secure a permit. The Corps would also
be unable to provide enforcement ac-
tions on existing permitted activities,
which could harm sensitive environ-
mental or aquatic resources.

Another visible effect would be the
shuttering of recreation areas. The
Corps of Engineers is the largest pro-
vider of outdoor recreation among all
Federal agencies. They maintain more
than 4,200 recreation sites at 422
projects in 43 states, with more than
370 million visits each year. Those visi-
tors spend more than $18 billion annu-
ally and support 350,000 full-time or
part-time jobs. All would be suspended
by a government shutdown.

The Department of Energy would
also face severe limitations under a
shutdown. Research grants to national
labs and universities would be sus-
pended. These grants fund important
clean energy challenges related to
biofuels, supercomputing, and mate-
rials research. The output of world-
class science facilities on cutting edge
research and product development may
be significantly reduced. With U.S.
leadership in science threatened by
China, Japan and Europe, now is not
the time to suspend major scientific re-
search.

Regarding the national security mis-
sions of the National Nuclear Security
Administration, a government shut-
down may delay important nuclear
modernization activities. A govern-
ment shutdown may disrupt and delay
efforts to replace aging components in
every single nuclear weapon in the
stockpile. For example, delays in re-
placing aging components in the W76
submarine-launched warhead—which
makes up more than 50 percent of the
Nation’s nuclear deterrent—would have
serious impacts to the Navy’s nuclear
deterrence mission. Upgrades to aging
infrastructure related to uranium, plu-
tonium and high explosives capabilities
would also be delayed. Delays of just
days can add millions of dollars to a
project’s bottom line.

A government shutdown may also
delay the design of a new nuclear reac-
tor for the Ohio-class submarine. A
shutdown may also delay refueling one
of only three training nuclear reactors
for sailors, which is critical for sup-
plying sufficient numbers of sailors to
man the U.S. submarine fleet.

Finally, a government shutdown will
delay and increase costs to clean up
and remediate nuclear contamination
at former nuclear weapons and nuclear
energy research sites. These activities
should be completed as quickly as pos-
sible to protect human health.

I have laid out only a taste of the ef-
fects of a government shutdown. What
I cannot begin to convey is the harm to
millions of families who would be out
of work or whose work would be cur-
tailed because of canceled projects
across the country.

This is only one of 12 subcommittees.
A government shutdown would be folly,
and we must prevent it from hap-
pening.
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Before I close, I would like to touch
on another threat to the agencies fund-
ed through my subcommittee, and that
is the dangerous and ongoing cuts
forced on us by the sequester.

With Congress focused on this imme-
diate threat, we risk losing sight of the
even more dangerous and long-term
consequences of sequestration. Once
again, the Energy and Water Appro-
priations bill provides a fine example
of the choices—and dangers—that we
face. The Senate bill funds the Corps of
Engineers at $5.3 billion.

The House bill, based on sequester
levels of funding, would slash that by
$596 million. This would take money
from vital flood control, ecosystem res-
toration and navigation projects. The
House also would not approve a single
new study or project, further delaying
vital flood protection and navigation
needs. The sequester would also jeop-
ardize such vital projects as harbor
maintenance and dredging, putting a
crimp on billions of dollars in cargo
that moves through our coasts. The
House sequester level also slashes $136
million from the Bureau of Reclama-
tion’s budget, 12 percent lower than the
Senate level.

One example of what the sequester
would cut: The Senate bill directs
funds to the WaterSmart Program and
the Recycled Water Program, both of
which increase the efficiency of water
use in the West. With record-breaking
droughts, farmers are desperately in
need of more water, but the sequester
would dry up these programs.

The Senate would also restore fund-
ing arbitrarily cut by the House from
restoration programs such as the San
Joaquin River Restoration in Cali-
fornia. This joint Federal-State-local
program was the result of a settlement
that ended 17 years of litigation.
Defunding the program could force the
project back into the courtroom.

The House funding level also further
weakens U.S. scientific leadership and
efforts to improve the competitiveness
of U.S. manufacturers through the De-
partment of Energy. The House would
cut funds for the Office of Sciences by
$5600 million, the cutting edge work of
ARPA-E by $329 million, and efficiency
and renewable energy programs by $1.4
billion.

While Europe and Asia invest heavily
in renewable energy and basic research,
the House funding under sequester
would cut in half our investments in
renewable energy development and by
10% investments in basic research.

The government shutdown is a manu-
factured crisis and it is dangerous. The
continuation of the sequester—while
less immediate—is arguably even more
dangerous.

I hope my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle, particularly in the
House, will join with Democrats to
keep our government operating at re-
sponsible levels. We need to make
those tough choices, we need to keep
the government open and we must re-
peal sequester.
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I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, everyone
knows that the vote we are about to
take—cloture on the House-passed con-
tinuing resolution—is essentially a
vote to allow the Democrats to gut the
House bill. That is why the Senate ma-
jority leader, the Senator from Nevada
Mr. REID and every other Senate Demo-
crat are supporting it.

Twenty-one House Members know
this is a vote to gut the bill that they
passed, that they worked so hard to
pass out of the House of Representa-
tives. That is why they signed a letter
yvesterday asking the Senate Repub-
licans to stand united and vote against
cloture on this bill.

You see, what happened was the
House of Representatives, acting boldly
and nobly and in response to a growing
cry from the American people—a cry
for help—acted to keep the government
funded, to fund government while
defunding ObamaCare, protecting the
American people from a law they are
becoming increasingly aware of; a law
that was passed 3% years ago without
Members of Congress having read it
and all of its 2,700 pages; a law that has
since led to the promulgation of 20,000
pages of implementing regulatory text;
a law that has since been rewritten not
just once but twice by the Supreme
Court of the United States, which, hav-
ing concluded that the law as written
was constitutionally deficient in two
respects, became convinced that it was
its duty, its prerogative, and within its
power to rewrite the law in order to
shoehorn it within the provisions of
the U.S. Constitution; a law that has
since then been rewritten three or four
times by the President of the United
States without any statutory or con-
stitutional authorization to do so—a
President who has acknowledged that
the legislation, this law, the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act, is
not ready to be implemented.

If the President of the United States
is convinced this law is not ready to be
implemented, if the President of the
United States, who pushed this law
through Congress 3% years ago and
counts this as his signature legislative
accomplishment—if this same Presi-
dent is unwilling to follow the law and
is convinced it is not ready to be imple-
mented, Congress should not fund it,
and Congress should keep the govern-
ment funded while protecting the peo-
ple from ObamacCare.

Millions of Americans are concerned
about what this law will do for them.
We have seen millions of Americans
worried about keeping their jobs, no-
ticing that jobs are becoming harder
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and harder to find. Many are losing
their jobs. Others are seeing their
wages cut. Others still are seeing their
hours cut. Many, including those 20,000
Americans who work for Home Depot
who were informed last week—like
many other Americans, they will be
losing their health coverage.

This is why the House of Representa-
tives acted. This is why what the House
of Representatives did by passing this
continuing resolution is such a good
thing. It keeps the government funded,
and it protects the American people
from the harmful effects of
ObamacCare.

Now we get over to the Senate. When
it came to the Senate, we saw that the
Senate really had a couple of options—
a couple of very legitimate options—
upon receiving this legislation from
the House.

The Senate could take up this legis-
lation and subject the legislation to an
open amendment process, allowing
Democrats and Republicans to submit
amendments as they deemed fit, to de-
bate those amendments, discuss their
relative merits, their pros and their
cons, and ultimately vote on them,
making compromises and adjustments
along the way, in the forum that has
long been honored and revered in this
institution, which heralds itself as the
world’s greatest deliberative body. An-
other option, of course, would be to
bring it up for a vote as is, an up-or-
down vote based on what the House
passed. You can vote on it as it was
passed by the House or you can subject
it to an open amendment process.

Either one of those would be fine. If
that is what we were looking at, I
would be voting yes on this cloture
vote on this resolution. That, however,
is not the option majority leader
HARRY REID selected. Instead, what he
chose was a different procedure where-
by he would select a single amend-
ment—one that guts the House-passed
bill of its most important provisions—
without allowing anyone else the op-
portunity even to present an amend-
ment and have that considered for a
vote.

The American people are tired of the
games that hide the true meaning of
this kind of tactic, of this kind of vote.
So it is incumbent upon us to try to ex-
plain them as best we can. The people
who elect us do expect us to do what
we say we are going to do—not some-
times, not just when it is convenient.
In fact, they expect us to do what we
say we are going to do especially when
it is inconvenient. That is really what
this first vote is about. Cloture on this
resolution is about showing the Amer-
ican people that we will do what we say
we are going to do even when—espe-
cially when—it is inconvenient.

We have the ability to prevent the
majority leader, Senator HARRY REID,
from unfairly gutting the House con-
tinuing resolution. If we all vote no,
that is what we will achieve. It is what
many of us have told—have promised—
the American people we will do.
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I, along with several of my col-
leagues, including Senators TED CRUZ,
MARCO RUBIO, RAND PAUL, and several
others, have promised to do everything
in my power to bring the message that
we have received—received overwhelm-
ingly and repeatedly—from the Amer-
ican people, to bring that message in-
side this Chamber, inside these halls.
That is what this effort has been all
about. We promised to do everything
we can to improve the procedure and
improve the outcome for the American
people, taking their message to Wash-
ington, incorporating their message
into our legislative strategy.

Across this great country, Americans
stayed up with us this week. They
stayed up with us even overnight,
choosing to forgo sleep, just to show
they were supportive in this effort, and
we greatly appreciate that.

I want you all who have participated
in this effort in one way or another to
reflect on how you feel at this very mo-
ment. It has been said that opportunity
looks a lot like hard work, how change
is hard work, especially here in Wash-
ington. This is what it feels like to
take on Washington. This is what it
feels like to take on the immense and
intimidating inertia of big govern-
ment. This is what it feels like to do
what the American people ask and ex-
pect and demand. Those of you who
have been involved in this effort should
be proud, should feel energized and mo-
tivated to take on the next big chal-
lenge. The American people, of course,
expect more and deserve better than
what they frequently get from Wash-
ington.

I wish I could say that the fight that
has ensued over the last few days was
just about ObamaCare and nothing
more. Sadly, ObamaCare is just one
symptom of a much larger problem. It
all stems from the syndrome of self-im-
portance that the political ruling class
in Washington tends to feel. The bigger
problem in Washington is that the big-
ger the problem the American people
face, the more people in Washington
tend to think Washington has all the
answers. ObamaCare, like the fiscal
cliff, like our $17 trillion debt, like our
almost $1 trillion annual deficit, like
our $2 trillion annual regulatory com-
pliance costs in this country, all are
the natural, inevitable results of a Fed-
eral Government that is simply too big
and too expensive, that delves far too
deeply into the lives of the American
people, delves far too deeply into ev-
erything from our communications to
our health care decisions, into every-
thing from what kind of light bulbs we
use, to how much water our toilets
flush.

These are deep and personal decisions
that are getting deeper and more per-
sonal every single day. The American
people understand that they are the
sovereigns in this country. They are
not subjects. We the people are citi-
zens. The government works for us,
even though it has started to feel as
though it is the other way around.
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All these things show what happens
when the political elite, not we the
people, pretend to be in control. This is
not about any one person or even any
one policy or even one political party.
This is about this town and it is about
the American people, what they de-
serve, what they demand, what they
expect, and what they have a right to,
which is the right to live free of undue
interference from their national gov-
ernment.

This vote is not the end. It is not
even the beginning of the end. This is
simply the end of the beginning. Wash-
ington may appear to have the upper
hand at this moment, but it is essen-
tial that we remember that the Amer-
ican people will always have the final
word.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, 3% years
ago, perhaps reasonable minds could
have differed over whether ObamaCare
would work. Perhaps reasonable minds
could have differed over whether it
would cripple the economy. Perhaps
reasonable minds could have differed
over whether it would be devastating
to millions of Americans. Today, that
is no longer the case.

Today, we have seen the impact of
ObamaCare. We have seen what it is
doing. ObamaCare is a train wreck. It
is a nightmare, to use the word used by
the lead Democratic author in the Sen-
ate, and a union leader who previously
supported ObamaCare. ObamaCare is
the single largest job Killer in the
country. ObamaCare is forcing Ameri-
cans all over our Nation into part-time
work, to working 29 hours a week or
less.

ObamaCare is causing health insur-
ance premiums to skyrocket all over
this country. ObamaCare is jeopard-
izing the health care for millions of
Americans, threatening that they will
lose their health insurance altogether.
It, quite simply, is not working.

Perhaps saddest of all, the Senate is
not listening. The Senate Democrats
are not listening to the millions of
Americans who are being hurt by
ObamaCare. If you are a young person
right now coming out of school, and
finding door after door closed to you
because small businesses are not grow-
ing, because jobs are not there, because
we have the lower labor force partici-
pation in decades, Senate Democrats
are not listening to you.

If you are a single mom right now,
perhaps waiting tables at a diner, and
you are seeing your hours forcibly re-
duced to 29 hours a week—29 hours a
week is not enough to feed your Kkids.
But that is what ObamaCare is doing
to you. Senate Democrats are not lis-
tening to you. If you are a recent im-
migrant trying to raise a young family,
working hard and seeing your health
insurance premiums skyrocket, and
you are wondering how on Earth you
are going to be able to pay these rising
premiums while still meeting the needs
and expense of your young family, Sen-
ate Democrats are not listening to you.
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If you are retired, if you are a person
with disabilities, getting notice from
your insurance carrier that the policy
is going to be dropped because of
ObamaCare or if you are concerned
that you will be getting notices—so
many others across this country have
been—Senate Democrats are not listen-
ing to you.

If you are married and on your
spouse’s health insurance, and you
have received a notice like 15,000 em-
ployees at UPS recently received a no-
tice, telling them that their spousal
coverage was being dropped, that their
husbands and wives were losing their
health insurance because of
ObamaCare, Senate Democrats are not
listening to you.

If you are a union worker working
hard to provide for your family to seek
the American dream, and you are dis-
covering that the health insurance
that you liked, that you have worked
for, that you have paid for, is going to
be taken away from you because of
ObamaCare, Senate Democrats are not
listening to you.

Perhaps some might say, how could
it be that this is happening? Surely
Senate Democrats would listen to the
American people if that sort of suf-
fering were happening. Well, if you do
not take my word for it, let me urge
you to take the words of James Hoffa,
president of the Teamsters. I would
like to read a portion of a letter Mr.
Hoffa wrote recently to Senate major-
ity leader HARRY REID and House mi-
nority leader NANCY PELOSI.

Dear Leader REID and Leader PELOSI: When
you and the President sought our support for
the Affordable Care Act, you pledged that if
we liked the health plans we have now, we
could keep them. Sadly, that promise is
under threat. Right now, unless you and the
Obama administration enact an equitable
fix, ObamaCare will shatter not only our
hard-earned benefits but destroy the founda-
tion of the 40-hour work week that is the
backbone of the American middle class.

That is not me speaking, that is
James Hoffa, the president of the
Teamsters.

Like millions of other Americans, our
members are front-line workers in the Amer-
ican economy. We have been strong sup-
porters of the notion that all Americans
should have access to quality, affordable
health care. We have also been strong sup-
porters of you.

I would note this is addressed to Sen-
ate majority leader HARRY REID and
House minority leader NANCY PELOSI.

In campaign after campaign we have put
boots on the ground, gone door-to-door to
get out the vote, run phone banks and raised
money to secure this vision.

The vision of a Democratic majority
in the Senate. So how is that Demo-
cratic majority in the Senate working
out for union workers across the coun-
try? Well, the next sentence in this let-
ter is:

Now this vision has come back to haunt us.

I would note this is the exact same
sentiment I expressed a moment ago.
Senate Democrats are not listening to
you. The letter continues:
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Time is running out. Congress wrote this
law; we voted for you. We have a problem.
You need to fix it. The unintended con-
sequences of the ACA are severe. Perverse in-
centives are already creating nightmare sce-
narios:

Note that word ‘‘nightmare” which I
started my remarks by quoting. That
is not my word, that is the Teamsters
describing ObamaCare. Indeed, the let-
ter concludes by saying:

On behalf of the millions of working men
and women we represent and the families
they support, we can no longer stand silent
in the face of the elements of the Affordable
Care Act that will destroy the very health
and wellbeing of our members along with
millions of other hardworking Americans.

Let me note, No. 1, Mr. Hoffa says
millions of working men and women.
Not hundreds; not thousands; millions.
What does Mr. Hoffa say is happening
to those millions of working men and
women? That their health care is being
destroyed. Destroyed is the word he
used. What answer do we get today
from the Democrats in the Senate?
Nothing.

President Obama has granted exemp-
tions from this failed law to big busi-
ness and to Members of Congress. So
the friends of the administration do
not have to bear the burden of the
law’s collapse, but hard-working Amer-
icans, those without lobbyists, without
friends in the corridors of power, are
getting no exemptions from Senate
Democrats. That is wrong.

In roughly an hour, if Senators vote
as they have announced publicly they
intend to vote, this body will vote to
put back, to restore the funding for
ObamaCare and to gut the House con-
tinuing resolution. But the good news
is, the process is not over. It is going to
go back to the House of Representa-
tives. I salute the House for having the
courage to stand and fight and defund
ObamaCare. I remain confident, hope-
ful, and optimistic that the House will
stand their ground, will continue the
fight, which means this issue is coming
back to the Senate.

That is good news. That is good news,
No. 1, for Republicans. It is unfortu-
nate that there has been Republican di-
vision on this issue. When it comes
back to the Senate after the House
stands their ground yet again, we will
have an opportunity for Republicans to
come home, for Republicans to stand
together. I very much hope the next
time this issue is before this body in a
few days, all 46 Republicans are united
against ObamaCare and standing with
the American people, that we listened
to the American people the way Senate
Democrats are not.

Let me tell you I hope also that it is
not just 46 Republicans. Our friends on
the Democratic side of the aisle go
home to their States, they listen to
their constituents. They are hearing
the suffering from the men and women
who elected them. It is not easy to dis-
agree with your political party. But at
the end of the day, what we are doing
here is bigger than partisan politics.
What we are doing here is fitting for
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300 million Americans across this great
country.

So I hope when this issue comes
back, when the House stands their
ground and sends it back to us, instead
of just exercising brute political power,
as this body is getting ready to do, I
hope the Senate Democrats begin lis-
tening, that they begin listening to
young people, that they begin listening
to single moms, that they begin listen-
ing to immigrants, that they begin lis-
tening to people who are retired, people
with disabilities, that they begin lis-
tening to married people, that they
begin listening to union workers, all of
whom are suffering under ObamaCare.

This is an opportunity for the Senate
to return to the finest traditions of
this body, where we listen to and fight
for the American people. That has not
happened in a long time. But I am very
hopeful that we are in the process of
seeing it begin to happen now.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
PHY.) The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. I am not sure if
you have a fax machine at home. Many
Americans don’t anymore and neither
do a lot of small businesses. It seems a
bit odd to tell small businesses they
need to fax in—fax in—enrollment
forms for ObamaCare, but this is what
the Obama administration is now
doing.

