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it is. The President’s health care law 
puts Medicare on the road to rationing. 
This health care law creates an 
unelected, unaccountable board of 
Washington bureaucrats, who will de-
cide how much Medicare pays for cer-
tain Medicare services. 

Starting in 2014, after the next Presi-
dential election, members of the board 
will decide how much they will reim-
burse hospitals and doctors for taking 
care of Medicare patients. Then pro-
viders all across this country will have 
to decide whether they can continue to 
care for American seniors. 

Let’s face it, even today doctors are 
running away from taking care of pa-
tients on Medicare. According to the 
American Medical Association, one in 
three primary care doctors already 
limits how many Medicare patients 
they are willing to see. According to 
the same survey of the American Med-
ical Association, 60 percent of doctors 
say they are looking for ways to get 
out of Medicare completely. 

Even more providers are going to 
stop seeing Medicare patients, and this 
situation will continue to get worse. If 
you don’t believe me, ask seniors in 
your own community what happens 
when their doctor retires. Ask some-
body on Medicare how easy it is for 
them to find a doctor to take care of 
them. If they happen to be with a doc-
tor, and they turn 65, ask if they are al-
lowed to stay with that doctor or if 
they move to another community to be 
closer to their children and grand-
children, ask them how difficult it is 
for those on Medicare to find a doctor. 
The reason is, of course, because Medi-
care pays a lot less than the going rate. 

Yet, the Democrats’ and the Presi-
dent’s solution is to pay even a lower 
amount and continue to ration and 
ratchet down that amount, resulting 
significantly in additional rationing of 
care as our seniors find it harder and 
harder to find physicians and nurses to 
take care of them. 

The other thing about this rationing 
board is that it gets worse when you 
look at the details. It will be prac-
tically impossible for this Congress—or 
any Congress—to overturn the ration-
ing board’s recommendations. 

Again, to me it seems very odd that 
my friends on the other side don’t talk 
about this rationing board when they 
hold their Medicare events. But as 
NANCY PELOSI said, first you have to 
pass it before you get to find out what 
is in it. The American people continue 
to find out what is in this health care 
law, and they continue to oppose it. I 
say to my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle, if you are so proud of the 
work you have done on Medicare, then 
you should stand and defend this ra-
tioning board. My colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle should explain to 
American seniors how it will work and 
how it will impact their care. America 
deserves a thorough and honest debate 
about the future of Medicare, how we 
got to this point, and how we can, in a 
responsible way, strengthen and secure 

Medicare for those on Medicare and for 
the next generation. 

I bring this to you today because 
today a new study came out in the New 
England Journal of Medicine. It has to 
do not with Medicare—a program for 
our seniors—but with Medicaid, a pro-
gram for low-income people—specifi-
cally, in many cases, for children. The 
study from the New England Journal of 
Medicine today talks about how very 
difficult it is for people—specifically 
children—on Medicaid to even get an 
appointment to see a doctor. 

During the health care debate over 
the last year, I have come to the floor 
continuously and talked about the fact 
that many physicians refuse to take 
patients on Medicaid, because the re-
imbursement from the government is 
lower than the cost of actually even 
treating the patient—considering rent, 
office expenses, and other costs. 

This study out today in the New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine talks about 
researchers in Chicago who called a 
number of doctors’ offices with an iden-
tical voice, the same person calling— 
actually, the same office—a month 
apart with the same symptoms, wheth-
er it was for asthma or different condi-
tions such as diabetes, for the child’s 
care, and the question came: Do you 
have insurance or are you on Medicaid? 

What they found is that for 89 per-
cent of those with insurance, they were 
able to get an appointment—regular in-
surance. Of those saying, no, we have 
Medicaid—and they called hundreds 
and hundreds of offices and clinics— 
only one in three was able to get an ap-
pointment. Think about that. It is 
something for our seniors to think 
about, as well as the President’s ra-
tioning board. It pays less and less for 
a visit to a doctor. 

We have talked about the fact that 
Medicare rates, as a result of the $500 
billion cut from Medicare, will be in 
many places similar to Medicaid rates. 
So I would assume that at some point 
soon seniors will have the exact same 
amount of trouble getting an appoint-
ment to see a physician, as the New 
England Journal of Medicine found 
today, for children on Medicaid. 

With that, I say that I will continue 
to come to the Senate floor week after 
week with a doctor’s second opinion 
about the health care law, because 
week after week we see new informa-
tion, new relevant information about 
how the impact of this broad, sweeping 
law, significant changes for the health 
care of all Americans—how it is, in my 
opinion, bad for patients, bad for pro-
viders, the nurses and doctors who take 
care of them, and bad for taxpayers. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

ETHANOL 
Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak to the proceedings that 
just occurred in this body with regard 
to ethanol and to talk about how I see 
them from the perspective of my home 
State of Delaware. 

Today, the Senate agreed on a path 
forward to end Federal subsidies for 
corn-based ethanol. As Senators, we 
are often asked to make tough choices, 
and the bipartisan votes on today’s 
amendments were largely a reflection 
of where we are from. 

