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it could then move to consideration of 
the Defense appropriations bill—an-
other measure I assume would be sub-
ject to debate and amendment. 

f 

IN MEMORY OF OWSLEY BROWN II 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I rise today to pay tribute to a great 
friend of the city of Louisville, a giant 
in both business and philanthropy who 
made Kentucky products famous 
around the globe, and a man whom I 
was proud to call a friend for more 
than 30 years. It is with great sadness 
that I report to my Senate colleagues 
that Owsley Brown II of Louisville, KY, 
passed away September 26 at the age of 
69. He will be mourned and missed by 
many, not only by his family and those 
fortunate enough to know him but also 
by the countless Louisvillians who did 
not get to meet the man personally but 
benefited from his numerous volunteer 
efforts and initiatives on behalf of our 
community. 

Owsley Brown II was born in 1942, the 
son of William Lee Lyons Brown and 
Sally Shallenberger Brown, who herself 
passed away just a few months ago at 
the age of 100, as I noted at the time on 
the Senate floor. After graduating from 
Yale University and Stanford Univer-
sity’s Graduate School of Business, 
Owsley spent 37 years at Brown 
Forman, the company his great-grand-
father founded, including 12 years as 
chief executive and 12 years as chair-
man. He started at Brown Forman in 
1961 as a summer employee. 

Owsley continued a family legacy 
that dates back to Brown Forman’s 
founding in 1870. Brown Forman is one 
of Louisville’s most significant compa-
nies and a major corporate citizen of 
our community. It provides almost 
1,200 local jobs and still makes whiskey 
in Jefferson County. 

As CEO, Owsley was a visionary in 
expanding the company’s international 
footprint and modernizing the mar-
keting of its brands. As a result, labels 
such as Jack Daniel’s and Southern 
Comfort are now recognized worldwide. 
Under his leadership, Brown Forman 
stock more than quadrupled in value. 

But to describe Owsley as merely a 
businessman, even a brilliant one, 
would be to just scrape the surface of 
the ice cube in a tall glass of Old For-
ester bourbon with water—Owsley’s fa-
vorite drink. With his wife Christy, he 
did much to improve the quality and 
character of life in Louisville. He led 
organizations to support art and music, 
historic preservation and environ-
mental protection. He was a leader in 
the founding of Actors Theatre of Lou-
isville and a longtime board member. 
He served on the board of the Speed 
Art Museum and was active in the 
Fund for the Arts and River Fields. His 
family’s Owsley Brown Charitable 
Foundation, of which he was president, 
gave millions of dollars to local 
churches and community groups. 

Owsley did a lot more than just write 
checks. He was passionately involved 

in everything he took part in. As the 
Actors Theatre board president, he was 
often seen cleaning the windows or 
moving props. His deep knowledge of 
art came in handy on visits to art fairs 
on behalf of the Speed Art Museum. He 
could inspire others to donate more of 
their time, efforts, and resources on be-
half of the causes he cared so deeply 
about just by setting the example. 

I first met Owsley more than 30 years 
ago and saw then that he represented 
the very best Louisville and the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky have to offer. 
Elaine and I send our deepest condo-
lences to his family, including his wife 
Christy, his three children: Owsley III, 
Brooke Barzun, and Augusta Holland, 
and his many other beloved family 
members and friends. 

Madam President, the Louisville 
Courier-Journal published recently an 
obituary of Owsley Brown II that only 
begins to describe a full life well lived. 
I ask unanimous consent that the full 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Courier-Journal, Sept. 29, 2011] 
BROWN, OWSLEY II 

Brown, Owsley II, 69, died September 26, 
2011, in Louisville with his family by his 
side. 

Mr. Brown was born September 10, 1942, the 
son of William Lee Lyons Brown and Sara 
‘‘Sally’’ Shallenberger. He was a graduate of 
Woodberry Forest School, Yale University, 
where he received his B.A. in history in 1964, 
and Stanford University’s Graduate School 
of Business. 

The great-grandson of Brown-Forman Cor-
poration founder George Garvin Brown, 
Owsley spent 37 years of his professional life 
with the company, starting as a summer em-
ployee in 1961. He became president in 1983, 
chief executive officer from 1993–2005 and 
chairman from 1995 until 2007. While at the 
helm of the company, he led efforts to dra-
matically expand its international presence 
and significantly modernized its marketing 
efforts. The strategy worked exceptionally 
well, as brands such as Jack Daniel’s, South-
ern Comfort and Finlandia became inter-
nationally recognized names, producing stel-
lar financial returns. 