If T might paraphrase the President:
The 1980s called, and they want their
health policy back.

To be fair, snail mail is also an op-
tion and it looks as though the Presi-
dent’s people will try to have the issue
fixed soon, despite passing a law more
than 3 years ago. Again this is the
same President who told us that
ObamaCare is ‘‘working the way it’s
supposed to,” and that those who al-
ready have health care won’t see many
changes under this law. This is the
same guy who promised us his health
care ideas would make American pre-
miums lower and that they would be
able to keep the plans they like.

Forgive me for being a little bit
skeptical, given how these other rosy
scenarios have played out. I am not the
only skeptic out there. Just ask the
folks who have already been laid off or
seen their hours cut. Ask the graduate
who can’t find anything but part-time
work. Ask the twenty-something who
is going to lose her employer health
plan and pay more over in the ex-
changes.

The reality simply does not match up
with the rhetoric. That includes the
President’s remarks yesterday in
Maryland. He said there is no ‘‘wide-
spread evidence’” that ObamaCare is
hurting jobs. That is actually what he
said, no ‘“‘widespread evidence.”’
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We all know the President was hang-
ing around with Bill Clinton the other
day. What we didn’t know was he was
getting pointers on syntax. It makes
you wonder what would constitute
widespread evidence of job loss in this
President’s mind. I mean, only yester-
day his press secretary dismissed re-
ports of a company dropping health in-
surance for 55,000 employees as only an
‘“‘anecdote.”

Maybe that is how things look from
the south lawn. It looks a lot different
if you just lost the health care plan
you liked and wanted to keep. As Sen-
ator Moynihan used to tell us: Data is
the plural of anecdote. There are just
too many stories about the impact of
ObamaCare, far too many to be dis-
missed with the wave of a hand.

Ironically, the same day the Presi-
dent was painting more rosy scenarios
in Maryland, the administration an-
nounced yet another delay in this law’s
implementation. That is about the
time we found out about the fax ma-
chines and all that follows the revela-
tion of yet more exchange problems,
this time with an exchange in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. You might be able to
take away any one of these ObamaCare
problems in isolation and explain it
away, say it doesn’t matter and call it
an anecdote, but what we are getting
here is a constant drip, drip, paired
with the effect of seeing what is hap-
pening to our jobs, our health care, and
the economy.

It all adds up to just one thing: a law
in trouble, a law that needs to be re-
pealed. This is the goal of every Repub-
lican Member here in the Republican
Conference in the Senate. We are
united on the need to repeal
ObamaCare. We want to replace it with
sensible, bipartisan forms that actually
will work, and in a few minutes each
and every one of us will vote against
funding ObamaCare.

The American people want this re-
pealed. Republicans want it repealed. 1
wouldn’t be surprised if a number of
our Democratic colleagues secretly
want it repealed as well. The problem
is we can’t get this done unless my
friends on the other side are prepared
to step up with us and work on the
issue, because there are 54 of them and
46 of us. This doesn’t mean we will give
up the fight if they don’t. We won’t.
There are a lot of other things we can
do in the meantime.

For instance, we can follow the ad-
ministration’s lead in offering
ObamaCare a delay for the American
people. After all, the administration
seems to think businesses deserve a
break from ObamaCare. Doesn’t the
middle class deserve the same treat-
ment, the very same treatment? Re-
publicans think so. I think we might be
able to convince enough Democrats to
join us on that to help us provide fair-
ness—fairness to the middle class.

Yesterday, one Democratic Senator
already signaled his willingness to
delay some of the worst aspects of the
law as well. He called a delay for the
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American people ‘‘very reasonable and
sensible.” He posed a question: ‘“‘Don’t
you think it’d be fair?”’

The answer is: Yes, that would be
fair. That is a question for my Demo-
cratic colleagues to respond to. Many
of them know how badly this law is
hurting their constituents. Isn’t that
the fair thing to do? Of course it is.

I am calling on Democratic Senators
to put the middle class ahead of the
President’s pride, calling for them to
pass a delay for everyone. We have al-
ready filed legislation that would do
just that. A bipartisan majority of the
House already supports it. Let’s work
together to actually do it. Once we get
that done, let’s keep working to get rid
of this law and replace it with real re-
forms, not with ideas from the 1980s,
but with commonsense, step-by-step re-
forms that will actually lower the cost
for the American people and spare
them from this terrible law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 12:30
is reserved for the two leaders, with
the final 10 minutes reserved for the
majority leader.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. During my time in Wash-
ington I have had the opportunity to
work with many reasonable, thought-
ful Republicans, including those serv-
ing in this body today. Those reason-
able Republicans value this institution,
the Senate, and they respect the gov-
ernment of which it is a part.

Today, the Republican Party has
been infected by a small but destruc-
tive faction that would rather tear
down the House our Founders built
than govern from it. These extremists
are more interested in putting on a
show, as one Republican colleague put
it, than in legislating. That is why
they prevented the Senate from taking
action to avert a government shutdown
last night to put on a show today.

Despite pleas from the House of Rep-
resentatives for a quick Senate action,
that same vocal minority was deter-
mined to waste the dwindling hours be-
fore a government shutdown—1 day,
basically, they wasted. Although every
minute that passes puts this country 1
minute closer to a shutdown, a shut-
down that would shatter our economy,
they continue to obstruct and to delay.

A bad day for government is a good
day for the anarchists among us, those
who believe in no—I repeat, no—gov-
ernment. That is their belief. Modern-
day anarchists known as the tea party
believe in no government. They are
backed by a very wealthy group of peo-
ple who finance this effort to destroy
our government.

It is important to note these tea
party obstructionists don’t represent
mainstream Republicans either in this
body or mainstream Republicans in our
country. But unfortunately their grip
on the rudder of the Republican Party
is very firm.

For the last few years these radicals
in the House and Senate have driven
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America from crisis to crisis—we lurch
from crisis to crisis—leaving a trail of
economic destruction behind them.
Now they have taken the U.S. Govern-
ment hostage and demanded an impos-
sible ransom—that Democrats repeal
the law of this land known as
ObamacCare.

The Affordable Care Act has been the
law of the land for 4 years. The U.S.
Supreme Court has declared it con-
stitutional and soon it will help 25 to 35
million people in America who are cur-
rently living without health insurance.
It will allow them to get access to the
lifesaving care they need and deserve.

I don’t know if people truly know
what it means not to have health in-
surance, not to have the ability to go
to the doctor or hospital when they are
sick or hurting. Some of us do. Some of
us understand how tens of millions of
people in America can’t go to the hos-
pital when they are sick or when they
are hurt.

When I was a boy—I don’t know how
old I was, 10 or 11 years old—I was so
sick. I can still remember how sick I
was. I had been sick for quite a long
time in the house we lived in. But, you
see, we didn’t have doctors in Search-
light. There wasn’t a doctor for 50
miles and we had no car. I was very
sick. We didn’t go to doctors. But it
was obvious I was very ill and so one of
my older brothers came to visit and he
was with a friend. That friend of my
brother Don agreed to take me to the
hospital. So I went to the hospital. I
still have the scar. I had a growth on
my large intestine. I would have died
had I not gone to the hospital. So I
know what it is like not to be able to
go to the hospital or doctor when you
are sick.

My wonderful mother took in wash.
Searchlight had nothing much there,
but once, I remember, a TB wagon
came through. That was a truck where
they would do x-rays of somebody’s
chest to find out if they had tuber-
culosis because it was still around.
People in Searchlight—I remember
Conn Hudgens and others—had tuber-
culosis. My dad wouldn’t go, but my
mother went and had her chest x-
rayed. The results came back on a lit-
tle card in the mail, and she had tuber-
culosis. She was positive for tuber-
culosis.

What did we do? What did she do?
Nothing. Nothing. As a boy, caring
about my mother, I worried so much
about that. I can’t imagine even to this
day how she must have felt. In hind-
sight, it looks like it was a false posi-
tive, but that didn’t take away the
concern I had for a long time. So I
can’t imagine, I repeat, how my moth-
er must have felt.

So I have had some view of what it is
like not to be able to go to the doctor
or hospital when you are sick or hurt.

Again, I don’t know how old I was,
but my little brother, 22 months
younger than I am, was coming up on a
bicycle and he slid and he was hurt. He
was crying. I guess he was 10 years old

September 27, 2013

or something like that, and no one was
home. So I helped him get up to the
house and lie down. I went and found
my mother. My brother never, ever
went to the doctor, and he had a bro-
ken leg. He still has a bent leg to show
today. He laid on that bed. He couldn’t
touch the bed it hurt so much. He laid
there until he could get up and walk a
week or 10 days later.

So these people who just non-
chalantly don’t focus on the fact that
millions of Americans have no health
insurance—we can’t just walk away
from this. The health care law we have
is important.

Republicans fought long and hard in
opposition to ObamaCare, and they
lost. It was a fair fight. They made
their case against Obama directly to
the American people in November last
year, and they lost again. Obama won
not by a small margin. He won by 5
million votes. What was the main issue
in that campaign? It was health care.
The American people overwhelmingly
reelected the President, and one reason
they did is because of health care.

Yesterday, on this floor, from over
there, a colleague of ours, the senior
Senator from Arizona, JOHN MCCAIN,
spoke with great eloquence about this
law, a law he opposes. This is what he
said:

The people spoke. They spoke, much to my
dismay, but they spoke and reelected the
President of the United States. That doesn’t
mean we give up our efforts to try to replace
and repair ObamaCare. But elections have
consequences. The majority of the American
people supported the President of the United
States and renewed his stewardship of this
country. I don’t like it. But I think all of us
should respect the outcome of elections,
which reflect the will of the people.

Who said this again? Who said this?
Who is this JOHN McCAIN? He is a prov-
en fighter, in war and in public service.
This is a man who held the mantle of
the Republican Party’s nomination to
be President of the United States. He is
not some gadfly but an American pa-
triot, and history books will talk about
that in generations to come. The Re-
publicans heard his message, for which
the Senate and the country should be
grateful.

So there is challenge this fall, clos-
ing in on the end of the fiscal year, for
those of us who respect the system of
government devised by America’s
Founders, those of us who believe in
the rule of law and that elections re-
flect the will of the American people
will face a test. Can we prevent an eco-
nomically disastrous government shut-
down, and can we protect the full faith
and credit of the United States?

From one newspaper—not lots of
newspapers, one newspaper—look at
the headlines ‘“‘GOP hard-liners block
strategy to avoid shutdown’; ‘‘Govern-
ment shutdown would entail cost’’;
“Shutdown could carry pay risk even
for employees kept on the job.”

One newspaper.

‘“‘Agencies prepare to furlough work-
ers in the face of partial government
shutdown.”’



September 27, 2013

‘“Shutdown grows more likely as
House digs in.”

This is from Governor Christy:
“Shutdown would be a failure.” He
says it would be irresponsible.

““As government shutdown looms,
Americans brace for possible disrup-
tion, disappointment.”

Another headline: ‘“‘Surrounding ju-
risdictions develop shutdown game
plans.”

“Threat of shutdown delays some
Colorado flood relief.”

Is it any wonder the stock market is
going down? Is it any wonder that peo-
ple are concerned? Is it any wonder
that someone such as the woman who
works for the Park Service, who came
to see me yesterday, said to me: I have
been through this before. I am not
going to get paid for my work.

So the question is, Can we overcome
modern-day anarchists? In just a few
minutes the Senate will take the first
step toward wresting control from
these extremists. Democrats will vote
to avert a government shutdown, and I
am confident many of my Republican
colleagues will vote with us to allow
the government to perform its basic
duties. Together, we will send a mes-
sage to radical Republicans that we
will not allow the law of the land to be
used as a hostage, a law that has been
in place for 4 years.

I am pleased so many of my Senate
Republican colleagues seem to under-
stand the stakes of this debate—the
economic health of a still struggling
Nation and the economic well-being of
still struggling families. I urge sensible
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives to follow our lead, to follow the
lead of Republicans in the Senate, and
let the House Democrats vote. Don’t
just make it a majority-minority; let
the 435 Members who serve in the
House of Representatives vote and pass
a clean bill to avert a shutdown. Defy
the anarchists. Respect the rule of the
law and help the Senate govern.

I ask unanimous consent that the
time remaining for Senator MCCON-
NELL and myself be yielded back and
that we begin the vote.

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

All time is yielded back.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, and pursuant to
rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the following cloture motion
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
proceed to Calendar No. 195, H.J. Res. 59, a
joint resolution making continuing appro-
priations for fiscal year 2014, and for other
purposes.

Harry Reid, Barbara A. Mikulski, Carl
Levin, Patrick J. Leahy, Elizabeth
Warren, Charles E. Schumer, Richard
J. Durbin, Christopher A. Coons, Chris-
topher Murphy, Edward J. Markey,
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Patty Murray, Tim Kaine, John D.
Rockefeller IV, Bill Nelson, Angus S.
King, Jr., Benjamin L. Cardin, Kirsten
E. Gillibrand.

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

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on H.J. Res. 59, a
joint resolution making continuing ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014, and for
other purposes, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would
have voted ‘‘yea’ and the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) would have voted
“nay.”

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 79,
nays 19, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 206 Leg.]

YEAS—T9
Alexander Durbin Menendez
Ayotte Feinstein Merkley
Baldwin Franken Mikulski
Barrasso Gillibrand Murkowski
Baucus Graham Murphy
Begich Hagan Murray
Bennet Harkin Nelson
Blumenthal Heinrich
Blunt Heitkamp IP;rygr
Boozman Hirono e?
Boxer Hoeven Reid
Brown Isakson Rockefeller
Burr Johanns Sanders
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Schatz
Cardin Johnson (WI) Schumer
Carper Kaine Shaheen
Casey King Stabenow
Chambliss Kirk Tester
Chiesa Klobuchar Thune
Coats Landrieu Udall (CO)
Coburn Leahy Udall (NM)
Cochran Levin Warner
Collins Manchin Warren
Coons Markey Whitehouse
Corker McCain Wicker
Cornyn McCaskill
Donnelly McConnell Wyden

NAYS—19
Crapo Lee Scott
Cruz Moran Sessions
Enzi Paul Shelby
Fischer Portman Toomey
Grassley Risch Vitter
Heller Roberts
Inhofe Rubio

NOT VOTING—2

Flake Hatch

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any other Senator wishing to vote?

If not, a reminder that expressions of
approval or disapproval are not per-
mitted in the Senate.

On this vote, the yeas are 79, the
nays are 19. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn having
voted in the affirmative, the motion is
agreed to.

Under the previous order, cloture
having been invoked, all time is yield-
ed back. Amendment No. 1975 is with-
drawn.
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The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, pursuant to
section 904 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, I move to waive all applica-
ble sections of the Act and any other
applicable budget points of order for
purposes of the pending joint resolu-
tion and the amendments.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

Mr. REID. I yield back all time on
the motion to waive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would
have voted ‘‘nay’’ and the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) would have voted
“‘nay.”

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

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 68,
nays 30, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 207 Leg.]

YEAS—68
Baldwin Graham Murkowski
Baucus Hagan Murphy
Begich Harkin Murray
Bennet Heinrich Nelson
Blumenthal Heitkamp Portman
Blunt Hirono Pryor
Boxer Isakson Reed
Brown Jo}}nson (SD) Reid
Cantyvell K?me Rockefeller
Cardin King S

X anders
Carper Kirk Schatz
Casey Klobuchar
Chambliss Landrieu Schumer
Chiesa Leahy Shaheen
Cochran Levin Stabenow
Collins Manchin Tester
Coons Markey Udall (CO)
Cornyn McCain Udall (NM)
Donnelly McCaskill Warner
Durbin McConnell Warren
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse
Franken Merkley Wicker
Gillibrand Mikulski Wyden

NAYS—30
Alexander Enzi Paul
Ayotte Fischer Risch
Barrasso Grassley Roberts
Boozman Heller Rubio
Burr Hoeven Scott
Coats Inhofe Sessions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Corker Johnson (WI) Thune
Crapo Lee Toomey
Cruz Moran Vitter

NOT VOTING—2

Flake Hatch

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 68, the nays are 30.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

For the information of the Senate,
upon the invoking of cloture, the mo-
tion to commit falls.

There will now be 2 minutes of debate
equally divided.

The Senator from Maryland is recog-
nized.
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Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Reid-Mikulski amend-
ment to the continuing resolution. Our
amendment makes two important
changes in the House CR. First the
amendment clears out the toxic polit-
ical item in the House CR—defunding
the Affordable Care Act. It also re-
moves the debt-limit provision that
threatens the full faith and credit of
the United States. It changes the date
of the CR from December 15 to Novem-
ber 15 to see if we can’t get to vote on
an omnibus bill and end the sequester.

We are out of time. The fiscal year
ends in 3 days. Let’s pass the Reid-Mi-
kulski amendment, let’s pass the CR,
and let’s keep America’s government
working as hard as its taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, this is
the moment of truth. We need to be ab-
solutely clear about what we are vot-
ing on here. A ‘‘yes’ vote will be a vote
to fund ObamaCare because it will take
out of the underlying continuing reso-
lution the House position that Repub-
licans have universally supported to
defund ObamaCare.

I ask my colleagues, before they vote
yes on this important amendment, Do
you really want to be responsible for
killing more jobs? Do you really want
to be responsible for more people losing
their health insurance and their own
doctors? Do you really want to be re-
sponsible for making full-time work
part-time work? If not, then vote no.

This is a second chance, and in life
we don’t get many second chances. I
hope our colleagues will take advan-
tage of the opportunity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 1974.

The yeas and nays were previously
ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Once
again, a reminder that expressions of
approval or disapproval are not allowed
in the Senate.

Are there any other Senators in the
Chamber desiring to vote?

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would
have voted ‘‘nay’’ and the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) would have voted
“Ila,y”.

The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Baldwin Casey Heitkamp
Baucus Coons Hirono
Begich Donnelly Johnson (SD)
Bennet Durbin Kaine
Blumenthal Feinstein King
Boxer Franken Klobuchar
Brown Gillibrand Landrieu
Cantwell Hagan Leahy
Cardin Harkin Levin
Carper Heinrich Manchin
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Markey Pryor Stabenow
McCaskill Reed Tester
Menendez Reid Udall (CO)
Merkley Rockefeller Udall (NM)
Mikulski Sanders Warner
Murphy Schatz Warren
Murray Schumer Whitehouse
Nelson Shaheen Wyden
NAYS—44
Alexander Cruz Moran
Ayotte Enzi Murkowski
Barrasso Fischer Paul
Blunt Graham Portman
Boozman Grassley Risch
Burr ) Heller Roberts
gﬁgmbhss ?Io};evfen Rubio
iesa nhofe
Coats Isakson SGOtF
essions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Cochran Johnson (WI)
Collins Kirk Thune
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn McCain Vitter
Crapo McConnell Wicker
NOT VOTING—2
Flake Hatch

The amendment (No. 1974) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there is 2 minutes
equally divided.