For Delaware, agriculture is the sin-
gle largest part of our economy. We 
grow a lot of corn, we grow a lot of soy-
beans, we have companies investing in 
advanced biofuels, and we have a major 
poultry industry. Today, I voted for 
Delaware’s poultry growers and for our 
consumers. Lots of folks across this 
country in the last few years have lost 
their jobs, lost their homes, and lost 
their livelihoods. It is very important 
to me that the people of Delaware 
know, on the record, that the vote I 
cast today to end Federal subsidies for 
ethanol was about making sure we are 
supporting our home State poultry in-
dustry. 

My main concerns are that one of the 
most important economic engines—not 
just in Delaware but in the whole Del-
marva Peninsula—is the poultry indus-
try. That industry has its back against 
the wall and is struggling to survive. 
At a time when many other agricul-
tural industries are seeing record 
prices—and that is a positive, a boon 
for them—for the poultry industry, the 
rising cost of feed is forcing decades- 
old companies to rethink their business 
models or, sadly, as in one case just 
last week for one of the most impor-
tant and vital poultry companies in 
Delaware, to shut their doors and go 
into bankruptcy. 

We need to move away from corn- 
based ethanol and toward homegrown 
advanced biofuels if we are going to ac-
complish three goals at the same time. 
One is to reduce our deficit, to end un-
wise and unnecessary Federal spending; 
second is to support and advance and 
defend our poultry industry, whether 
in Delmarva or throughout the rest of 
the country; and third is to continue to 
make progress toward the future of 
clean, promising biofuels that are not 
from grain. 

The amendment I just voted for 
closes the door on corn-based ethanol, 
but that should not prevent us from 
finding a path forward to advanced 
biofuels, those not from grain, whether 
cellulosic ethanol or drop-in biofuels 
from algae or otherwise. 

Today, I also filed an amendment 
with Senator CARPER, the senior Sen-
ator from Delaware, that makes it 
clear that as we close the door on corn- 
based ethanol, we need to do two other 
things going forward: first, use those 
billions of dollars in savings to reduce 
the deficit and, second, redirect funds, 
formerly committed to VEETC, to sup-
port an important but just beginning, a 
nascent advanced biofuels industry. 
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Ultimately, the policies we pursue 

should lead to American consumers, 
producers, and farmers using less pe-
troleum and, more importantly, using 
less oil from overseas sources. If we are 
going to reduce our dependence on fos-
sil fuels and especially on those we im-
port from overseas, we are going to 
need to continue to pursue a range of 
cleaner and more secure sources of en-
ergy. Advanced biofuels are central to 
this effort. Now that we have taken the 
important first step by adopting the 
Feinstein-Coburn amendment and sig-
naling the intent of this body to end 
Federal subsidies to corn-based eth-
anol, I hope we will also responsibly 
pay down our Federal deficit and con-
tinue a strong path forward toward the 
advanced biofuels that Delawareans are 
making a significant contribution to-
ward making a reality. 

As my colleague from California has 
noted, corn-based ethanol has histori-
cally been supported by three policies: 
the volumetric ethanol excise tax cred-
it, known as VEETC, which provides a 
45 cent per gallon tax credit to gasoline 
suppliers who blend ethanol with gaso-
line; a tariff of 54 cents per gallon on 
imported ethanol, which is largely tar-
geted at sugarcane ethanol from Brazil; 
and a requirement that mandates the 
use of ethanol in gasoline by set 
amounts every year, increasing to 36 
billion gallons by 2022. 

VEETC and the import tariff may 
have been needed in the past to stand 
up the nascent corn-based ethanol in-
dustry, but experts agree that the in-
dustry has matured, and these two sup-
ports are no longer needed. 

At a time when our federal govern-
ment is facing a massive deficit and 
spiraling debt, we need to take a hard 
look at how we spend our taxpayer dol-
lars. These subsidies are expensive, and 
studies have shown them to have dra-
matic impacts on our federal budget as 
well as on the cost of corn feed used by 
chicken farmers, including those in 
Delaware. This year alone, VEETC will 
cost taxpayers $6 billion. We just can’t 
afford to maintain this duplicative and 
wasteful subsidy. 

Delaware’s chicken farmers can’t af-
ford it either. Most economists and 
market analysts agree that the steady 
growth in ethanol demand has had a 
dramatic effect on the price of corn. 
This cost has trickled down to related 
agricultural markets, including food, 
feed, fuel, and land. The average an-
nual price of corn has jumped 225 per-
cent just in the past 5 years. Last 
week, corn futures reached nearly $8 a 
bushel, which is 140 percent over last 
year. 

The No. 1 cost for chicken farmers is 
feed, and farmers in Delaware are feel-
ing the pinch. One major poultry com-
pany declared bankruptcy last week, 
and it cited the high cost of corn feed 
as a major factor. Couple this with ris-
ing energy costs, trade barriers, and 
low chicken prices, and you can see 
why many poultry companies are near-
ing a breaking point. 