He served as an Army intelligence officer 
at the Pentagon from 1966–1968 and in 2010 
was appointed by the Obama Administration 
to serve on the U.S. Department of Defense 
Business Board. In addition to his service on 
the Brown-Forman board, Owsley served on 
the board of NACCO Industries, Inc. 

Owsley was a leader in the founding of Ac-
tors Theatre of Louisville and a longtime 
board member, twice serving as president 
during major fund drives as it built its facili-
ties. He served on the boards of the Speed 
Art Museum, where he most recently headed 
up the Capital Campaign and Building Com-
mittee for its expansion; Fund for the Arts 
(as chairman and president); Kentucky Cen-
ter for the Performing Arts; and Partnership 
for Creative Economies. Previous boards he 
served on include River Fields, the Advisory 
Council of the Yale School of Forestry and 
Environment and the National Council of the 
National Trust for Historic Preservation. He 
also served on the International Council of 
Trustees for the World Conference of Reli-
gions for Peace. He was a former director of 
the Louisville Gas and Electric Company and 
its successor LG&E. 

He received the Governor’s Milner Award, 
Kentucky’s highest award for contributions 
to the culture of his state, and this year re-
ceived the Woodrow Wilson Award for Cor-
porate Citizenship. Also this year he and his 
wife Christy received the Greater Louisville 
Inc.’s Gold Cup Award for distinguished serv-
ice to Louisville. He earned the J. Russell 
Groves Citizens Laureate Award, honoring 
individuals who consistently encourage qual-
ity architecture in their communities. His 
lifetime interest in historic preservation was 
demonstrated in many projects, including 
the restoration and expansion of Actors The-
atre of Louisville. 

He is survived by his wife, Christina Lee; 
son, Owsley III (Victoire) and their children 
Chiara, William and Catalina; daughters, 
Brooke Barzun (Matthew) and their children, 
Jacques, Eleanor and Charles; and Augusta 
Holland (Gill) and their children Cora, 
Owsley and Lila; brothers, W. L. Lyons 
Brown Jr. (Alice Cary) and Martin S. Brown; 
sister, Ina Brown Bond (Mac); brother-in- 
law, O’Donnell Lee (Jeanie); and numerous 
nephews, nieces, great-nephews and great- 
nieces. 

Owsley will be remembered as profoundly 
wise, earned from a life of curiosity, honesty, 
and discipline. From his wisdom flowed hu-
mility and passionate kindness. It made him 
a great leader, father, husband and friend, 
and it made him a great man. 

He loved and supported the things that en-
rich the soul and spirit—his wife and chil-
dren, the creative arts, the natural world, 
public-spirited enterprises, and, above all, 
Louisville. Nothing pleased him more than 
bringing all these things together at a 
party—welcoming all with his special brand 
of Kentucky hospitality. He knew how to 
find joy in work and obligations. Owsley 
knew when to listen and when to laugh. 

He will be missed. 
The funeral will be celebrated 10 a.m. Fri-

day at Christ Church Cathedral, Episcopal, 
421 S. Second St., with private burial to fol-
low. Visitation will be 3–6 p.m. Thursday at 
the Speed Art Museum, 2035 S. Third St. Fu-
neral arrangements are being handled by 
A.D. Porter & Sons, Inc. 

In lieu of flowers, expressions of sympathy 
may be made to either Fund for the Arts or 
Metro United Way. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first half and 
the majority controlling the second 
half. 

The Senator from Tennessee. 

f 

JOBS 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President, 
our country has endured a 9-percent 
unemployment rate for a longer period 
of time than at any other time since 
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the Great Depression. Yet, unfortu-
nately, the Democratic leader is reluc-
tant to address this problem of jobless-
ness in a serious way. 

One way to address it would have 
been to take the three trade agree-
ments, which were negotiated 4 and 5 
years ago—one with Colombia, one 
with South Korea, one with Panama— 
and send them up to the Senate and 
House and let us ratify them and let us 
move ahead to avoid losing 350,000 
jobs—that is an estimate of the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce—or create as 
many as a quarter of a million jobs— 
that is the estimate of the White 
House. Yet those three trade agree-
ments had been sitting on the Presi-
dent’s desk since the day he took office 
nearly 3 years ago. They arrived yes-
terday—or Monday, I suppose it was— 
and they are here waiting for us to act 
on them. 