The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, it is
now time to vote on final passage. 1
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to vote for this. It will prevent a
government shutdown. It will lay the
groundwork for us to get to a solution
on the long-term fiscal needs of our
country, including to replace sequester
and to come up with an approach to
fund essential government services
where we make investments that
America desperately needs.

If the Senate keeps this government
open, it means continuing our critical
services, it avoids a shutdown, and it
lays the groundwork for solving our
problems.

I urge the adoption and passage of
this bill.

We yield back our remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed, and the joint resolution to
be read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall the joint
resolution pass?

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senators
are necessarily absent: the Senator
from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE)
would have voted ‘“‘nay” and the Sen-
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ator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) would have
voted ‘‘nay.”
The result was announced—yeas 54,
nays 44, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 209 Leg.]

YEAS—54
Baldwin Harkin Murray
Baucus Heinrich Nelson
Begich Heitkamp Pryor
Bennet Hirono Reed
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Reid
Boxer Kaine Rockefeller
Brown King Sanders
Cantwell Klobuchar Schatz
Cardin Landrieu Schumer
Carper Leahy Shaheen
Casey Levin Stabenow
Coons Manchin Tester
Donnelly Markey Udall (CO)
Durbin McCaskill Udall (NM)
Feinstein Menendez Warner
Franken Merkley Warren
Gillibrand Mikulski Whitehouse
Hagan Murphy Wyden
NAYS—44

Alexander Cruz Moran
Ayotte Enzi Murkowski
Barrasso Fischer Paul
Blunt Graham Portman
Boozman Grassley Risch
Burr Heller Roberts
Chambliss Hoeven Rubio
Chiesa Inhofe Scott
Coats Isakson Sessi

essions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Cochran Johnson (WI)
Collins Kirk Thune
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn McCain Vitter
Crapo McConnell Wicker

NOT VOTING—2

Flake Hatch

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 59), as
amended, was passed.

——
VOTE EXPLANATION

e Mr. FLAKE. Mr. President, I was
necessarily absent during Friday’s clo-
ture vote on H.J. Res. 59, the con-
tinuing resolution, as well as the mo-
tion to waive the budget act points of
order with respect to H.J. Res. 59, the
amendment offered by Senator REID to
strike language defunding Obamacare,
and final passage of the resolution, due
to my son’s wedding in Arizona. Had I
been here, I would have voted against
all four measures.

I would not have supported a bill
that would weaken the meaningful
spending reductions required by cur-
rent law. The rate of spending under
this continuing resolution exceeds the
budget cap set by the Budget Control
Act. Additionally, I took issue with the
restrictive process under which this
bill was considered on the floor: There
was no indication that Senators would
have had the opportunity to vote on an
amendment that respects the overall
budget cap and funds the government
at the required $967 billion level for
next year.e

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate be in a period of morning busi-
ness until 4 p.m. with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10
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minutes each, and the majority leader
be recognized at 4 p.m.

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

——————

COLORADO FLOODING

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I come to the floor to speak once
again about the floods that were of bib-
lical proportions that afflicted our
State just a couple of weeks ago and
the necessity of passing a piece of leg-
islation, as we have done in the past on
the heels of such natural disasters,
that will allow my State to access ex-
isting emergency transportation funds
more efficiently.

This is legislation my colleague and
my friend and fellow Coloradan Sen-
ator BENNET and I have introduced.

It is critically important because it
will allow us in Colorado to begin re-
building our battered roads and bridges
and highways without having to wait
years for relief. In Colorado, hundreds
of miles of roads and approximately 50
major bridges have been damaged. I
want to display one photograph to give
you a sense of what happened in Colo-
rado.

I know Senator BENNET is here. I
think he and I would agree that this is
moderate damage represented in this
photograph. There are many, many
other scenes in our State where the
roads are completely gone. You would
not even know there was a road in the
canyon like this one here. But this
gives you a sense of what we have to do
to repair all of this infrastructure.

Many towns, as I am implying, have
seen the roads which provide access in
and out of their communities severely
limited. In fact, there a couple of com-
munities that have been cut off. But
the good news is that there are emer-
gency relief dollars for transportation
projects that have already been appro-
priated. They are available right now.

Why do I come to the floor, then, if
that is the situation? There is an arbi-
trary statutory cap of $100 million per
disaster that applies to those funds.
This could limit the flood relief that
we receive and then unnecessarily
delay repairs, not necessarily this year
or next year, but for decades. But his-
torically, this is the good news, this
opportunity we all have, as Members of
the House and the Senate, to lift this
cap. It has routinely been recognized
by Congress as an unwise impediment
to helping States recover, particularly
when they are hit by the size of this
disaster.

We have made exceptions to this cap
for nearly every natural disaster in re-
cent years. We waived it for Hurricanes
Gustav, Ike, and Sandy, as well as for
the Missouri River Basin flooding in
2011. In other words, when States are
devastated, as we have been by natural
disasters, we as a Congress have said
that putting arbitrary impediments in
the way of relief efforts just does not
make sense, especially—and this is
really important to understand—when
no new funds need to be appropriated.
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The good news is, as I have alluded
to, we are not asking Congress to ap-
propriate any new money for transpor-
tation projects, nor does our bill in-
crease budget authority or increase
spending by the Federal Government.
We are simply making sure that Colo-
rado has fair access to the program
that was created for the very purpose
of helping States such as Colorado re-
build after a natural disaster.

In fact, if we do not raise the cap,
then we may be in the situation—mnot
just Senator BENNET and I—but the
Congress may be in a position where we
have to pursue something more serious
that does require money—in other
words, additional appropriations.

This is critically important. We have
to do this. We need to. We must provide
Colorado with certainty and relief as
soon as possible. I want to again under-
line what happened in Colorado and
what we are facing. Beginning on Sep-
tember 11, historic rains poured down.
We had had a heat wave. We had been
in the 90s, a very warm spell of weath-
er. Literally overnight, beginning on
September 11, historic rains poured
down on our State without cessation.

Rivers overtopped their banks from
Rocky Mountain National Park, which
is our crown jewel in the National Park
System in Colorado, all the way out
onto the eastern plains. It washed
away highways, it drowned family
homes, and it transformed entire farms
into lakes. Creeks such as South Boul-
der Creek, which runs right behind my
home, swelled. My neighbors were
evacuated. I could not get home for 24
hours.

Culverts such as those near Com-
merce City quickly filled with rushing
water. Rivers such as the Big Thomp-
son near Estes Park turned into walls
of water that devastated entire com-
munities.

Let me give you another set of
metrics. The affected area covers near-
ly 200 square miles and over 80 percent
of our State’s population. If we count-
ed—Senator BENNET and I would
agree—b million Coloradans that we
represent or 80 percent of our State’s
population has been affected.

For a sense of scope—I did not know
Senator MURPHY would be presiding—
the floodwaters cover an area the size
of Connecticut. Nine counties are con-
sidered major disasters. At least 9
Coloradans have died. Thank God it
was not more. We had a lot of missing
people, but we think we have identified
where all of those people are. We lost 9
Coloradans. Nearly 20,000 homes are
damaged or destroyed.

Nearly 2,500 people were evacuated by
the Colorado National Guard, the most
since Hurricane Katrina. Some bit of
good news: The muddy waters have
begun to recede. That has given us a
better look at the vast extent of the
damage: 200 miles of State highways
and 50 bridges are damaged or de-
stroyed. Preliminary estimates are
that the infrastructure repairs could
cost up to $475 million.
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I come with a heavy heart when I
think about all of that. Then I have to
also confess that this is a natural dis-
aster that is beyond our capacity and
Colorado’s ability to address alone. We
need help. We need support from our
Federal partner.

I have always supported disaster aid
whether I was serving in the House, as
the presiding officer has, and when I
have been in the Senate, for Hurricanes
Sandy and Katrina and for all of the
natural disasters that have hit our
country since I began serving in the
House in 1999.

I have to say that Coloradans now
need our Federal partner to support
our rebuilding and recovery efforts. I
want also to say, though, in the face of
this historic disaster, that I have been
so heartened to see our Federal part-
ners in the administration, led by
FEMA, team up with our State leaders,
who have been tireless, with the may-
ors, the council members, the county
commissioners, our Governor, local
communities, nonprofit organizations,
and with countless friends and neigh-
bors who have begun the hard work of
recovery.

Our strong sense of community will
allow us to recover and to rebuild
stronger and more resolute than be-
fore. But we want to get going. We
want to access these dollars right now.
Those dollars are sitting in this ac-
count, waiting to help States such as
Colorado rebuild and repair in the
wake of a disaster. In fact, the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation—I see our
chairman of the EPW Committee, Sen-
ator BOXER, who is such a leader on in-
frastructure and knows infrastructure
policy backwards and forwards—the
U.S. Department of Transportation
projects that Colorado, New York, and
New Jersey, plus the 11 other States
that have projects in the queue, could
receive every single dollar they need
and there would still be $221 million in
remaining funds in this account avail-
able for future emergencies across our
country.

That is right. Everyone who has dis-
aster-related infrastructure needs can
receive relief, and we will still have
significant funds to help other areas
that may find themselves in need such
as Colorado, New York, and New Jer-
sey.

I want my colleagues to know that
we have a real opportunity here. Colo-
radans need these dollars. These are le-
gitimate uses of these dollars. Senator
BENNET and I are going to be working
every minute today, this weekend, next
week, to make sure that Colorado can
recover as quickly as possible. Perhaps
in light of the challenges that we face
in Congress, moving the government
forward and doing what is right for the
American people, maybe this is an ex-
ample of how we can work together and
do the right thing not just for Colorado
but for the United States.

Mrs. BOXER. Would the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I would.
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Mrs. BOXER. I wish to say to both of
my friends, coming from a State that
has experienced too many moments
like the one you are going through, I
have never seen anything quite like
this in terms of flooding. But we have
the most devastating fires, droughts,
floods, mudslides, and earthquakes and
the rest.

I wanted to be supportive of what you
are doing. We all need to come together
and help each other here. So I will do
whatever I can to make sure that hap-
pens.

I ask unanimous consent that when
my friend Senator BENNET completes
his time I be recognized.

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

Mrs. BOXER. My question to my
friend is: Is it not critical that we
avert a government shutdown? Because
if we go into a shutdown phase, people
who want to apply for help—businesses
and all the rest—are going to be experi-
encing far more pain. This is just a ter-
rible time to even consider a govern-
ment shutdown. We have so much we
have to do. I wonder if my friend had
thought about that when he voted to
keep the government open?

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. I certainly
did. I so appreciate the point the Sen-
ator from California is making. We
have been assured that a shutdown
would not affect Colorado. But as we
all know there are unintended con-
sequences. Just in the last 24 hours,
Senator BENNET and I came to under-
stand that the Utah National Guard,
which was sending over a unit that has
engineers and experts in flood recov-
ery, probably cannot come to Colorado
because their funds are going to be lim-
ited by the government shutdown.

For all of the assurance that this is
emergency aid and emergency sup-
port—there are always situations
where the full weight, if you will, and
the focus of all of those good people
who serve us, it is local, county, State,
and Federal Government—they will be
affected by this shutdown.

It is all the more important. We feel
it in Colorado. The other thing I would
add, and I wish to cede the floor to my
good friend Senator BENNET, but what
has been remarkable in Colorado is the
partnership between the local, county,
State and Federal governments. It has
been seamless, for the most part. Then
you mix in the NGOs, the Red Cross,
the Salvation Army, and citizens who
would hear the call and come to work
to muck out basements, cut up debris.
The spirit of community in Colorado
has never been stronger. We ought to
reflect that here. We were sent here to
reflect that approach. That is America
at its best.

I thank the Senator. I very much
look to hearing the remarks of my
friend and colleague Senator BENNET.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BENNET. I wish to first say
thanks to the great Senator from Cali-
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fornia at this time for her words. We
need to pull together for other places,
Sandy and other things. Now it is time
for the country to embrace Colorado,
as my senior Senator so eloquently
said. I know he may have to leave the
floor, but I wish to say how much I
have appreciated his leadership in all
of this. It has made a huge difference.

The work that is really being done is
the work on the ground, as Senator
UpALL was saying. That is the most
important work—the first responders,
neighbors helping neighbors. But it
also has been a time when our political
leadership has come together in a way
at least for once not to get in the way
and actually try to support the people
who are just trying to serve their
friends and neighbors. I wish to say
thank you to Senator UDALL, my sen-
ior Senator and my friend, for his lead-
ership.

As he mentioned, our State is a long
way from recovering from the floods
that have inflicted so much damage
over this month. The damage has been
historic. Based on the latest estimates,
over 16,000 homes have been seriously
damaged. Thousands have been de-
stroyed. The floodwaters consumed
more than 2,000 square miles across
Colorado’s Front Range—an area about
twice the size of Rhode Island. To give
some sense of scale, it would be as if
Rhode Island were completely under-
water twice or, as Senator MARK
UDALL said, as if it covered a State the
size of Connecticut. The floods have
tragically Kkilled at least nine Colo-
radans. We hope that number won’t go
up, but we don’t know if it will.

Over the weekend I went to James-
town, which is a small community
about 14 miles northwest of Boulder,
CO. Tara Schoedinger, the mayor of
the town, showed me around. The dam-
age to this one town was simply unbe-
lievable. It was as if a bomb had gone
off in the middle of this community.
The flooding destroyed over a fifth of
Jamestown’s homes, half of its roads,
both of its bridges, a central fire hall,
and much more.

The storm killed Joe Howlett, age 72,
a beloved pillar of the Jamestown com-
munity. The mayor’s house is right
next to Joe’s house. The mayor’s house
is fine. Joe Howlett’s house was de-
stroyed by a mudslide that came down
from the very top of the hillside, the
very top of the mountain behind his
house, killing somebody who had been
the glue of that community.

I have a couple of photos from the
visit that I wish to share to give a
sense of scale of this damage.

This used to be Main Street in
Jamestown. We can see it passing be-
tween these two utility poles on either
side of what is now a raging river. Main
Street is gone. It is not the asphalt
that is gone; the whole street, the
roadbed is gone. All that remains is a
torrential river that ran in a com-
pletely different place than it does
today.

This photo shows the end of Main
Street in Jamestown. My deputy chief
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of staff took that picture. This is what
Main Street used to look like. This is
what Main Street in Jamestown, CO,
looks like as we stand on the floor of
the Senate today.

I will say, as the senior Senator is
still here, it was amazing, the resil-
ience of the people of this community,
the sense of humor people had, and the
sense of community they had. There
were probably 30 people or so left out of
a town of 300. They had come back to
see their belongings and to secure what
was left of their homes. What they
were talking about was how they were
going to rebuild this community to-
gether. There were tears from time to
time, as you naturally would expect
there to be, but what really came
through, as it always does at the back
end of these disasters, was the human
spirit we see in each one of our States.
We are particularly proud of the Colo-
radans who are struggling together to
get through this incredibly difficult
time.

In my mind, these are the most
heartbreaking pictures, people who
have dedicated their lives to being able
to secure homes for their families.

They, by the way, had no expectation
there and in other parts of the State
that they would ever be affected by a
flood and see everything lost.

One woman came up to me while I
was there and said, ‘‘this was our
house.”

It was in reasonably decent shape
compared to some of the others I had
seen. She also had a rental property
down the road in which she had in-
vested her life savings. She had no
flood insurance.

She said: I just don’t know how we
are not going to go broke as a result of
this piece of bad luck.

I also saw in Evans, CO—a rural com-
munity near Greeley in the north-
eastern part of the State—two trailer
parks that had been entirely destroyed
by floodwaters from 1 mile or 1¥4 miles
away. In the middle of these trailer
parks, there was a cement pipe that
was about this tall sitting underneath
a carport. The thing must have
weighed tons. It was a huge culvert
pipe that had come from 12 miles away
through these raging waters to posi-
tion itself in this trailer park.

The people who live there work in ag-
riculture in our State, clean hotels in
our community, and work in our oil-
fields in northeastern Colorado. When I
went to the trailer park, the people
were assessing the damage. They have
lost everything. Because they couldn’t
qualify for financing for those trailer
homes, they bought them with cash.

One person there said: Senator, it is
awfully lucky this happened during the
day and not at night because our kids
were at school during the day. If they
had been there at night, we don’t know
how many of them would have been
killed by these floodwaters.

In addition to the human dimension
of all of this, which is the most impor-
tant dimension, the flooding also in-
flicted enormously costly damage to
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Colorado’s infrastructure. Over 200
miles of roads in Colorado have been
affected by this flooding. The moun-
tainous terrain in the State is going to
make repair work exponentially more
expensive and exponentially more dif-
ficult. I salute our Governor and every-
body who is working to make sure that
at least temporary roads are built to
these communities in the next 90 days,
which would otherwise be completely
cut off.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter from the
Colorado Department of Transpor-
tation that estimates the total damage
just to Colorado’s federally maintained
roads and highways. These are not our
State and local roads; federally main-
tained roads and highways will exceed
$400 million.

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

STATE OF COLORADO,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
Denver, CO, September 25, 2013.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives
Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Minority Leader, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, MAJORITY LEADER
REID, MINORITY LEADER PELOSI, AND MINOR-
ITY LEADER MCCONNELL: As you know, this
week Colorado begins the process of rebuild-
ing. Over a dozen Colorado counties were
devastated due to record-setting rains and
heavy flooding. Today, thousands of our
neighbors are without homes, power, or
drinking water. For us to begin the rebuild-
ing process, we must repair our roads,
bridges, and culverts that were swept away
by the floodwaters. We need the help of Con-
gress to begin this process.

Multiple counties received over a foot of
rain, which turned to floodwater. Those
floodwaters destroyed many critical trans-
portation connectors throughout our state.
This week, the waters are receding and the
Colorado Department of Transportation
(CDOT) has begun to assess the damage. At
this time, we have identified a number of
bridges in need of significant repairs or re-
placement, and approximately 200 state high-
way lane miles that washed away. In the in-
terim, CDOT is working with the National
Guard to restore access to communities sev-
ered from the rest of the state. This includes
installing temporary crossing structures and
gravel roads.

Although cost estimates will certainly
change as we continue to inspect our infra-
structure, CDOT’s early estimate indicates
that approximately $475 million is needed to
rebuild our highway system. This estimate
includes materials, maintenance, reconstruc-
tion, and contracting costs. Last week, the
Colorado Transportation Commission di-
rected over $100 million—CDOT’s entire con-
tingency funding line—to begin reconnecting
critical roadways and communities. The
Federal Highways Administration (FHWA)
also acted swiftly to release $35 million in
emergency funds. While these contributions
provide critical initial repair funds, CDOT
has already secured 19 contractors and have
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dedicated the advanced funding from the
FHWA. It is clear that existing resources are
inadequate to fix highway damage of this
magnitude. Furthermore, CDOT’s $475 mil-
lion estimate does not include costs to re-
build destroyed city and county roads that
are also eligible for FHWA emergency funds.