Something must be done. The VEETC 
credit and the tariff are no longer 
worth the investment. It is past time 
that we repeal these subsidies, and I 
was proud to vote for the Feinstein- 
Coburn amendment to do so. 

At the same time, let me be clear: 
the Feinstein-Coburn approach is only 
part of a larger effort. In addition to 
ending VEETC and the tariff, we must 
also do much more to promote invest-
ment in the research, development, and 
deployment of advanced biofuels, in-
cluding cellulosic and drop-in biofuels. 
These will help us reduce our depend-
ence on petroleum and encourage fur-
ther innovation. We need to provide 
greater certainty to help launch a 
next-generation biofuels industry 
through the extension of tax credits 
and other federal programs for certain 
targeted advanced biofuels. 

Many concerns are raised because 
corn ethanol dominates the U.S. 
biofuels market. But what is our ulti-
mate goal? Shouldn’t it be about great-
er fuel efficiency and product diversity 
in our domestic transportation sector? 
First, that can be achieved through in-
creased fuel economy standards. Sec-
ond, it can also come from techno-
logical alternatives like electrifica-
tion, natural gas and hydrogen fueled 
vehicles. Third—and most important 
for what we are debating here today— 
it will come from developing commer-
cially viable, advanced biofuels. 

There are legitimate concerns about 
corn ethanol’s economic and environ-
mental impacts, but we should also not 
be cutting off our nose to spite our 
face. For this reason, I have filed an 
amendment that makes it clear that 
we should be redirecting the repeal of 
the VEETC to deficit reduction and the 
extension of advanced biofuels for 5 
years to provide a long-term signal to 
this small but emerging industry. 

I want to be part of a solution that 
provides a strong, long-term future for 
our Nation’s alternative fuels industry. 
I want to see domestically produced, 
next-generation feedstocks grow. This 
would be from cellulosic, biodiesel, and 
drop-in fuels like methanol and buta-
nol. They could come from different 
feedstocks, such as recycled grease, 
wood, corn stover, switch grass, munic-
ipal waste, algae, and livestock ma-
nure. Right now there is little to no 
commercial production, but we need to 
support those efforts with new incen-
tives for these fuels and bio-refineries. 
Most importantly, we need to work on 
bringing down the costs and expanding 
their markets. 

In Delaware, inventive companies are 
already hard at work researching cut-
ting-edge biofuel systems, including 
ones that produce energy from soy-
beans and algae. One such company is 
Elcriton in Newark, which is producing 
drop-in fuels from duckweed, an aquat-
ic plant that can be used to produce 
fuel. Another company headquartered 
in Delaware—DuPont—working with 
partners around the country on both 
cellulosic and biobutanol technologies. 

None of these fuels compete with the 
price of livestock feed. I am proud of 
the biofuel innovation taking place in 
my State, and I want to replicate this 
model across the country. 

In addition, this growth of advanced 
biofuel innovation has the potential to 
lead to new economic opportunities not 
only for energy companies and con-
sumers but also for Delaware chicken 
farmers. Today, of great concern to 
them is the price of corn on the input 
end of farm operations, but—hopefully, 
not too far down the road—a signifi-
cant factor on their balance-books may 
soon be earnings from waste that can 
be sold for biofuels. 

Ultimately, the policies we pursue 
should lead to American consumers, 
producers, and farmers using less pe-
troleum. If we are going to reduce our 
dependence on fossil fuels, particularly 
those imported from overseas, we are 
going to need to pursue a range of 
cleaner and more secure sources of en-
ergy. Advanced biofuels are central to 
this effort, and, now that we have 
taken the first step by adopting the 
Feinstein-Coburn amendment, I hope 
the Senate will take the next step as 
well. 

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask that 
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded. 

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

f 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, our Na-
tion’s challenges grow by the day. The 
citizens of Utah get this. The citizens 
in this country get this. 

A recent NBC News-Wall Street Jour-
nal poll found that 62 percent of Ameri-
cans think the country is on the wrong 
track. Only 37 percent of Americans ap-
prove of the President’s job of handling 
the economy. I would like to meet 
those people, because when I talk to 
Utahns, the numbers are much lower 
than that, and I understand why. 

Applications for unemployment have 
been above 400,000 for 7 straight weeks. 
Economic growth is stagnant. Job 
growth is pathetic. The real estate 
market remains in free-fall. Since 2007, 
housing values have dropped by more 
than during the Great Depression. 

Medicare is going bankrupt, and 
when it does, it will take down this 
country and tens of millions of seniors 
with it. Yet President Obama and his 
Democratic allies steadfastly refuse to 
acknowledge that there is a problem 
with Medicare. Former Speaker NANCY 
PELOSI, when asked where the Demo-
crats’ reform plan was, responded: 

We have a plan. It’s called Medicare. 

Meanwhile, the President’s hand-
picked chairwoman of the Democratic 
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