Every day we do not act on them 
delays the day when we avoid losing 
350,000 jobs or create 250,000 jobs. That 
has been the case every day for the last 
nearly 1,000 days. That would be a good 
way to address the jobs issue, but we 
have not. Instead, we had the President 
going around the country during the 
summer blaming Republicans for not 
acting on the three trade agreements 
when, in fact, the President had not 
sent them to us. There is no way the 
Congress can act on them until the 
President forwards them, which he now 
has. And if he has, why are we not de-
bating them today? That would be a 
good way to deal with the jobs issue. 

Here is another example. On Sep-
tember 8, the President came before 
the Congress and proposed his jobs bill. 
He said, if I counted correctly, and I 
was sitting respectfully in the second 
row, almost in the front row—I think 
he said as many as 17 times: Pass this 
jobs bill now. And if that were not 
enough, he has said it almost every day 
since then. The Republican leader men-
tioned it a few times. He was in Dallas 
yesterday. Pass this jobs bill now; I am 
ready to enact it, said the President of 
the United States. Well, it has been sit-
ting there on the Democratic leader’s 
desk for the last couple of weeks, ever 
since the President sent it up here. He 
spoke about it on September 8. 

The person in this body whose job it 
is to set the agenda is the Democratic 
leader, a member of the President’s 
own Democratic Party. Why doesn’t he 
bring it up? So yesterday the Repub-
lican leader said: I will show courtesy 
to the President. I will ask the Senate 
to do what the President has asked 
that we do, which is pass this jobs bill 
now, and the Democratic leader ob-
jected. 

So here for the second time we have 
the President running around the coun-
try saying one thing, and then we try 
to do it, and his leader in the Senate 
objects. What are we doing instead? 
Well, a couple weeks ago the Demo-
crats manufactured a crisis over dis-
aster aid when we could have been de-
bating the trade bill, the jobs bill, and 

we could have been offering the Repub-
lican proposals we have to encourage 
trade, to give this President and future 
Presidents new trade authority, to re-
form the tax law, and to have a time-
out on regulations that are throwing a 
big, wet blanket, making it more ex-
pensive and harder to create new jobs 
in America. That would have been the 
kind of debate we could have had on 
the Republican proposals we believe 
would make a difference in this urgent 
jobs situation which has given us 9-per-
cent unemployment for a longer period 
of time than at any other time since 
the Great Depression. 

So now this week, what are we doing? 
Well, we are debating a piece of legisla-
tion. The Democratic leader has de-
cided this is the important piece of leg-
islation to deal with jobs this week. 
And what will it do? It will give a 
punch in the nose to China, our second 
largest trading partner, our third larg-
est export market, our fastest growing 
export market, and the second largest 
economy in the world. History teaches 
us what will happen. We saw that dur-
ing the Great Depression. Perhaps it 
was the cause of the Great Depression. 
We remember the Smoot-Hawley tariff, 
the trade war that developed, the recip-
rocal punches in the nose that coun-
tries gave to themselves over trade, 
plunging the world into a depression. 

So here we are in a fragile moment, 
when headlines are saying we may be 
about to dip into a second recession, 
and what do we do? The Democratic 
majority says their best idea about cre-
ating jobs is to punch in the nose our 
second largest trade partner, our third 
largest export market, and our fastest 
growing export market, even though 
we know exactly what they will do to 
us. History teaches us they will punch 
us right back in the nose, and the re-
sult will be a trade war, which destroys 
jobs rather than creates jobs. 

Such legislation as that now pending 
on this floor is not how the world’s 
strongest economy, the United States 
of America, should conduct itself. Such 
legislation is a sign of weakness or 
lack of self-confidence or defeatism 
that is not worthy of the United States 
of America. 

In Tennessee, we see the advantages 
of trading with the world, including 
with China. China is our third largest 
export market, after Canada and Mex-
ico. Our leading exports are chemicals 
and agricultural products. Tennessee 
exports to China totaled $1.85 billion, a 
43-percent increase over 2009. A little 
over 7 percent of all of our exports 
went to China. In Tennessee, 116,000 
jobs are related to the export of manu-
factured goods; 5.3 million jobs in 
America. At a time of joblessness, why 
should we be punching in the nose 
someone to whom we might sell goods 
and that would create jobs in the 
United States? 

What should we do instead? Of 
course, there is legitimate concern 
about the way China values its cur-
rency. The administration should work 

with China to change that. China 
should accelerate the appreciation of 
its currency. But what else should the 
United States of America do? We might 
take a lesson from history. 

I remember 30 years ago, when I was 
just beginning my time as Governor of 
Tennessee, China was not the country 
in the news. It was Japan. There were 
books written: Japan, No. 1. The 
United States was, as it is today, the 
world’s largest economy, but every-
body was predicting: Watch out for 
Japan. Japan is becoming No. 1. The 
United States cannot keep up with 
Japan, it was said. Their autos, their 
computers, their electronic goods, 
their other sophisticated goods were 
going to overwhelm our markets, and 
we would quickly fall behind. 