Approximately $1 billion is available from
the FHWA Emergency Relief Program.
States rely on this program in times of crisis
and disaster to provide needed funding to re-
pair federal aid highways. Unfortunately, al-
though adequate funds are available, under
the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act of
2013, Colorado may receive no more than $100
million in program relief. This is a signifi-
cant hurdle for Colorado as we anticipate
damages to exceed this limit by four times
or more. In recent years, Congress raised the
$100 million cap for the most severe disas-
ters. For example, the cap was raised by Con-
gress to $5600 million for those states dev-
astated by Hurricane Sandy. And, for Hurri-
canes Gustav and Ike, the cap was waived en-
tirely for affected states. This flood was of a
magnitude that Colorado will likely never
see again and the total devastation will eas-
ily surpass several billion dollars. For this
reason, we urgently need help from Congress.

I join Governor John Hickenlooper and the
Colorado congressional delegation in asking
for your leadership in raising the program
limit to $500 million for Colorado. Before
Coloradans can begin rebuilding their homes
and lives, we must rebuild the roads to their
communities. Increasing this cap swiftly is
of the utmost importance so that we may re-
store Colorado’s transportation network.
Please contact Kurt Morrison at (303) 757—
9703 or me should you have questions. Thank
you.

Sincerely,
DONALD E. HUNT,
Executive Director.

Mr. BENNET. Earlier this year Con-
gress passed funding for Federal High-
way Administration emergency relief.
States such as Colorado that have been
hit with significant natural disasters
are eligible for funding. Our State will
be in desperate need of these funds, as
New Jersey and New York were in des-
perate need. The scale of the damage
far exceeds what our States and local
governments can cover.

As my senior Senator said, there is a
catch. There is a cap of $100 million per
incident, per State, on this Federal
highway assistance.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD a letter from
Gov. Hickenlooper urging Congress to
raise the current cap on emergency
funding and explaining why this is
something Colorado desperately needs
to have done.

STATE OF COLORADO,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
Denver, CO, September 23, 2013.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Magjority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, MAJORITY LEADER
REID, MINORITY LEADER PELOSI, AND MINOR-
ITY LEADER MCCONNELL: As you may know,
this month massive rains and heavy flooding
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left over a dozen Colorado counties in devas-
tation. With the rains, highways, bridges,
and culverts were washed away. As a result,
even now many communities still are cut off
and isolated from the rest of the state. Colo-
rado is in dire need of help.

Communities across Colorado’s Front
Range and Eastern Plains are starting to
deal with aftermath of the flooding and de-
struction. The affected counties include
Boulder, Adams, Larimer, Weld, Arapahoe,
Broomfield, Clear Creek, Denver, El Paso,
Fremont, Jefferson, L.ogan, Morgan, Pueblo,
and Washington—an area so expansive, that
it surpasses that of Delaware, Maryland,
New Jersey, and Rhode Island combined.
Early analyses show that the flooding was so
severe that it may not occur again for 500 to
1,000 years.

Thousands of Colorado families are with-
out homes, potable water, or power. Before
the state can fully restore essential services
to impacted towns and cities, and allow resi-
dents to permanently return home, we must
repair our devastated highway system. Early
estimates are that at least 50 bridges will
need significant repair—30 of which must be
fully replaced. Approximately 200 highway
lane miles must be reconstructed. Tem-
porary crossing structures are needed in the
interim. And, today, numerous state high-
ways and local roads remain closed, cutting
off primary, and in some cases the only, ac-
cess to Colorado cities and towns. Assessing
the damage to Colorado’s highway system is
underway. But early assessments are that
the damage will be several hundred million
dollars.

Under the Disaster Relief Appropriations
Act of 2013, Public Law 113-2, the U.S. Fed-
eral Highways Administration (FHWA)
Emergency Relief Program (ERP), received
over $2.02 billion to help states rebuild and
repair damages to their highways and
bridges. In this bill, states impacted by Hur-
ricane Sandy could receive up to $500 million
per disaster in ERP funds; however, all re-
maining states—including Colorado—were
capped at $100 million per disaster.

Given the widespread devastation to our
state highway system, we are respectfully
asking that Congress raise this $100 million
cap for Colorado as well. As the Colorado
congressional delegation stated in a letter to
the House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees, there are precedents for waiving or
raising this cap. For example, the $100 mil-
lion was waived in response to damage
caused by Hurricanes Gustav and Ike, and
Hurricane Irene and the Missouri River basin
flooding. Recently, the cap was raised to $500
million for those states devastated by Hurri-
cane Sandy.

Based on Colorado’s anticipated highway
needs and the precedents mentioned above,
we ask that you raise this cap for Colorado.
Time and again, Congress has answered the
call to help communities during times of dis-
aster and loss. The September 2013 floods
may prove to be the worst natural disaster
in the history of our state, and is likely the
worst we shall ever see in our lifetimes. Be-
fore we rebuild our homes and businesses, we
must rebuild our roads to reopen our com-
munities. On behalf of all Coloradans, please
raise this cap to $600 million, so that we may
begin this process.

Sincerely,
JOHN HICKENLOOPER,
Governor.

Mr. BENNET. Senator UDALL and I
have a simple bill that would raise the
$100 million cap for Colorado for emer-
gency funding for our highways,
matching what Congress has done, as
Senator UDALL has said, many times
previously—in fact, as far as I know,
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every time an issue like this has aris-
en.

We have already talked to the Con-
gressional Budget Office about this.
They have looked at the bill. They
have told us that it will not cost the
Federal Government one dime because
the money is already there. It has al-
ready been appropriated. It just needs
to be used for the purpose Congress laid
out—to help States with major disas-
ters that inflicted cost damage on that
State’s highway system.

Colorado needs this Congress to act,
and act now, to get this done so that
Colorado can access the highway aid
we will clearly need to recover in the
coming months.

This $100 million cap on emergency
funding from the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, as I mentioned earlier,
has been lifted many times before. It
has been done routinely and swiftly by
this Congress following other major
disasters when it was obvious—as it is
in our case—that federally maintained
highway costs would exceed $100 mil-
lion. We lifted it for the Sandy States,
as I have pointed out, earlier this year
when we passed the Sandy supple-
mental on January 29, 2013. We lifted it
on November 18 for Hurricane Irene
and the Missouri River basin flooding.
We lifted it on September 30, 2008, for
Hurricanes Gustav and Ike. We lifted it
on May 25, 2007, for storms in the State
of California. We lifted it on December
20, 2005, for Hurricanes Dennis,
Katrina, Rita, and Wilma. All told,
Congress has waived this $100 million
cap 14 times in the past 25 years. It is
routine, and it is normal when there is
a major disaster that causes major
highway damage in excess of $100 mil-
lion.

Senator UDALL and I have been work-
ing with our colleagues in the Senate.
Nearly all of them have indicated a
readiness to work with us to pass this
bill. I am very grateful for that.

I also wish to thank my colleagues
for working with us to get this done
quickly for Colorado in recognition of
how badly we need this cap lifted and
this Federal funding made available.

I urge my colleagues to pull together
to work with us to quickly clear this
bill in the coming days so we can get
Coloradans the help they need.

If you will indulge me a few more
minutes—and if the Senator from Cali-
fornia would as well—I wish to take a
quick moment to tell you why this is
S0 important.

A picture tells a thousand words—es-
pecially when I am the one who is
speaking. I want to show the damage
to Colorado highways as a result of
this historic flooding.

This photograph was taken during a
helicopter tour by Vice President
BIDEN, Governor Hickenlooper, and
FEMA officials of flood damage in
Greeley, CO, earlier this week. We can
see that a huge portion of the road has
washed away and water has breached a
dam.
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I would like to say that FEMA has
been doing a tremendous job with our
local and State officials.

This is a section of Highway 72 that
collapsed and washed away after a
flash flood tore through Coal Creek
near Golden, CO, which is outside of
Denver—maybe in Golden they would
say Denver is outside of Golden. This is
what the road looks like there.

A bridge on the south side of Liyons is
gone. Huge portions have broken off.
This is a photo of the bridge that is
missing. Here is another shot of large
portions of U.S. 34 washed away.

This is a very clear example of the
way these mountain roads work. In
this case, when the prospectors first
came to Colorado, what they would do
is pan for gold in the bottom of the riv-
ers, near the plains. They would see
whether there was gold leaf there. That
would lead them to walk up these val-
leys—very steep valleys—to see where
the gold was coming from. They found-
ed towns in these places. That is the
way the river came, then the road fol-
lowed the river, and that allowed them
to get to their town. You can see in
this case this road has been completely
washed out by the river.

This is just another instance of
mountain roads where we can see the
dropoff below is what used to be road
but no longer is.

Here is a roadway that, when this
photo was taken, is completely sub-
merged and with extensive damage.
And then this, what used to be a ribbon
of pavement, is now in fragments in
the remaining water.

In times of disaster in this country,
we have stood together time and time
again. Working on behalf of the people
of Colorado, along with Senator UDALL,
that is what we are asking for again.
We have pulled together with all of our
colleagues and we are going to need all
of you to pull together with us.

The Founding Fathers had a lot of
work to do and they are often quoted
around this place, but they were en-
gaged in founding a country, not dis-
mantling one. This is a reminder of
why this vision was so important and
why people, frankly, are counting on us
to carry this on for this generation of
Americans and for the generations that
will follow us.

With that, I thank the Chair for his
indulgence, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
HIRONO). The Senator from California.

GOVERNMENT FUNCTIONING

Mrs. BOXER. Let me say to my
friend from Colorado he is right about
a picture being so powerful. Having
shown my share of those types of
photos, I think the Senator under-
scores why it is important to have a
national government. He and his col-
league from Colorado makes the point,
as did the Senators from New Jersey,
New York, and California—regardless
of party—that many times these nat-
ural disasters are just too much for
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any one State, and that is why we need
a national government that works
well, not one that teeters on the brink
of shutdown because political parties
get into these partisan disputes and
seem to lose their way.

As one who feels we have a very clear
path ahead, there is no reason for us to
add to the uncertainty the people in
Colorado face right now because we
don’t have that particular funding laid
out clearly at this point. We don’t need
to add a layer of fear that this govern-
ment is not going to function. So I
wish to thank my friend.

But I will say that we did vote 54 to
44 in the Senate to keep the govern-
ment open and to make sure we don’t
get involved in clashes about other
matters and add it to the resolution
that keeps this government going.

Listen, there is no shortage of argu-
ments we could have. Even within our
own parties there are different views
on many issues: how best to bring this
economy back, how best to reform edu-
cation, how best to have a very strong,
lean military—we have arguments
about all these things—how to deliver
health care. All these things are wor-
thy of debate, but they should remain
separate and apart from our basic func-
tions, one of which is to keep the gov-
ernment running and doing the things
government does, and the second is to
pay our bills, which requires us to
make sure the debt limit is raised.
When we see games being played in
these areas, we know we are in deep
trouble.

I see our leader Senator REID is on
the floor. With his leadership we passed
a bill to keep the government open. All
JOHN BOEHNER has to do, as Speaker of
the House—and I know the House well.
I served there for 10 years—is to put
our bill on the floor and let the Mem-
bers vote. That is democracy. We don’t
have to have every Republican support
it. We don’t have to have every Demo-
crat support it. Just put the bill on the
floor.

When I served in the House I served
with many different Speakers. I have
to say, in my time, Tip O’Neill was the
greatest. Why was Tip O’Neill great
and why can JOHN BOEHNER learn from
Tip O’Neill? Because Tip O’Neill knew
what his function was. It was to keep
this country going. It was to give a
sense of certainty and calm to the peo-
ple that even though we could debate
all kinds of things, including whether
to go to war or how to deal with many
problems, we would Kkeep the govern-
ment going. We would pay our debts.

When Tip O’Neill was Speaker, Re-
publican Ronald Reagan asked Tip
O’Neill to increase the debt ceiling
many times. Over the period Reagan
was President, he asked to raise the
debt ceiling 18 times. Did all of us
agree the debt ceiling should be lifted?
No. A few voted no, and that was fine.
No one played games. Ronald Reagan
was very clear on the debt ceiling. He
said even any talk about not raising it
was a problem for this economy, and he
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said it way more eloquently than I,
being the great communicator. He said
even the thought of a default was dan-
gerous for our economy. Yet here we
have Republicans, in the House in par-
ticular, marching down that path and
also marching down the path right now
to shut down this government. We are
just a few short days away.

I don’t know about the Chair, but I
know I did have a meeting with my
staff to explain what could happen.
People act as if a government shut-
down doesn’t mean pain. It is a dan-
gerous game and it has devastating
consequences for our families and not
only for the people who rely on their
work for their country—whether they
are serving on the military or civilian
side of the Defense establishment or in
the Social Security Administration or
the Medicare administration or the
FBI or the food inspectors or the high-
way inspectors.

I have to say, Republicans keep say-
ing: We don’t want to shut down the
government. Believe me, we don’t want
to shut down the government. We just
want to stop the Affordable Care Act.
You tried 42 times. You had an election
over it. Give it up. This is a democracy.
Run candidates who want to repeal it.
That is fine. That is fine. We had that
in the last election and President
Obama won. I know people aren’t
happy about it. I understand that. I
wasn’t happy when Republicans beat
my Democratic candidates for Presi-
dent. I wasn’t happy, but I didn’t shut
down the government. I didn’t demand
their signature accomplishments be re-
pealed. I lived with it, and I am not the
only one. We all did. We all accepted it.

That is democracy. You have an elec-
tion. There are winners and losers.
Suck it up. Stop complaining. Go reg-
ister your friends. Tell them to vote
against BARBARA BOXER. Go tell them
to vote against the Democrats. Go do
it. That is fine. That is what elections
are for. But once the election is over—
and in this last case it was a central
issue—work with us to make it better.

Senator CARDIN and I were on the
floor the other day pointing out we
voted against the prescription drug
benefit for Medicare for basically two
reasons; one, we thought it was going
to cost too much money for the govern-
ment because in there it said Medicare
could not mnegotiate for lower drug
prices. So it was a giveaway to the
drug companies. They couldn’t nego-
tiate for lower drug prices. Also, there
was a great big doughnut hole so after
you got a certain amount of drugs, you
got no benefit at all, and seniors were
risking their lives to get through that
period of time.

We didn’t try to repeal the prescrip-
tion drug benefit; we tried to fix it.
Here is the great news. In the Afford-
able Care Act, also known as
ObamaCare, we fixed the doughnut
hole. We are closing it. Now senior citi-
zens are not going to have to cut their
pills in little pieces while they wait for
that doughnut hole period of time to
pass.
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So there are a lot of pathways for-
ward for the Republicans in the House.
Follow history and tradition, which
says we have two basic things we must
do: keep this government open and pay
the bills that we incur. Simple. It is
not complicated. If anyone tells you it
is complicated, laugh, because it isn’t.

If you are a family and you incur
bills, you pay them or you are a dead-
beat. In the old days, people used to go
to jail. We stopped that. Now we have
bankruptcy filings. Pay your bills, Re-
publicans. Pay your bills. Keep the
government going—a very simple path.
Take the bill we just passed. It is neu-
tral. It has no policy in it. It keeps the
spending going. We haven’t added any
of our wonderful things we would like
to see and do. We kept it clean. Put
that bill on the floor—it passed 54 to 44
here—and vote on it. People who want
to shut down the government will vote
no. That is their right. People who
want to keep the government open will
vote yes. There will be Republicans on
either side. There will be Democrats on
either side.

What we hear happening is they are
going to bring it back and they are
going to put more of their favorite
things in it. Who knows what they will
pick. They have a lot. They want to
shut down the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. They want to stop us
from cleaning up the air and the water.
They want to stop us from addressing
the issue of coal ash piling up all over
the country. That is what they want to
do, from what I read in the paper. Then
they want to delay this health care
bill, just as it is about ready to kick in.

We have been down this road before.
We know what happens when the gov-
ernment shuts down. I asked my staff
to go back, to go to the press and look
at the stories. I am not speaking make
believe. I am speaking history. When
Newt Gingrich and the Republicans
shut down the government in the 1990s,
we all know what happened. It hurt our
country. It hurt our economy. It hurt
our seniors, our veterans, our busi-
nesses. It hurt anyone who even had 100
shares of stock in the stock market. It
hurt the American people.

Mark Zandi, an economist who ad-
vised Republican Members of the Sen-
ate, predicts a shutdown lasting just a
few days would reduce our gross domes-
tic product by two-tenths of a point.

How does that help us when our eco-
nomic growth is curtailed by a shut-
down? How does it help our economy
when more than 169,000 Federal em-
ployees in my State and many more
nationwide are furloughed without
pay? It will be more than 1 million
Federal employees and 169,000 in Cali-
fornia. These are real people, with real
families, with real bills to pay who get
up and go to work for their Nation.
How does that help our economy?

We know the last shutdown cost the
Federal Government $1.4 billion. If we
factor in inflation, that is $2 billion,
and that was for 2 weeks. A 2-week
shutdown cost $2 billion. Great, just
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what we need to do—throw money out
the window. Because we can afford it,
right? No.

Agencies are making their shutdown
plans. Federal employees are preparing
to be furloughed. You know what hap-
pens when you get scared you will not
get a paycheck? You pull in. You don’t
go out to the movies and you don’t go
out for dinner because you are worried.
That has a trickle-down effect on small
businesses.

How does it help our seniors when the
Social Security Administration, during
a shutdown, cannot process benefits for
retirees? What happens if someone is
widowed and she needs the help from
Social Security to get those burial ben-
efits she is entitled to? Is that making
the Republicans excited over there, to
hurt our seniors with Medicare, with
Social Security?

Medicare can’t take any new patients
because they won’t be able to. In the
last shutdown, 10,000 people a day were
turned away. People who were waiting
to turn 65 so they could get their Medi-
care card called up Medicare, and no
one is there. Sorry. Oh, that is a lovely
thing to do to your mothers and dads,
I say to my colleagues over there.
Lovely.

How does it help our veterans and
their families when a new disability
claim or GI bill claim cannot be proc-
essed? I can tell you, it hurts them.
There is already a huge backlog. This
is just what we don’t need, a shutdown,
where the backlog of claims gets worse
and worse. We all say we love our vet-
erans, and I believe it when we say
that. Don’t shut down the government
and hurt our veterans.

Republicans say they care about
small businesses more than Democrats.
How does it help our small businesses
when they can’t bid on government
contracts or get small business loans
through the SBA? I tell you, it hurts
them. How is it going to help the more
than 14,000 government contractors in
California who may not get paid for
their work on time? They will be hurt
badly. They have bills to pay, they
have employees to pay, and they won’t
be able to pay them. If you ask the av-
erage working person how close they
are to seriously being homeless, not
being able to pay the rent, it is only a
few weeks for a lot of our people.

I would ask, how does it help our
health in this country when the EPA
cannot clean up toxic superfund sites?
Those sites harm our families, they
harm our children, and they will be
shut down.

How does it help our fight against
cancer and Alzheimer’s when the NIH
cannot enroll patients in drug trials? If
you ask people who the real enemies
are, a lot of times they will say we
worry about someone in the family get-
ting a heart attack, getting a stroke,
getting Alzheimer’s. How does it help
our families when the NIH can’t enroll
patients in drug trials and the CDC can
no longer monitor new avian flu cases?

And tell me, Republicans who want
to shut down this government, how
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does it help our businesses like our res-
taurateurs and people who run hotels
when tourist visas cannot be processed
and people who are waiting to come to
America to stay in our hotels are
turned away? That is bad for this econ-
omy.

How does it help a family buy a
house when the FHA can’t process a
loan for the American dream of owning
a home? But that is what is going to
happen.

And tell me, how does it help a single
mom when she can’t get help from HHS
in collecting child support to feed her
family? How does it help the families
in Colorado, their homes and roads and
bridges destroyed, when the National
Guard—we just learned from Senator
UbDALL—cannot start their work until
the government reopens? It is down-
right dangerous.

How does it help our schoolkids who
come to Washington to learn about our
great Nation, they go to the Mall, and
they can’t get in any museums?

And do we want to hear the ultimate
outrage? These Senate and House Mem-
bers who want to shut down the gov-
ernment will get paid during a govern-
ment shutdown that they caused.
These Senate and House Members who
want to shut down the government—
they personally will still get paid.
Their families will have a paycheck
during a government shutdown.

In March of 2011, the Senate passed S.
388, the Boxer-Casey bill, to prevent
Members of Congress from getting paid
in the event of a government shutdown
or a default. It is a very simple bill:

Members of Congress and the President
shall not receive basic pay for any period in
which there is more than a 24-hour lapse in
appropriations for any Federal agency or de-
partment as a result of a failure to enact a
regular appropriations bill or a continuing
resolution; or if the Federal Government is
unable to make payments or meet obliga-
tions because the debt limit has been
reached.

Our bill, I am proud to say, passed
the Senate. Senator CASEY and I wrote
a letter—signed by 14 of our col-
leagues—to Speaker BOEHNER and the
Republicans, asking that they bring up
and pass our bill. In that letter we said:

Members who want to shut down the gov-
ernment should not continue to receive a
paycheck while the rest of the Nation suffers
the consequences. Members of Congress and
the President should be treated no dif-
ferently than every other Federal employee.
We too should have to face the consequences
of our actions.

Speaker BOEHNER had time to put
lots of other things on the docket, but
not our bill. So we introduced a new
one. I am here to say we have a bill
that is called S. 55. It says the same
thing, we are not going to get paid if
we don’t do the two basic functions we
have to do: keep this government run-
ning, and raise the debt ceiling.

I want to ask: How is it that Repub-
licans, who are urging a shutdown of
the government by virtue of their
votes—and we have them in the Sen-
ate—why are they not cosponsors of
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our bill? They don’t care if the govern-
ment is shut down. Get on my bill. I in-
vite Senator CRUZ and Senator LEE.
They spoke for 21 hours. That took a
lot of strength. Maybe they have
strength left to pick up the phone and
call me and go on my bill so they won’t
get paid, because as of now they will.
They want to protect their pay. They
want to protect their families.

Some of them even suggest taking
away the employer contribution from
our staff, that is treated like almost
every other employee with a big em-
ployer, an employer contribution to
health care. They want to take it
away, but they want to get paid during
a shutdown.

So pick up the phone, Senator CRUZ,
and call me. I will be delighted to hear
from you, and let me put you on my
bill because that would be helpful.
Then we can e-mail all of your friends
and tell them to get everybody else on
the bill. And maybe, just maybe, we
can make a little sacrifice if things go
wrong.

By the way, there is no reason for
things to go wrong. We just passed a
good bill, a clean bill. We know we are
going to have arguments over health
care, we are going to have arguments
over Social Security, we are going to
have arguments over the best way to
move forward with sequester. That is
fine. There is a time and a place. You
don’t put those issues on a continuing
resolution to fund the government.
You don’t put those issues on a debt
ceiling and, as Ronald Reagan said, put
our economy in a very dangerous and
precarious situation.

If you listened to the speeches of my
colleagues, the 21-hour speech, and if
you take away the time that was de-
voted to Dr. Seuss, most of it was
about the Affordable Care Act. So I
think we ought to take a look at the
Affordable Care Act. This is the ter-
rible piece of legislation that certain
colleagues of the Republican side say is
so terrible they are willing to shut the
government down:

Right now, because of the Affordable
Care Act, 3 million young adults are on
their parents’ plan. Isn’t that terrible?
Three million of them can stay on
their parents’ plan. I want to know
why they would shut down the govern-
ment and Kick those youngsters off
their parents’ plan, because that is
what they will do. They don’t tell you
that, but we won’t be able to enforce
this law. We won’t have the funds.
They would kick these Kkids off their
parents’ plan because, frankly, the law
would in effect be suspended. And if an
insurance company said, We are not
going to do this anymore, those young-
sters are out of luck. So that is the
first question I ask them: Why do you
want to kick 3 million youngsters off
their parents’ plan?

Now 71 million Americans are getting
free preventive care, such as checkups,
birth control, and immunizations. Now
when you don’t fund this bill, delay it,
or fool around with it, forget this. So
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now 71 million people who could have
gotten immunized don’t get immu-
nized, a good bunch of them, because
they can’t afford it—under the Afford-
able Care Act it is free—then they get
sick and then others catch what they
get. Tell me how that makes America a
better place. I am waiting to hear. No
one has told me how it makes America
a better place when we kick children
off their parents’ plan or we take away
immunization or birth control or
checkups from our people.

I mentioned this before. Senator
KING was talking about how when he
was a youngster he worked here and he
had health insurance, and the health
insurance allowed him to get a free
medical checkup. He got a free check-
up, and he found out that he had a
melanoma, a mole that had gone can-
cerous. It was very serious. He was a
youngster. This is a long time ago for
him. As a result of that, he is with us
today, living and well and here to fight
for health care. That is a story we
should think about. Because he went to
the doctor, the doctor looked at him
and found this mole, he got that mole
removed, and he is alive.

Tell me why Republicans want to
take away free preventive care from 71
million Americans. That is what the
Affordable Care Act does. They call it
ObamaCare because they polled it, and
when they say ObamaCare, it is less
popular. So I will call it ObamaCare. 1
thought the President was funny when
he said that after this law is out there
a few years and people like it, the Re-
publicans will stop calling it
ObamaCare, a moment of levity that
had a lot of truth to it.

This is another benefit the Repub-
licans would delay, stop, and put in
jeopardy. They will even shut the gov-
ernment down. They don’t like the fact
that 17 million children with pre-
existing conditions such as asthma and
diabetes can no longer be denied cov-
erage. So I have to ask them, What is
it you have against kids? I have met
the parents. If a child had diabetes, if a
child had asthma, the insurance com-
pany said, Sorry, you are out of luck.
Because of the Affordable Care Act,
ObamaCare, children can no longer be
denied coverage.

I have met these little kids who have
benefited, who have gotten the care,
who are doing well because the moms
and dads don’t have to wait until they
are gasping for air or have an absolute
breakdown and then they have to rush
them to the emergency room where
they are patched up and don’t get the
kind of care they need.

Here is another thing. I don’t under-
stand why the Republicans feel it is a
good thing for insurance companies to
be able to cancel your health insurance
when you get sick. That is what used
to happen before ObamaCare, before
the Affordable Care Act. Remember,
this law has been in effect for 3 years,
so all these benefits have gone into
play. No more lifetime limits.

I remember once looking at our in-
surance policy many years ago that my
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husband got through his employer, and
we thought it was a great plan. Then
we looked at the little print that said
when you reach a cap of $250,000, no
more health insurance. Anyone who
has the misfortune to get a serious
condition, a disease, can bump up
against that cap fast and you have no
more insurance until, you pray to God,
you are 65 and you can get Medicare.
We immediately said we have to look
for a different policy that has no caps—
and of course it costs more. Under
ObamaCare or the Affordable Care Act,
no more lifetime limits, no more an-
nual limits. The Republicans are so dis-
traught at these reforms they are even
willing to shut down the government.
They are willing to delay ObamaCare.
They are willing to defund ObamaCare.
They are willing to repeal ObamaCare.

Let me tell you, this is a pattern. I
am going to tell you the pattern. I am
going to show you what happened when
a Democratic President in the 1960s
came up with the idea for Medicare. 1
am going to tell you what the Repub-
licans said then. This is not something
that just happened to the Republican
Party. They have been fighting these
kinds of benefits, I think, for decades.
They fought Social Security in the
1930s. But I will go to Medicare. Dick
Armey said in 1995—he was Republican
House majority leader. He had ERIC
CANTOR’s job. He said Medicare is ‘‘a
program I would have no part of in a
free world.”

BEarth to senior citizens: Wake up.
The Republican leader of the House in
1995 said Medicare is ‘‘a program I
would have no part of in a free world.”
That same year, after leading an effort
to raise premiums and costs for senior
citizens, Newt Gingrich predicted that
Medicare was ‘‘going to wither on the
vine.”

So when you hear these Republicans
rail against ObamaCare, they railed
against Medicare. They railed against
Social Security. This is history. This is
why there is a difference in the parties.

Listen to this. In 1965, this is what
Senator Bob Dole said on the floor. Re-
member he bragged about this in 1996
during the Medicare fight. He said ‘I
was there, fighting the fight, voting
against Medicare, because we knew it
wouldn’t work in 1965.”

Really? The Republicans knew that
Medicare wouldn’t work in 1965. Here it
is, 2013, and people are saying: Don’t
you mess with my Medicare. Don’t you
touch it. Whether they are tea partiers
or rightwing Republicans, moderate
Republicans, liberal Republicans,
Democrats—from left to right, they all
say don’t mess with my Medicare.
Look at where the Republicans were.
Don’t forget, PAUL RYAN’s budget de-
stroys Medicare. It would never look
the same if he had his way.

I will even go back further in history
and show you some of the things that
the Republicans said about Medicare
when it was brought to us by the
Democrats. Sixty percent of the Repub-
licans in the Senate voted against it,
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and one Representative, Durwood Hall
of Missouri said:

We cannot stand idly by now, as the nation
is urged to embark on an ill-conceived ad-
venture in government medicine

—that’s what he called Medicare—
the end of which no one can see, and from
which the patient is certain to be the ulti-
mate sufferer.

This man had it wrong. People love
their Medicare. People tell me they are
down on their hands and knees, pray-
ing to get the Medicare card, hoping
they can hold out. Republicans have
had it wrong. Why should we trust
them and believe them when they say
the Affordable Care Act is no good
when we already see how many people
it is helping?

Then there was Senator Milward
Simpson, way back when, in the 1960s.
He said:

I am disturbed about the effect this legisla-
tion would have upon our economy and upon
our private insurance system.

He didn’t have to be concerned. Medi-
care has worked beautifully. In the Af-
fordable Care Act we make it better.
We fix the prescription drug benefit.
We make sure that our people on Medi-
care can have free checkups and immu-
nizations. We strengthened it.

Let’s look at Medicare’s success. Be-
fore Medicare became law, the major-
ity of seniors had no health insurance.
Today nearly all seniors, 50 million,
are receiving guaranteed health care
through Medicare, and 80 percent of
folks on Medicare believe the program
is working. If you look over history,
over the years Medicare has been more
successful than private insurers at
holding down health care costs.

Let me sum up. What we saw here
today is some good news. Working with
our Republicans, we managed to bring
up a bill and modify it and make it
clean, strip it of any kind of debate,
and fund the government until the
middle of November. That will give
Senator MURRAY time to sit down with
her counterparts and try to get a long-
term solution.

If you want a long-term solution to
our deficit and debt, you have to have
a budget. Yet Republicans over here
have stopped us from going to con-
ference. Once this is done we can have
a conference move forward, a debate go
forward. Let’s keep these arguments
where they belong, which is separate
and apart from Kkeeping the govern-
ment going. Let’s keep these separate
and apart from paying the bills we
have already incurred.

I also want to say this. If you listen
to Republicans, you would think this
deficit has gone up under President
Obama. President Obama inherited a
$1.2 trillion deficit. It is now down. It
has been cut in half. But if you listen
to them, you think: Oh my God, every-
thing is awful. I took a look at the
charts. I took a look at deficits under
Democratic and Republican Presidents.
Oh my God, I am so proud to be a Dem-
ocrat. Under Democratic Presidents we
have had surpluses. Under Bill Clinton
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we had surpluses. As soon as the Re-
publicans took over, President George
W. Bush said, I am going to have a
party. I am going to put 2 wars on the
credit card. I am going to give the big-
gest tax cuts to billionaires and mil-
lionaires. Do know what happened? We
had a crisis. Not only the worst reces-
sion since the Great Depression, but
the deficit skyrocketed.

All those supply-side economists
were proven wrong. Give tax cuts to
the mightiest among us and the deficit
will go down. That is voodoo econom-
ics, as it was once called by a really
good Republican President. That is
voodoo economics.

You are going to hear all kinds of
things today in these speeches. But his-
tory is history. Bill Clinton had the
surplus. George Bush turned it into the
worst deficit in history. Barack Obama
cut that in half. He rescued us with the
Democrats and some brave Republicans
who voted for economic stimulus—
thank the Lord. And we are getting out
of this mess.

Now we have Republicans, on the far
right in the House, who are holding our
country hostage because they do not
like the Affordable Care Act, otherwise
known as ObamaCare. They voted 42
times to repeal it. They are ignoring
the fact that we had an election about
it, and they are ignoring the fact that
they do not run the Senate or the
White House. They run one-third of the
government. Fine. God bless them. But
they have to work with us, not against
us. We need to work together.

I served 10 proud years over there. I
have never seen a situation where you
are stopped from making any progress
because 20 people belong to the tea
party and are threatening the Speaker.
The Speaker has to act like the Speak-
er of the House. He is not the Speaker
of the Republicans, he is the Speaker of
the House. Take our bill that just
passed and put it on the floor. Some
will vote aye, some will vote nay. Let’s
see what happens.

Meanwhile, there are a lot of people
who are very worried today. They are
worried that this government is going
to shut down. They are worried that
when they call about their Social Secu-
rity check, if they have a problem, no
one will be there. They are worried, if
they have a problem, and they want to
sign up for Medicare—mo one will be
there. They are concerned that their
FBI agents are furloughed. They are
concerned.

Maybe this concern may not sound
like a big deal, but they saved for 2
years to take their kids to the Capitol,
and they want to take them to all the
great museums and the national parks
and they are closed.

Why is this happening? Self-inflicted
wound, self- inflicted wound.

Do your job. For God’s sake, don’t
get paid if you can’t keep the govern-
ment open. Sign on in this body to S. 55
and say I won’t get paid if the govern-
ment shuts down. Tell Speaker BOEH-
NER to do that. They did it over there



S7000

for the budget. They said if we didn’t
pass a budget we should not get paid.
We did pass a budget. Now they won’t
let us go to conference and finish the
work.

What a mess we are in—self-in-
flicted—because people are in denial
around here that there was an election.
It was about health care. It was about
being moderate. It was about working
together. It was about compromise. It
was not about who is the Presidential
candidate who could lead us into the
darkness and despair of complete war-
fare.

Let’s end that warfare. We showed we
could do it today. I thank my Repub-
lican colleagues who voted to allow us
to offer our amendment. I appreciate it
so much. I know they are getting
yelled at. They should be praised. But
it shows, right here in this Senate, that
we can come together. We may not like
our options or our choices. Believe me,
I do not like the amount of money we
are spending to run the government. It
is really hurting my people back home.
But I am not going to shut down the
government about it.

Madam President, you are such a
great new addition to the Senate. I am
disappointed that you are not able to
unleash your legislative prowess and
move us forward, but we will get past
this if we can work together.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

——
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
want to share some remarks about the
comments. I want to say Senator
BOXER is a great advocate and does a
good job as chair of our Committee on
the Environment and Public Works.
Pretty much we have had unanimous
votes on bills that came out, Repub-
licans and Democrats voting unani-
mously on the bills that came out.
Sometimes we have differences and we
fight over them, but a lot of times
things are getting done around here.

But I will just say it is not actually
fully correct to say the Republicans op-
posed the President’s health care bill,
the Affordable Care Act, ObamaCare.
The American people opposed it by
huge numbers. They, through an elec-
tion, a remarkable election, and in
some very close wins, found themselves
with 60 votes in the Senate of the
United States. They had a majority in
the House, and they decided to move
this bill. They shut out Republicans,
moved a partisan bill, and they got it
through—even when Scott Brown, if
you remember, was running for the
Senate in Massachusetts to fill the late
Senator Kennedy’s seat. He promised
he would be the vote that would deny
the 60 votes and stop this bill, and he
won in Massachusetts. But he couldn’t
get here quickly enough. They were
able to get the bill passed before he got
here to kill it.

This has never been a popular bill
and the polling number shows it is even
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less popular today than it was when
they rammed it through. So this is not
a little bitty matter. It threatens our
Republic, I think, in a lot of different
ways. I have talked about that earlier.
But I would say—to understand the dy-
namics on the floor of the Senate—you
have to understand that the majority
leader, having gotten his bill passed on
Christmas Eve 2009, after all kinds of
maneuvers to get that accomplished,
has protected it from any further de-
bate and discussion. He has blocked
any ability to bring up the legislation
and to be able to amend it and fix some
of the obvious flaws in it. One of the
top drafters, the Senate Democratic
chairman of the Finance Committee,
has called it a train wreck, and it at
least at needs reform. It really cannot
succeed in its present form. Senator
REID has blocked any effort to bring up
a bill and fix it. The American people
might find that hard to believe, but I
will repeat it: Since that time there
have been numerous efforts on behalf
of Members from this side to call up
amendments and call up legislation to
alter, amend, and replace the
ObamaCare legislation.

He has utilized parliamentarian ma-
neuvers, filling the tree, to block that.
It cannot continue. This is about to be-
come a law. It is going to hammer the
American economy. It is already ham-
mering the economy. The American
people don’t want it, and we are not
going to go silent. So this is the begin-
ning of the fight.

Senator CRUZ—maybe people can dis-
agree with his tactics—but he drove
and raised the issue. We need to keep
talking about it; we just do. It is time
for this Congress to listen to the voice
of the American people.

Senator BOXER is a good person, and
she said President Bush had $1 trillion
deficits and President Obama has re-
duced them in half. The highest deficit
President Bush ever had in the 8 years
he served as President was $487 billion,
which is a lot of money—too much. The
year before, it was $168 billion.

When President Obama took office,
what was the first thing that was
passed within weeks? A $1 trillion
stimulus bill to supposedly stimulate
the economy, but the money went out
to government agencies and depart-
ments, and it had no stimulus impact
at all. It was $1 trillion—every penny
of which was borrowed. That year the
deficit went up well over $1 trillion.
The next year it was well over $1 tril-
lion, the next year well over $1 trillion,
and the next year well over $1 trillion.

In the first 4 years of President
Obama’s leadership, we had the highest
deficits ever recorded in America. It is
a stunning event, and he fought every
day—and there were fights on the
floor—to spend more and borrow more.

Some of his advisers would say: The
reason this economy isn’t growing so
well is because we didn’t borrow and
spend enough. We didn’t have enough.
We should have created more debt and
should have spent more. It has resulted
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to this date in the lowest rebound eco-
nomically from a recession since World
War II, and we are not doing well in
that regard.

It is absolutely not so that President
Obama bears no responsibility for the
unprecedented debt that he has run up
during this time. He is still advocating
for $1 trillion more in spending above
the Budget Control Act levels that he
agreed to in the summer of 2011. He
wants to spend $1 trillion more than
what he signed as an agreement to
raise the debt ceiling.

I know he didn’t want to, but Con-
gress said: We are going to cut back on
your credit card. Now we are going to
raise the debt ceiling $2 trillion, as you
said you need, but we demand that you
reduce the growth of spending over 10
years by $2 trillion.

We were projected to have spending
growth to $10 trillion over the current
rate of spending, which is about $3.6
trillion a year. We were going to in-
crease it by a total of $10 trillion.
Under BCA, if we adhere to it, we
would increase it by $8 trillion, not $10
trillion. That is not going to bankrupt
America. There is no reason we can’t
run this government by growing the
spending by $8 trillion instead of $10
trillion. So it is unbelievable that we
make that point.

I know the budget balanced in the
last years of the 1990s, and President
Clinton proudly claims credit for that,
and he was a part of it. But I haven’t
forgotten that the Republican House
was in a constant battle over Demo-
cratic President Clinton’s spending lev-
els, and there was actually a fairly
long shutdown of the government to
contain the growth of spending, and it
resulted in a balanced budget. That is
how it happened. There was credit
enough to go to both sides of that.

We need health care reform. It needs
to be smartly and effectively done. We
can improve health care in our coun-
try, but it does not have to tank the
American economy, and that is what
has been happening in recent days. I
was going to talk about that, without
much reference to ObamaCare and the
health care bill—which is a negative
factor of economic growth of very large
proportions—but I just followed my
friend and able colleague, Senator
BOXER, and I wanted to share those
points.

Last Thursday I delivered the first in
a series of speeches looking at the
state of our economy. I directed my
staff on the Budget Committee—I am
the ranking Republican there—to spe-
cifically analyze conditions facing
working Americans so I could share
those findings directly with the Mem-
bers of the Senate. Both parties need to
focus their efforts on defending work-
ing Americans from policies—Wash-
ington policies too often—that damage
their financial well-being. It is hap-
pening. Last week I discussed the fall-
ing incomes and social challenges erod-
ing the security of the middle class.
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Today I will focus on the jobless recov-
ery and the general problem of unem-
ployment.

Few things matter more to a working
family than the pace of the economy,
especially after a hard recession. If on
the one hand, it is a rapid, strong re-
covery, jobs will return quickly, people
will return to the workforce, and a
great deal of social suffering will be
averted.

If, on the other hand, it is a slow re-
covery, then businesses don’t create
many new jobs, wages stagnate or fall,
as they have been doing, and families
continue to borrow from their savings
to pay their bills. Life is spent won-
dering and worrying about the future.

We live today in the slowest eco-
nomic recovery—they called it an eco-
nomic recovery—since the end of World
War II. No recovery from a recession
since the end of World War II has been
as slow as this one. Not counting the
Great Recession, we have had 11 reces-
sions since 1945. All had faster, strong-
er recoveries than this one—with all of
them we bounced back quicker.

How slow is this economic recovery?
Well, it has been nearly 6 years since
the recession began in December of
2007. We still have not returned to the
number of jobs we had 6 years ago. We
haven’t come back to the number of
people working that we had 6 years
ago. We are 1,988,000 jobs—almost 2
million—short of the 146,273,000 jobs we
had when the recession began. This is
not good.

Let’s compare that with the other
two bad postwar recessions: the con-
tractions of 1973 through 1975 and 1981
and 1982—serious recessions. The reces-
sion of 1973 lasted 16 months. The re-
cession of the 1981 collapse lasted 16
months, and the recession of 2007 lasted
until June of 2009, or 18 months.

Working people were hit hard by
these two earlier recessions. The unem-
ployment rate rose to 9 percent in 1975
and 10.8 percent in 1982. The highest
monthly unemployment rate for the
Great Recession of 2007 to 2009 was 10
percent. Our unemployment rate didn’t
hit as high as 1982. There is not much
difference in the severity and length of
these recessions. They were pretty
similar.

Even so, total jobs had recovered by
25 months after the start of the 1973 re-
cession and by 28 months after the re-
covery from the 1981 recession. It has
been 70 months, however, since the
start of the 2007 recession, and employ-
ment has not yet recovered.

Lost hours of work is another and
even better way to gauge the failure of
the current recovery. It is not simply
the number of jobs in the economy but
the number of hours worked that
strongly influences the pace of eco-
nomic activity.

In the fourth quarter of 2007, just as
the recession was starting, Americans
worked about 236 billion hours—that is
a lot of hours. We still have not re-
turned to that level.

In the third quarter of 2013, this last
quarter, the Labor Department esti-
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mated Americans still only worked 232
billion hours. That is a shortfall of 3.5
billion hours. This decline is greater
per worker since the population of
available workers has increased by 9
million. So we have got 9 million more
workers and a decline in the number of
hours worked, and it is still well below
what the number was in 2007. This is
not the kind of recovery we need to be
looking for.

Still another way to show the slow-
ness of this recovery is to measure how
much higher GDP—the economy
today—is compared to the start of the
recession. It turns out that economic
output is 4.4 percent higher. Compare
this with the 1973 and 1981 recessions.
By this time after the 1973 recession,
GDP was 17.9 percent higher, and GDP
after the 1981 recession by this time
was 20 percent higher. That is, the
economy was 20 percent bigger by this
time after the 1981 recovery.

Our current economy is only 4.4 per-
cent larger. The 1981 economic gains
were five times as great as this.

These are the top line numbers. What
do they mean to real people? Below
this surface we find extensive economic
suffering throughout our Nation. There
are 25 percent more discouraged work-
ers today—988,000 versus 793,000—than
there were in June of 2009 when the re-
cession ended. We had 366,000 discour-
aged workers when the recession start-
ed in 2007, which means we have had an
increase of 172 percent in this sad num-
ber in 6 years.

One of the most stunning develop-
ments of this recovery has been the de-
cline in the labor force participation
rate. This is a fundamental indicator of
the breadth and depth of a recovery
and of economic growth. Today 58.7
percent of the noninstitutionalized
population 16 years of age and older is
working—58.7 percent today. In 2007
that number stood at 62.7 percent. The
current rate of labor force participa-
tion is the lowest this Nation has seen
since 1978. The percentage of the popu-
lation working today in the age group
of workers is the lowest it has been
since 1978, and it is not getting better.

This decline is due to two factors: in-
creased unemployment, and labor force
dropouts—discouraged people who are
no longer even looking for work.

How many people are we talking
about? If the same percentage of the
population was working today as was
working in 2007, we would have
154,089,000 workers. Since we currently
only have 144,285,000 million people
working, it appears that 9,804,000 peo-
ple are out of the labor force—9 million
normally expected to be working are
out of the labor force.

When they are out of the labor force,
it does not show up in the unemploy-
ment rate. It is only people who are ac-
tually applying for jobs who show up in
the unemployment rate. So the unem-
ployment rate we see today hides the
real depth of the unemployment prob-
lem we have in America.

Of the 5.7 million who
dropped out,

totally
more retirements and
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more disability than in 2007 explain
about two-thirds of those dropouts.
People went on disability, went on re-
tirement. Many of them went on retire-
ment at 62 when it would have been
better if they could have had a decent
job opportunity to work to 65, 66, 70,
but they have dropped out because
they are older workers, perhaps, and
were unable to find decent work. But it
cannot be good for America for mil-
lions of people to take their Social Se-
curity at 62 rather than later, too often
because no work is available.

More than 4 million unemployed
Americans have been out of work for
more than 27 weeks—4 million—more
than half the year they have been un-
employed. All told, 11.5 million Ameri-
cans want to work but cannot find jobs.

The unemployment rate for those be-
tween the ages of 16 and 19 who are not
in school or in the military or in prison
stands at 24 percent. So teenagers have
a very large number, and the number is
much higher for minority teenagers
and young men particularly. This is
the highest teenage unemployment has
ever been this far into a recovery. It is
very dangerous for our society to have
S0 many young Dpeople—especially
young men whose unemployment rates
are even higher than females—out of
work. This is not good for America.

We need to have a growing economy
that creates jobs, and we don’t need to
be bringing in—under the immigration
bill that passed the Senate, we don’t
need to be bringing in twice the num-
ber of low-skilled workers as we have
been doing, as we have a generous im-
migration policy. This bill would dou-
ble the number of guest workers com-
ing into America to take jobs that chil-
dren need to be doing. They need to be
working. We don’t need teenagers and
young people—19, 20, 22, 23—with noth-
ing to do month after month, year
after year.

At 13 percent, unemployment among
African Americans is about twice the
national average of 7.4 percent. Unem-
ployment among Hispanics stands at
9.4 percent. Unemployment among
those with less than a high school edu-
cation is 11 percent. But we want to
bring in millions of people without
high school educations to compete for
the few jobs that are out there.

Again, these statistics, as bad as
they are, mask the real-life implica-
tions of the slow economy. These are
young careers that have failed to
launch when they should, marriages
perhaps put off until the economy im-
proves, families not started until cou-
ples can afford children—a generation
of children that arrive out of wedlock.
We have retirements taken too early,
loss of homes, perhaps; older children
at home who should be out on their
own, and we would normally expect
them to be working; and lots of part-
time, extra jobs at lower pay just to
make ends meet.

Indeed, one of the most devastating
statistics is the growth in part-time
work instead of full-time work. It is a



S7002

stunning number. We have 5,188,000
fewer full-time jobs today than in De-
cember of 2007—b5 million fewer. That
equals a decrease in full-time employ-
ment of 4.3 percent, even though our
population is growing.

At the same time, part-time employ-
ment has grown by 3 million over this
same time period. That is an increase
in part-time jobs of 13 percent. So
make no mistake, the total number of
jobs since 2007 is down, and for the peo-
ple who are finding work, the work
they find too often can only be part
time.

Now 77 percent of the people who got
a job since January of this year got a
part-time job, not a full time job. When
we see, colleagues, the reports of
190,000 jobs, 200,000 jobs, remember, 77
percent of those are part-time jobs.
Those numbers hide the reality of the
danger in our workforce.

Nearly 90 percent of the increase in
part-time work represents people who,
according to the Labor Department,
‘‘could only find part-time work.” In
other words, they would like full-time
but could only find part-time work. At
the end of 2007, this number stood at 1.2
million. However, the most recent data
shows that this population has grown
by 127 percent to 2,714,000—a 127-per-
cent increase in this number.

Job growth in the economy since 2007
has been principally in part-time work.
We are becoming a part-time economy.

The President’s health care law,
without any doubt—I don’t believe any
economist, even if they try to sugar-
coat it the best they could, would deny
that the President’s health care law is
playing a major factor from the shift
from full-time work to part-time work.
As we all know, part-time workers
don’t enjoy the same health, retire-
ment, vacation, and other benefits as
full-time workers do. It is exceedingly
hard indeed to succeed in this economy
and in a career with only a part-time
job.

We must recognize one of the biggest
contributors to the decline in full-time
jobs is the health care bill we have
been debating. As others have ob-
served, it is destroying the 40-hour
workweek. That is what a union leader
said: It is destroying the 40-hour work-
week. It is even an assault on workers.

Let me tell my colleagues about one
constituent who wrote my office. Linda
Askew, from Sheffield, AL, wrote in
July, asking Congress to do something
to help. Ms. Askew has a small neigh-
borhood business. She employs less
than 10 people. According to Ms.
Askew:

We have been here for almost 50 years. We
have tried to help our employees have health
care for over 10 years now . . . The new pre-
miums are $590 per month for single coverage
and $1,620 for family coverage. . . . These
costs are almost becoming unbearable for
our company. More troubling than that, in
the letter—

she got a letter from her insurance
company—
was that part of the reason for this increase
was blamed on a new health care reform fees
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and taxes that health insurers must pay on
behalf of all their groups . . .

So to reduce the cost of health care
in America, the health care bill raised
taxes on the insurance companies that
provide it. It gets passed along.

She continues:

Small businesses cannot keep up with
these increases.

In the coming days, as I document
the conditions facing American work-
ers, I will also address the many causes
of this economic deterioration—and
there are many. There are many causes
for the deterioration in the economy.
Republicans and Democrats need to
heed these problems I have stated, in-
cluding a decline in wages, beginning
in 1999 through a different administra-
tion.

The question is, What are we going to
do about it, Republicans and Demo-
crats? We need to consider these issues
and deal with them.

What we are seeing is immensely
troubling. As Washington grows larger,
Washington grows wealthier and more
powerful, American workers are being
impoverished, sidelined, and
marginalized. We see the numbers
showing that the only area of America
that has been showing raised growth is
Washington. Washington! The govern-
ment class is being enriched at the ex-
pense of the middle class. From deficit
spending to Federal regulation to the
immigration bill, Washington is pur-
suing policies that benefit lobbyists,
the well-connected, government em-
ployees, regulators, and bureaucrats,
but that are reducing the wages and
job opportunities for everyday Amer-
ican workers. The numbers are clear.

Both parties need to shut out the spe-
cial interests, work to develop policies
that will restore our history of dy-
namic economic growth—and we can do
so—growth that benefits all the people
of our Nation.

What is the response we get from the
governing class? What do they tell us
the problem is? On the deficit, what do
they say the problem is? We haven’t
spent enough money. It is your prob-
lem, American people. Just send us
more money and we won’t have deficits
anymore. Trust us. Send us more
money. The President proposed a $1
trillion tax increase in his budget. It
was rejected, but that is what he pro-
posed and that is what he advocates
for. So they want to spend more.

They believe they can invest. We give
the government more money, and it is
going to invest in the economy and ev-
erybody is going to be better off. But
we have seen that movie. It has been
going on for 5 years, to a degree un-
precedented in the history of America.
They say, Don’t worry, borrow and
spend. Don’t worry about the debt. We
can just borrow more and spend more
and that will stimulate the economy.

They say we need to regulate more.
We need to block more American en-
ergy and import more, I suppose, from
Venezuela, Saudi Arabia, and that is
going to improve our economy. Really?
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We are going to drive up the cost of en-
ergy and coal and that is going to im-
prove jobs in America? That is going to
help a working person who now has to
pay $200, $250 a month for his gas bill to
commute? That is supposed to be good
for us?

All we have heard is more taxes,
more regulation, more government,
more debt. That is the policy we are
seeing here. I haven’t seen anything
that has the power to produce the
growth and prosperity that we need.

So I say we have to get over this. We
have tried this. It is not working.
These policies have made it worse. We
have to get back to classical American
policies that validate individual re-
sponsibility, that allow people to
progress and make more, that don’t
drive us to import more oil, that don’t
put regulation by massive numbers all
over the economy, driving down pro-
ductivity and driving up costs. That is
the kind of thing we need to be doing.
If we will do that, and if we will allow
the vitality of the American spirit to
flourish and flower and get this burden
off the backs of our people, I think we
will be surprised how much better
things can be.

It is a serious crisis. This trend has
been going on far too long. We can’t ig-
nore it. We can’t say it is just the re-
cession. We have been going along like
this since 2007. We have not seen the
growth we need. The tax and spend and
borrow policies haven’t worked. It is
time for us to confront that. I hope my
colleagues will.

I will continue to examine the data
we are seeing out there and share it
with my colleagues and maybe we can
surprise ourselves how much good we
can do in the long run.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

THE DEBT CEILING

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I
thank the Chair for recognizing me and
allowing me to follow the Senator from
Alabama whose remarks I agree with.

I am disappointed in what happened
this week. Those of us in the minority
learned another lesson for the minor-
ity, is to get to a bill we wanted to get
to, the majority then has the votes to
amend that bill unless some of the ma-
jority would happen to side with us.
And they did amend the bill in ways
that I didn’t agree with, taking the
provisions out that would have
defunded the move toward the health
care plan that I think we are going to
see more and more of the country isn’t
ready for. But the bill did go back to
the House. The bill was changed from
the bill the House sent over.

So the bill went back to the House,
and they have a chance to see what
else they might be able to do—hope-
fully, in the next few days. But be-
tween now and the end of the fiscal
year—which is Monday, by the way—
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hopefully, we will find a way to make
the system work better, will do what
we should have done in the budget de-
bate process.

As I said here on the floor just a day
or 2 ago, the great disappointment is
that over and over we have failed to let
the process work. Over and over we
have failed to bring the bills to the
floor, offer amendments, and set the
priorities for the country.

So here it is, the last Friday of the
spending year, the last Friday of our
budget year, the last Friday of the fis-
cal year, and the Senate has not passed
one single appropriations bill—except
the 6-week CR that says we cannot de-
cide how to do anything new, so let’s
just do for another 6 weeks what we did
last year. Surely that is not good
enough, and we need to get beyond
that.

The vote today, taken on the Senate
floor, did not send a bill to the Presi-
dent to be signed. It sent the bill back
across the Capitol Building to see what
the House of Representatives may want
to do next, and I look forward to work-
ing with them and with my colleagues
here in the Senate to see what that
might be.

I want to talk for a few minutes
about the debt ceiling itself. The White
House announced just in the last few
days that we reach that debt ceiling in
about 3 weeks. That number always
seems to me to be pretty much a num-
ber that can be worked with. It is not
like the end of the fiscal year. But it is
a date that the Secretary of the Treas-
ury has said we need to look at.

The President said he would not ne-
gotiate on the debt ceiling. That is a
very interesting position to take, and
it is what is wrong with the govern-
ment right now. I suppose the Congress
could now say: And we will not nego-
tiate on the debt ceiling either. So
maybe that just means we do not have
a debt ceiling increase because nobody
wants to negotiate.

Then the President said to a group in
Washington this week that—I think he
said that nonbudget items have never
been attached to the debt ceiling be-
fore. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks an article from the
Washington Post of just a few days ago
by Glenn Kessler who actually looked
at that. Is that really accurate? Is
what the President said accurate—that
we have never done this before? This is
totally new? This is a new demand that
no Congress has ever made before—ex-
cept, by the way, the Budget Control
Act 2% years ago that the President
signed and a few other things that have
happened?

It has happened before, and I want to
talk about that a little bit.

This is not new moment for us. When
Members of the Congress have been
concerned about spending—certainly
since the 1970s Budget Act, but even be-
fore that—when the debt ceiling had to
be increased, Members of Congress
wanted to talk about spending and
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other things that they could not get at-
tention to any other way.

In 1953, during the Eisenhower ad-
ministration, fiscal conservatives in
the Congress—at that time led by a
Democrat from Virginia, Harry Byrd—
did not believe we would be able to
fund the Interstate Highway System.
So they used the debt limit vote, the
debt limit debate as a place to try to
find out what they could do about the
Interstate Highway System and how it
was going to be funded. In 1953—that
was a long time ago; almost longer ago
now than the lifetime of most Members
of the Senate—that is how it was used

then.

In 1973, when Richard Nixon was
President, Democrats in the Senate
sought to attach a campaign finance

bill to the debt ceiling. This was during
Watergate and, of course, I guess that
would certainly meet the definition of
a ‘‘nonbudget item”—a campaign fi-
nance bill that there was a great effort
to do in 1973 and to add to the debt
ceiling legislation.

In 1993, a study of the politics of the
debt limit, for Public Administration
Review, said that ‘‘during this period,
the genesis of a pattern developed that
would eventually become full blown in
the mid-1970s and 1980s: the use of the
debt ceiling vote as a vehicle for other
legislative matters.”

So certainly that is something we
could talk about. Some would have
economic consequences, others would
not. I know one thought is, let’s not
move forward with the individual man-
date in health care. Now, if you do not
move forward with the mandate, there
may be significant advantages in the
pressure that takes off the spending in
the exchange. But whether it is an eco-
nomic issue or not, it is a fairness
issue.

The President, who now has sus-
pended the requirement that businesses
offer insurance in 2015—it seems to me
the only fair thing to do, if you take
the obligation off businesses to offer
insurance, is to take the obligation off
individuals who the law would require
to have insurance if they did not get it
at work. You have just taken away the
requirement for businesses. Surely you
cannot justify saying businesses do not
have to pay the penalty but individuals
do.

I think that is a fair debate to have.
It is a fair debate to have either over
the weekend as part of how we move
forward with funding the government
or a fair debate to have if we are going
to increase the Federal Government’s
ability to borrow money. We ought to
talk about things that are going to re-
sult in spending lots of money.

Remember, the requirement for the
individual mandate that the President
also waived was the requirement to
prove income. Now, why does that mat-
ter? On the exchange, depending on
how high your income is, you get a tax-
payer subsidy for the insurance you
buy. But the President said the re-
quirement to verify income will not be
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there in the way the law envisioned for
this first year.

So again, how is that fair to the tax-
payers that the taxpayers are sub-
sidizing somebody’s estimate of in-
come? We just got through with the
taxpayers subsidizing a lot of mort-
gages that could not be paid because
that structure allowed people to esti-
mate what their income would be on
their mortgage application without
submitting anything but their esti-
mate of what their income could be. As
it turned out, when people were trying
to buy a house and prove they could
make a mortgage payment, a signifi-
cant number of people estimated they
would make more money than they
made. I think it is going to be equally
true when it comes time to qualify for
taxpayer assistance, a significant num-
ber of people may estimate—maybe
even on some level of good faith—it
could work out that way, that I am
going to make less money than I made
last year or less money than I am like-
ly to make this year, but I am going to
have a level of income that allows me
to have a higher subsidy. I think it is
certainly a possibility.

One of these two things is happening
right now. We need to look at the eq-
uity and fairness of having an indi-
vidual penalty and the President say-
ing we do not have a penalty for busi-
nesses that do not provide insurance.

Let me get back to a few more exam-
ples.

In one of the debt limit debates,
major changes in Social Security were
attached. An amendment in one of the
debates was to end the bombing in
Cambodia. Twenty-five amendments
that were nongermane to spending
were in this discussion between 1978
and 1987.

The President maybe is proving here
more than anything else that you bet-
ter be very careful when you say some-
thing has never happened, particularly
if it has happened over and over, and
particularly if you think that some-
how, as President, you can decide that
the future of the country is nondebat-
able, that you can decide that how high
the debt limit is is nondebatable.
Whatever the Secretary of the Treas-
ury says, that is what we need. And
what would the President say about
that? He would say, well, that is be-
cause we have already obligated this
money. The fact that this money may
be already obligated does not mean we
should not look at every other way we
are spending money or every way we
control spending and do what we need
to do about that.

In 1982, the Senate majority leader at
that time, Howard Baker, said we will
have a free-for-all on the debt ceiling
legislation, and 1,400 nongermane
amendments became part of that de-
bate. They included limiting Federal
jurisdiction over school prayer and
other things.

In 1980, the House and Senate re-
jected a central part of President
Carter’s energy policy—an oil import
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fee—as part of the debt ceiling discus-
sion. No bigger stretch than not going
forward with the individual mandate as
part of the debt ceiling discussion.

Less than 10 percent of the debt limit
bills passed between 1978 and 2002 con-
tained amendments not related to the
debt or budget. But many of them con-
tained an amendment that was related
to how we spend our money. When you
are spending too much money, when
you already owe $17 trillion, it is time
to talk about: How are we spending
this money and what can we do to do
something about it before we further
extend the line of credit?

If any of us went to a banker and
said: We have spent all the money we
have already borrowed. We still have a
lot of bills coming in, and we need to
borrow a lot more money, frankly,
under any of the rules that this Con-
gress has passed in the last several
years, the banker could not loan you
money, and if they could loan you
money, they would not loan you money
without saying: Tell us again, what are
you trying to do to get your spending
under control so you are not back here
in a few days or a few months asking
for more credit.

The thing we know is, under almost
any imaginable circumstance, this is
not the last debt ceiling increase we
will ever make. So if we are going to be
back in a few weeks, a few months, a
year—however long this debt ceiling
extends to—asking for more money, we
ought to be talking about how we are
spending the money we have.

October 17 will not be as far away as
it might seem. It is very close to us
now. The Secretary of the Treasury
says that the country will have only
approximately $30 billion to meet our
country’s commitments. But on Octo-
ber 17, money does not stop coming in.
On October 18, you might be able to ar-
range the books in a way where you do
not have quite enough money to pay
all the bills coming in, but this is not
a government shutdown scenario.

We need to solve the problem of this
weekend and early next week and then
get to the debt ceiling. Whether the
President wants to debate it or not, it
is going to be debated. I think it is
going to be negotiated. The idea that
this is going to be a so-called clean
debt limit increase that will not be ne-
gotiated because it impacts the full
faith and credit of the United States of
America—we are going to pay our bills.
I think we all know that. We have paid
our bills since the founding of this gov-
ernment. But we are not going to pay
our bills, we are not going to get an-
other advance on our allowance, with-
out somebody saying: Exactly how are
you spending this money as fast as you
are spending it? And why are you back
again saying you need more of it?

The American people have over-
whelmingly rejected the idea that this
should not be negotiated. According to
a new Bloomberg poll out this week,
Americans by a 2-to-1 ratio disagree
with the President’s contention that
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the Congress should raise the debt ceil-
ing without conditions. Instead, 61 per-
cent said that it is ‘‘right to require
spending cuts when the debt ceiling is
raised,” and they said ‘‘even if it risks
default.”

The American people want us to
fight—as we have this week and we will
continue to—to try to defund a health
care system that will not work. But
they also want us to fight, to be sure
that the money we are spending that
we get from taxpayers—the money that
we obligate future generations to, the
bills that we are building up for some-
body else to pay—to have the kind of
debate, the kind of negotiation, the
kind of important view of the future
that they deserve to have.

I would urge the President and the
majority leader of the Senate to sit
down with leaders of the House and
others and try to work this out as soon
as we can. Understand, frankly, that
whether you want to negotiate or not
does not matter. There is nowhere in
the Constitution that says when we
owe more money than we pay, the
President can decide whether there is
going to be a discussion or not. That is
not how this system works. It is not
how it is going to work over the next 2
weeks or the next month or whatever
it takes to resolve the debt limit.
Hopefully, we will all be working hard
over the next 2 days to do whatever it
takes to keep the government of the
United States working on October 1.
Just because we have failed for the en-
tire year to do the work the Senate is
supposed to do does not mean we can
continue to fail in a way that punishes
the American people by not having a
government that is functioning on the
first day of the spending year.

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

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 19, 2013]
OBAMA’S CLAIM THAT NON-BUDGET ITEMS

HAVE “NEVER” BEEN ATTACHED TO THE

DEBT CEILING

(By Glenn Kessler)

‘“You have never seen in the history of the
United States the debt ceiling or the threat
of not raising the debt being used to extort
a president or a governing party and trying
to force issues that have nothing to do with
the budget and nothing to do with the debt.”

—President Obama, remarks to the Busi-
ness Roundtable, Sept. 18, 2013

When a president makes a lawyerly com-
ment, it’s time to start looking for the trap
door. At first President Obama uses a sweep-
ing ‘“never in the history of the United
States’ but then he concludes with a caveat:
‘“‘nothing to do with the budget and nothing
to do with the debt.”

The issue at hand is the Affordable Care
Act, aka Obamacare, which many congres-
sional Republicans would like to repeal or
delay as part of a vote to extend the debt
ceiling—even though establishment Repub-
licans, such as former Bush aide Karl Rove,
regard the effort as a kamikaze mission with
little hope of success.

Generally, raising the debt ceiling has been
routine and not especially controversial.
But, as we have noted before, starting in 1953
during the Dwight Eisenhower administra-
tion, fiscal conservatives in Congress at
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times have used the debt limit as a way to
force concessions by the executive branch on
spending. Eisenhower, a Republican, had par-
ticular trouble with a Democrat, Sen. Harry
F. Byrd of Virginia, over the debt ceiling be-
cause Byrd was skeptical of Eisenhower’s
plans to build the national highway system.

That dispute was about a budget issue,
which the president seemed to exclude in his
comment. But unfortunately for the presi-
dent’s claim, there are other, compelling ex-
amples that contradict it.

THE FACTS

In 1973, when Richard Nixon was president,
Democrats in the Senate, including Sen. Ed-
ward Kennedy (D-Mass.) and Sen. Walter
Mondale (D-Minn.), sought to attach a cam-
paign finance reform bill to the debt ceiling
after the Watergate-era revelations about
Nixon’s fundraising during the 1972 election.
Their efforts were defeated by a filibuster,
but it took days of debate and the law-
makers were criticized by commentators
(and fellow lawmakers) for using ‘‘shotgun”
tactics to try to hitch their pet cause to
emergency must-pass legislation.

President Obama said that GOP lawmakers
now are trying to ‘‘extort’ repeal of the
health care law via the debt limit, but that’s
also what Democrats wanted to do with
President Nixon, who opposed the campaign-
finance reforms.

Indeed, Linda K. Kowalcky and Lance T.
LeLoup wrote in a comprehensive 1993 study
of the politics of the debt limit, for Public
Administration Review, that ‘‘during this
period, the genesis of a pattern developed
that would eventually become full blown in
the mid-1970s and 1980s: the use of the debt
ceiling vote as a vehicle for other legislative
matters.”

Previously, they noted, the debt limit bill
had been linked to the mechanics of debt
management, but now anything was fair
game. Major changes in Social Security were
attached to the debt bill; another controver-
sial amendment sought to end the bombing
in Cambodia. Kowalcky and LeLoup list 25
nongermane amendments that were attached
to debt-limit bills between 1978 and 1987, in-
cluding allowing voluntary school prayer,
banning busing to achieve integration and
proposing a nuclear freeze.

In 1982, Senate Majority Leader Howard
Baker unleashed a free-for-all by allowing
1,400 nongermane amendments to the debt
ceiling legislation, which resulted in five
weeks of raucous debate that mostly focused
on limiting federal court jurisdiction over
school prayer and busing. The debt limit
only passed after lawmakers decided to strip
all of the amendments from the bill.

One of the most striking examples of a
president being forced to accept unrelated
legislation on a debt-ceiling bill took place
in 1980. The House and Senate repealed a cen-
tral part of President Jimmy Carter’s energy
policy—an o0il import fee that was expected
to raise the cost of gasoline by 10 cents a gal-
lon. Carter vetoed the bill, even though the
United States was close to default, and then
the House and Senate overrode his veto by
overwhelming numbers (335-34 in the House;
68-10 in the Senate).

“Foes of the fee succeeded in linking the
two measures to gain added leverage for Kill-
ing the fee,” The Washington Post reported
on Carter’s stunning defeat. ‘“The Treasury
Department immediately announced it was
resuming the sale of bonds, which it sus-
pended Thursday night when the debt ceiling
expired.”

To be sure, the success rate of attaching
nongermane amendments to a debt-limit bill
is relatively low. Anita S. Krishnakumar, in
a 2007 paper for the Harvard Journal on Leg-
islation, said that less than 10 percent of the
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debt limit bills passed between 1978 and 2002
contained amendments not related to the
debt or budget. Only twice—in 1980 and in
1995—did Congress successfully pass amend-
ments opposed by the president. But as
Carter’s defeat shows, Congress has used the
debt limit to repeal a key legislative priority
of a president.

In response, the Obama White House pro-
vided us with information on the negative
impact on the economy during the 2011 debt-
ceiling impasse, but did not comment on the
examples listed above.

THE PINOCCHIO TEST

Clealy, Obama’s sweeping statement does
not stand up to scrutiny, even with his ca-
veat. Time and again, lawmakers have used
the ‘“‘must-pass’ nature of the debt limit to
force changes in unrelated laws. Often, the
effort fails—as the GOP drive to repeal
ObamaCare almost certainly will. But
Kowalcky and LeLoup speculate that one
reason why Congress has not eliminated the
debt limit, despite the political problems it
poses, is because lawmakers enjoy the lever-
age it provides against the executive branch.

There’s an old reporter’s rule that you
want to avoid using the word ‘‘unprece-
dented.” Otherwise, a professor might call or
e-mail the next day to dispute it.

Let’s add this rule for politicians: Never
say ‘‘never.”’

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

———

MORNING BUSINESS

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

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

———

HELIUM STEWARSHIP

AUCTION AMOUNTS ACT

Mr. MURPHY. Madam President, I
rise today to engage my colleagues
Senator WYDEN, Senator MURKOWSKI,
and Senator MORAN in a colloquy re-
garding legislation the Senate adopted
yesterday for the modernization of the
Federal helium reserve. I first would
like to commend the leadership of the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee for their commitment to
this effort and to thank my friend from
Kansas for his partnership in this proc-
ess. I know how long and hard the
Chairman and Ranking Member and
their staffs have worked on this com-
plex piece of legislation, and they de-
serve our appreciation.

I think it is important that we dis-
cuss one of the aspects of the proposed
new auction program. The text before
us today creates an auction and Sec-
tion 6(b)(5)(A) allows the Secretary to
auction less than the statutorily man-
dated amount if the Secretary deter-
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mines the adjustment necessary to
minimize market disruptions. The Sec-
retary may make such adjustments
only after only after submitting a writ-
ten justification to the congressional
committees of jurisdiction. I wish to
ask Chairman WYDEN whether he be-
lieves this provision will be exercised?

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Connecticut for his
help in crafting this bill and I appre-
ciate that he has taken the time to
raise this issue. One of the primary
goals in drafting this legislation was to
ensure stability of supply. The Senator
is correct. The Secretary may lower
the amount of helium that is auctioned
if he or she determines the adjustment
is necessary to minimize market dis-
ruptions that pose a threat to the eco-
nomic wellbeing of the United States
and only after submitting a written
justification to Congress. I expect the
Secretary would exercise this provision
if those criteria are met.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I again
wish to thank the Chairman and the
Ranking Member for their tireless ef-
forts and their willingness to work
with us on these important issues. I
yield the Floor to the Senator from
Kansas, Mr. MORAN.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I rise to
echo the Senator from Connecticut’s
comments and to ask the Committee
leaders for one more clarification.

The issue is the definition of ‘‘excess
refining capacity’ and its requirement
that it be made available at commer-
cially reasonable rates as a condition
of continued participation in the sales
and auctions provided for in this legis-
lation. I ask Senator MURKOWSKI if it is
the intent of the legislation that the
BLM consider the economic impacts of
defining ‘‘excess refining capacity”
once the auction level reaches 100% of
the Federal helium reserve.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Yes, it is our ex-
pectation that BLM will consider eco-
nomic impacts throughout the imple-
mentation of this bill and develop reg-
ulations for this and other provisions
in the bill accordingly. I do not antici-
pate that the definition of ‘‘excess re-
fining capacity’ would change over the
course of the law’s implementation,
however. Our intent is to ensure that
refiners with excess refining capacity
make that capacity available at com-
mercially reasonable rates. As the auc-
tion system is phased in, I look forward
to working with my Senate colleagues
and the BLM to ensure that market
disruptions are avoided and American
taxpayers are protected.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Committee leadership for their
dedication and cooperation, and I yield
the Floor.

————

REMEMBERING MARYLAND NAVY
YARD VICTIMS

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, the

fatal shooting at the Washington Navy

Yard last week is a senseless tragedy. I

mourn the loss of life and offer my
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prayers to all who have been affected
by this heinous act, especially the fam-
ilies of the victims. Our Navy and their
civilian colleagues work day and night
to protect the American public. An at-
tack on the people tasked with keeping
this Nation safe is unacceptable. I
thank our Federal, State and local first
responders and law enforcement for
swiftly and dutifully responding to this
appalling attack despite the personal
dangers. I thank our dedicated doctors,
nurses, and staff at the MedStar trau-
ma center who helped care for the in-
jured that day.

Today I want to remember the six
Marylanders who died in this terrible
tragedy, and to express my condolences
to their family and friends.

Sylvia Frasier was 53 years old and
lived in Waldorf, MD, in Charles Coun-
ty. She was a computer expert and
served as the enterprise information
assurance manager at Naval Sea Sys-
tems Command. And she worked a sec-
ond job as well, working several eve-
nings a week as a customer service
manager at the Wal-Mart in Waldorf.
The assistant manager at the store
said she often gave co-workers rides
home, and he once asked her, ‘“‘How
come you work a second job?’’ She just
said, ‘I love it. I like working with peo-
ple.””” Her co-worker said that Sylvia
could talk to customers and turn nega-
tives into positives, and that they will
miss seeing her smile and gold-colored
hair at the store. She leaves behind her
two parents and six siblings.

John Roger Johnson was 73 years old
and lived in Derwood, MD, in Mont-
gomery County. He was a civilian con-
tractor and performed environmental
assessments of systems used to located
mines. He also provided support to the
NAVSEA’s Command Information Offi-
cer. He often greeted colleagues with a
“How ya doin’, buddy?”’ He leaves be-
hind a wife and four daughters, and his
11th grandchild is due in November.

Frank Kohler was 50 years old and
lived in Tall Timbers, MD, in St.
Mary’s County. He was a computer sys-
tems specialist. Frank had been the
president of the Rotary Club. He had
earned the nickname of ‘“‘King Oyster”
for his service, and received a crown
and robe, leading the national oyster
shucking competition. He leaves be-
hind a wife and two daughters.

Vishnu Pandit was 61 years old and
lived in North Potomac, MD, in Mont-
gomery County. He was born in Bom-
bay, India, and moved to the United
States in his early 20’s. His family said
in a statement that ‘“‘He took great
pride in being employed by the United
States Navy, which he very proudly
served in various capacities as a civil-
ian for over 25 years. He felt extremely
privileged to have contributed to the
superiority of the U.S. Navy and the
country that he served.” He leaves be-
hind a wife and two sons.

Kenneth Bernard Proctor was 46
years old and lived in Waldorf, MD, in
Charles County. He worked as a civil-
ian utilities foreman, and had worked
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for the Federal Government for over
two decades. His oldest son recently
enlisted in the Army. He leaves behind
his ex-wife and two sons.

Richard Michael Ridgell was 52 years
old and lived in Westminster, MD, in
Carroll County. He was a Maryland
State Police Trooper for nearly two
decades, and spent 3 years working in
Iraq, helping train civilian in local po-
licing. He was known to text his chil-
dren several times a day to check up on
them and tell them he loved them, and
coached his daughters’ softball teams.
He was an avid photographer and loved
taking pictures of his family. He leaves
behind his wife and three daughters.

Mr. President, the tragedy of every
recent mass shooting in America has
underscored the importance of Con-
gress passing sensible, Federal gun
safety legislation. We know that we
won’t be able to stop every tragedy,
but we absolutely can save lives. Ear-
lier this year, some 4 months after the
shooting at Sandy Hook Elementary,
there was a glimmer of hope that the
Senate was finally working together on
a bipartisan basis to pass reasonable
background checks for all gun pur-
chases. This effort was fleeting, but it
must be revived.

We must use common sense and act
responsibly. I am sympathetic to the
interests of legitimate hunters and col-
lectors, but we should follow the lead
of states like Maryland and reinstate
the Federal ban on assault weapons
and prohibit high-capacity ammuni-
tion clips. We should enact universal
background checks. We must take
steps to strengthen our mental health
system so that individuals who need
help with mental illness can get appro-
priate help and not have access to hand
guns or other weapons. I know that we
can protect our communities while
still protecting the Constitutional
rights of legitimate hunters and exist-
ing gun owners.

——————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO HELYSE S. TURNER

e Mr. HELLER. Madam President,
today I wish to recognize a dedicated
public servant from my home State of
Nevada, Helyse Turner. For the past
several years, Ms. Turner has served as
the Business and Community Liaison
with the Sierra Nevada Job Corps Cen-
ter. In this capacity, she has contrib-
uted to an organization whose mission
is to assist young Nevadans obtain the
skills they need to become successful
professionals. She has worked closely
with my Reno office and has been a re-
source to them as they work to meet
the needs of my constituents.

Ms. Turner has an impressive record
of public service in both the non-profit
and government sectors. In addition to
her community service while at the Si-
erra Nevada Job Corps Center, she has
assisted the needy by working with the
Food Bank of Northern Nevada, and
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she has helped to responsibly manage
Nevada’s vast public lands while serv-
ing with the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. She also volunteers on a number
of local civic boards, including the
local Chamber of Commerce Ambas-
sador program and the Sierra Nevada
Chapter of the Public Relations Soci-
ety of America.

Ms. Turner exemplifies the values of
philanthropy and community service,
and in so doing she has had a profound
impact on many Nevadans. I and my
staff deeply appreciate her dedicated
efforts and her years of service, and I
ask my colleagues to join me in wish-
ing her the best of luck as she begins a
new chapter with Utah’s Clearfield Job
Corps Center. She will be greatly
missed in the Silver State.®

————
TRIBUTE TO JIM RUBRIGHT

e Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I
wish to honor Mr. Jim Rubright, chair-
man and CEO of RockTenn,
headquartered in Norcross, GA, on his
retirement.

Jim came to the paper industry with
a wealth of prior experience in the en-
ergy business, public company manage-
ment and served as a partner in the law
firm of King & Spalding LLP.

Jim was named PaperAge’s Executive
Papermaker of the Year in 2009 and
2012 as well as North American Forest
Products CEO of the Year in 2008 and
2011. He received the first ever Global
CEO of the Year award at the 2009 Pulp
& Paper International, PPI, Awards in
Munich, Germany. Jim is a leader in
the global forest products industry,
and his philosophy is to lead his em-
ployees by example. He focuses on the
importance of corporate -citizenship,
giving generously of time, talent and
funding to take care of the commu-
nities where he lives.

Under Jim’s leadership, RockTenn
has grown to become a highly re-
spected leader in its industry. He has
increased shareholder value eight-fold
with annual dividends of 18.6 percent
for 14 years, and earlier this year led
his company on to the Fortune 500 list
for the first time in its history pri-
marily by engineering large acquisi-
tions. He has grown RockTenn from
$1.3 billion in 1999 to an estimated $9.5
billion this year, with 26,000 employees
whom he is leaving on sound financial
footing even in these tough economic
times.

It is with great pleasure that I recog-
nize Jim Rubright, a dedicated family
man who has also left an incredible leg-
acy in his outstanding career. I have
enjoyed working with him on issues in
Washington over the years and wish
him the best in his retirement.e

——
JOEY’S PARK

e Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I
would like to pay tribute to a little boy
named Joey O’Donnell. Joey was a
great kid. Full of energy. Full of
imagination. Smart as a whip.
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Joey suffered from a rare pediatric
disease called cystic fibrosis. The dis-
ease attacks early and it affects the
lungs, pancreas and several other crit-
ical systems of the body.

It is in honor of Joey that I started
the Congressional Cystic Fibrosis Cau-
cus in the House of Representatives.
Joey died in 1986 as a result of his wors-
ening condition. Back then we didn’t
have the amazing life-changing thera-
pies we have now. Today, we have a
novel and life-saving therapy known as
Kalydeco that gives those suffering
from cystic fibrosis and their families
hope. It was developed by Vertex,
headquartered in my home State of
Massachusetts. It is the first and only
FDA approved medication to treat a
particular mutation associated with
cystic fibrosis.

It is in that spirit of hope that I wish
to acknowledge the extraordinary ef-
forts happening today in Belmont, MA
to once again honor Joey. Hundreds of
Vertex employees are volunteering
their time along with hundreds of oth-
ers to rebuild the original ¢Joey’s
Park’ in Belmont.

I congratulate and thank those hun-
dreds of volunteers for building this
fantastic playground, which will in-
spire hope and imagination in all kids.
It will serve as an important place in
the community and is a fitting way to
honor Joey and his spirit.e

ARKANSAS NO KID HUNGRY
CAMPAIGN

e Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, today
I wish to address the serious issue of
childhood hunger in my home State of
Arkansas, and the important work of
the Arkansas Hunger Relief Alliance
and the Arkansas No Kid Hungry cam-
paign in addressing this issue.

New data released by the United
States Department of Agriculture on
our Nation’s food insecurity showed
that nearly 20 percent of Arkansas
households struggle to provide ade-
quate food during the year. Today,
more than one in four kids in Arkansas
face hunger. Since 2010 the Arkansas
No Kid Hungry campaign, a partner-
ship between the Arkansas Hunger Re-
lief Alliance under the leadership of
Kathy Webb, the office of Arkansas
Governor Mike Beebe, and other stake-
holders, has been committed to ending
childhood hunger and food insecurity
for families in my State.

Fortunately for Arkansas, the No Kid
Hungry campaign is hard at work to
make sure that kids across the State
have access to the healthy, nutritious
foods they need. Since the No Kid Hun-
gry campaign came to Arkansas, it has
brought 1.2 million additional meals to
kids who need them. They are dedi-
cated to expanding access to school
breakfast, free summer meals, and
afterschool meals. Additionally,
through its Cooking Matters nutrition
education program, the Arkansas No
Kid Hungry campaign empowers fami-
lies with the skills, knowledge, and



September 27, 2013

confidence to prepare healthy meals on
a budget. More than 1,800 families
across the State have already partici-
pated in Cooking Matters program-
ming.

Research shows eating breakfast has
a dramatic and positive effect on stu-
dents, and as Arkansas kids head back
to school, more will be starting their
days with a healthy breakfast. How-
ever, there is a large gap in the number
of kids who are eligible for free or re-
duced-price meals at school and those
who are accessing the Federal School
Breakfast Program. In Arkansas, only
about 55 percent of the students who
eat free or reduced-price school lunches
each day are also getting school break-
fast. The Arkansas No Kid Hungry
campaign is working to change that by
moving school breakfast out of the caf-
eteria and making it a part of the
school day, ensuring more low-income
students are able to start with a
healthy meal. In 2012, the campaign
helped to connect approximately 4,400
additional kids to the School Breakfast
Program.

Summer continues to be a chal-
lenging time for low-income kids. The
Arkansas No Kid Hungry campaign en-
sures that kids have continued access
to healthy meals. Again, the Arkansas
No Kid Hungry campaign stepped up to
the challenge, increasing the number of
meals served to kids during the sum-
mer by more than 730,000 between 2010
and 2012.

“Hunger in Our Schools,” a new re-
port by the No Kid Hungry campaign,
found that three in four public school
teachers see their students arrive at
school hungry. In the report, an Arkan-
sas teacher spoke about kids in her
classroom impacted by hunger. She
said, ‘‘Asking a student to come to
school and learn while they’re hungry
is like trying to tell an adult to sit in
their cubicle and work with a nail in
their foot; the pain is all you’d be able
to concentrate on, just like food is the
only thing hungry kids can focus on.
Before you can focus on grades or be-
havior, you have to make sure Kkids
have the basic necessities of life.”’

There is still work to be done across
Arkansas to ensure kids and families
have consistent access to healthy, nu-
tritious foods. I am confident that with
the continued strong work of the Ar-
kansas No Kid Hungry campaign and
the Arkansas Hunger Relief Alliance,
with its six Feeding America member
food banks, we can create an Arkansas
where no child goes hungry.e

—————

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 9:32 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 bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2600. An act to amend the Interstate
Land Sales Full Disclosure Act to clarify
how the Act applies to condominiums.

H.R. 3095. An act to ensure that any new or
revised requirement providing for the screen-
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ing, testing, or treatment of individuals op-
erating commercial motor vehicles for sleep
disorders is adopted pursuant to a rule-
making proceeding, and for other purposes.

———

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The President pro tempore (Mr.
LEAHY) announced that he had signed
the following enrolled bills, which were
previously signed by the Speaker of the
House:

H.R. 527. An act to amend the Helium Act
to complete the privatization of the Federal
helium reserve in a competitive market fash-
ion that ensures stability in the helium mar-
kets while protecting the interests of Amer-
ican taxpayers, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3092. An act to amend the Missing
Children’s Assistance Act, and for other pur-
poses.

At 1:47 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. 3096. An act to designate the building
occupied by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion located at 801 Follin Lane, Vienna, Vir-
ginia, as the ‘“‘Michael D. Resnick Terrorist
Screening Center’’.

The message also announced that the
House agrees to the amendment of the
Senate to the text of the bill (H.R. 1412)
to improve and increase the avail-
ability of on-job training and appren-
ticeship programs carried out by the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and for
other purposes, and an amendment to
the title.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

At 1:59 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bill:

H.R. 1412. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend certain expiring au-
thorities affecting veterans and their fami-
lies, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro
tempore (Mr. REID).

———

MEASURES REFERRED

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

H.R. 2600. An act to amend the Interstate
Land Sales Full Disclosure Act to clarify
how the Act applies to condominiums; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs.

H.R. 3096. An act to designate the building
occupied by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion located at 801 Follin Lane, Vienna, Vir-
ginia, as the ‘‘Michael D. Resnick Terrorist
Screening Center’’; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works.

———————

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:
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By Mr. BROWN (for himself,
BEGICH, and Mr. MERKLEY):

S. 1556. A Dbill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to modify authorities relating
to the collective bargaining of employees in
the Veterans Health Administration; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CASEY (for himself, Mr. ISAK-
SON, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. BROWN, Mr. KIRK, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. BLUNT, Ms. WARREN, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Mr. MUR-
PHY, and Mr. REED):

S. 1557. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act to reauthorize support for grad-
uate medical education programs in chil-
dren’s hospitals; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. BEGICH (for himself and Mr.
BROWN):

S. 1558. A bill to require the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to carry out a program of
outreach for veterans, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. DURBIN:

S. 1559. A Dbill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to modify the method of deter-
mining whether Filipino veterans are United
States residents for purposes of eligibility
for receipt of the full-dollar rate of com-
pensation under the laws administered by
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 491
At the request of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, the name of the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 491, a bill to amend the
Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 to modify provisions relat-
ing to grants, and for other purposes.
S. 569
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 569, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to
count a period of receipt of outpatient
observation services in a hospital to-
ward satisfying the 3-day inpatient
hospital requirement for coverage of
skilled nursing facility services under
Medicare.
S. 635
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MANCHIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 635, a bill to amend the
Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act to provide an
exception to the annual written pri-
vacy notice requirement.
S. 653
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SESSIONS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 6563, a bill to provide for
the establishment of the Special Envoy
to Promote Religious Freedom of Reli-
gious Minorities in the Near East and
South Central Asia.
S. 666
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 666, a bill to prohibit
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attendance of an animal fighting ven-
ture, and for other purposes.
S. 1302
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1302, a bill to amend the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974
and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to provide for cooperative and small
employer charity pension plans.
S. 1306
At the request of Mr. REED, the name
of the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1306, a bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 in order to improve environmental
literacy to better prepare students for
postsecondary education and careers,
and for other purposes.
S. 1369
At the request of Mr. BROWN, the
name of the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. COBURN) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1369, a bill to provide additional
flexibility to the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System to estab-
lish capital standards that are properly
tailored to the unique characteristics
of the business of insurance, and for
other purposes.
S. 1537
At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. ScoTT) and the Senator from
Nevada (Mr. HELLER) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1537, a bill to ensure that
any new or revised requirement pro-
viding for the screening, testing, or
treatment of individuals operating
commercial motor vehicles for sleep
disorders is adopted through a rule-
making proceeding, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1541
At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the names of the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and the
Senator from Maine (Ms. COLLINS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1541, a bill to
appropriate such funds as may be nec-
essary to ensure that members of the
Armed Forces, including reserve com-
ponents thereof, and supporting civil-
ian and contractor personnel continue
to receive pay and allowances for ac-
tive service performed when a Govern-
mentwide shutdown occurs, and for
other purposes.
S. 1551
At the request of Mr. WYDEN, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. HEINRICH) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1551, a bill to reform the au-
thorities of the Federal Government to
require the production of certain busi-
ness records, conduct electronic sur-
veillance, use pen registers and trap
and trace devices, and use other forms
of information gathering for foreign in-
telligence, counterterrorism, and
criminal purposes, and for other pur-
poses.
S.J. RES. 17
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.J.
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Res. 17, a joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States authorizing Congress to
prohibit the physical desecration of the
flag of the United States.
S. CON. RES. 13
At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Ms. WARREN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 13, a concurrent
resolution commending the Boys &
Girls Clubs of America for its role in
improving outcomes for millions of
young people and thousands of commu-
nities.
S. RES. 213
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 213, a resolution expressing sup-
port for the free and peaceful exercise
of representative democracy in Ven-
ezuela and condemning violence and in-
timidation against the country’s polit-
ical opposition.
S. RES. 262
At the request of Mr. DONNELLY, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. MORAN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 262, a resolution
supporting the goals and ideals of sui-
cide prevention awareness.
AMENDMENT NO. 1966
At the request of Mr. NELSON, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER) and the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. SCHATZ) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 1966 in-
tended to be proposed to H.J. Res. 59, a
joint resolution making continuing ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2014, and for
other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1980
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 1980 intended to be pro-
posed to H.J. Res. 59, a joint resolution
making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 2014, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1987
At the request of Mr. PORTMAN, the
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR), the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) and the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON)
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 1987 intended to be proposed
to H.J. Res. 59, a joint resolution mak-
ing continuing appropriations for fiscal
year 2014, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 1992
At the request of Mr. PAUL, the
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
LEE) and the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. FLAKE) were added as cosponsors
of amendment No. 1992 intended to be
proposed to H.J. Res. 59, a joint resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations
for fiscal year 2014, and for other pur-
poses.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. DURBIN:
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S. 15659. A bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to modify the
method of determining whether Fili-
pino veterans are United States resi-
dents for purposes of eligibility for re-
ceipt of the full-dollar rate of com-
pensation under the laws administered
by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs;
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent 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. 1559

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 ‘‘Benefits

Fairness for Filipino Veterans Act of 2013”".

SEC. 2. DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY OF CER-
TAIN FILIPINO VETERANS FOR
FULL-DOLLAR RATE OF BENEFITS
UNDER THE LAWS ADMINISTERED
BY THE SECRETARY OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS.

Section 107(c) of title 38, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence: ‘“The Secretary may
not determine that a person is not an indi-
vidual residing in the United States for pur-
poses of this subsection solely because the
person is outside the United States for any
period of time less than one year.”.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that at a time to be determined by the
majority leader, with the concurrence
of the Republican leader, the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nominations: Cal-
endar Nos. 204 and 205; that there be 30
minutes for debate, equally divided in
the usual form; that upon the use or
yielding back of time, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote without intervening ac-
tion or debate on the nominations in
the order listed; that the motions to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate; that no further motions
be in order; that any related state-
ments be printed in the RECORD; that
the President be immediately notified
of the Senate’s action and the Senate
then resume legislative session.

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

————

NATIONAL CASE MANAGEMENT
WEEK

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the Judiciary Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. Res. 214 and the Senate proceed to
its consideration.

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

The clerk will report the resolution
by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 214) designating the
week of October 13, 2013, through October 19,
2013, as ‘‘National Case Management Week”’
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to recognize the value of case management
in improving healthcare outcomes for pa-
tients.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be agreed to, the
preamble be agreed to, and the motions
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
with no intervening action or debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in the RECORD of August 1, 2013,
under ‘“‘Submitted Resolutions.’’)

214) was

SIGNING AUTHORITY

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that from Friday, September 27,
through Monday, September 30, the
majority leader and Senator BOXER be
authorized to sign duly enrolled bills or
joint resolutions.

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

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

Mr. REID. Madam President, I wish
to thank all my Republican colleagues
and, of course, Democratic colleagues
who acted responsibly today to prevent
a government shutdown. House Repub-
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licans should follow the example set by
Republicans in the Senate.

I want everyone to listen and to hear.
The Senate has acted. This is the only
legislation that can avert a govern-
ment shutdown and that time is tick-
ing as we speak. The Senate will be
back in session on Monday. In the
meantime, if Speaker BOEHNER wants
to avoid a government shutdown, he
will pass our resolution; otherwise, it
is a government shutdown.

The President just spoke on national
TV outlining how bad that would be.
We have said it on the floor, but it
doesn’t have the power of the President
telling everyone how bad it will be, and
it will be very, very negative for our
economy and for the American people
in general.

House Republicans should think long
and hard about what is at stake and
who would be hurt by a government
shutdown. Each of us, all 535 Members
of Congress, were elected by the Amer-
ican people to serve them, and the
American people deserve better than a
government that lurches from crisis to
crisis caused by a handful of people.
American families deserve a govern-
ment that works for them, not against
them.

——
ORDERS FOR MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 30, 2013

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate completes its
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business today, it adjourn until 2 p.m.
on Monday, September 30, 2013, and
that following the prayer and pledge,
the morning hour be deemed expired,
the Journal of proceedings be approved
to date, and the time for the two lead-
ers be reserved for their use later in
the day; that following any leader re-
marks, the Senate proceed to a period
of morning business until 5 p.m., with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each and that the
majority leader be recognized at 5 p.m.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. Madam President, Sen-
ators will be notified when the next
votes are scheduled.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 30, 2013 AT 2 P.M.

Mr. REID. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand adjourned under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 4:15 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
September 30, 2013, at 2 p.m.
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