There was in the early 1980s a $46 bil-
lion trade deficit with Japan. What did 
we do? Well, we did not act defeatist. 
We did not play games. We did not act 
as if we were the fifteenth largest econ-
omy in the world instead of the first. 
We asserted ourselves. We went to 
Japan and said to them: Make in the 
United States what you sell in the 
United States and take down your 
trade barriers so we can sell in your 
country what we make in ours. 

I went there myself. I remember viv-
idly going to Tokyo in 1979, in Novem-
ber. I met with the Nissan officials. 
They were considering locating a man-
ufacturing plant in the United States. 
At that time, they were making all of 
the Nissan cars and all the Nissan 
trucks in Japan that they sold in the 
United States. But they wanted to be 
in this market, which was and is the 
most profitable automobile market in 
the world. So we said to them: Make 
here what you sell here. And they did. 
They came to the United States. And 
where are we 30 years later? Nissan is 
saying to us that they have operated 
for 25 years now the most efficient 
automobile and truck plant in North 
America, and they are going to be 
making 85 percent of what they sell in 
the United States here in the United 
States. 

Nothing has done more to create 
higher incomes and better jobs in Ten-
nessee than the arrival of Nissan and 
the Japanese industry, followed by the 
American auto industry, in our State 
over the last 30 years. That is how a 
strong and confident country asserts 
itself in world competition. That is not 
just true with automobiles, it is true 
with many other manufacturing com-
panies that have come to our State 
from Japan and from other places. 
That is exactly the way we ought to 
deal with China. 

Our administration can assert itself 
in a variety of ways about the currency 
issue. But we should not act as though 
we are afraid of China anymore than 
we were afraid of Japan 30 years ago. 
We should seize this as a moment of op-
portunity. We should not escalate a 
trade war that no one will win. We 
should grow trade in sales and invest-
ment in China and urge them to make 
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in the United States what they sell in 
the United States. If they should do 
that, that will create jobs here rather 
than destroy jobs, as history teaches us 
a trade war will do. 

I hope the Senate will decisively re-
ject the legislation that is being pro-
posed to initiate a trade war with 
China. 

f 

REPEAL OBAMACARE 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President, 
in February of last year, we had a fair-
ly extraordinary event at the Blair 
House here in Washington. The Presi-
dent invited a large number of Mem-
bers of Congress—must have been 20 or 
30 of us around the table. He sat there 
the whole day, and we sat around the 
table and we talked about health care. 
It was called the Health Care Summit. 

A great many Americans watched 
that live on television, and because of 
the Internet and other explosions of 
new media, they still watch some of 
the things that were said that day. The 
reason I know that is because people 
have come up to me often and talked 
about an exchange I had with the 
President of the United States. 

The issue was about health care pre-
miums in the individual market. Citing 
a Congressional Budget Office letter, I 
said to the President: ‘‘Mr. President, 
respectfully, your new health care law 
that you propose is going to increase 
individual premiums.’’ 

He stopped me and said: 
Now Lamar, let’s get our facts straight. 

You are wrong about that. 

He proceeded to explain to me why I 
was wrong and he was right. With all 
respect, I believe I was right and even 
just a little year later, what the Con-
gressional Budget Office was saying 
then, which was that individual pre-
miums would go up as a result of the 
health care law, the last 17 months 
have shown that we were exactly right. 
This last week the Kaiser Family 
Foundation released a survey that 
showed the average family premium 
for employer-sponsored insurance was 
$15,000 in 2011, a 9-percent increase over 
the previous year. Let me quickly say 
that employer-sponsored insurance is 
not the same as the individual insur-
ance I was talking about with the 
President a year ago. But it is the 
same subject. Republicans were saying 
that we opposed the health care bill be-
cause it would increase premiums, and 
what we wanted to do was to lower the 
cost of health care for Americans by 
going step by step in that direction 
rather than expanding an expensive 
health care system that was already 
too expensive for more Americans, and 
doing it in a way that would increase 
premiums for many Americans. 

ABC News said the Kaiser Family 
Foundation report ‘‘underlines that 
many of the promises surrounding 
President Obama’s health care legisla-
tion remain unfulfilled. Though the 
White House argues that change is 
coming.’’ 

Even the New York Times on Sep-
tember 27 said: The steep increase in 
rates is particularly unwelcome at a 
time when the economy is still sput-
tering. Many businesses cite the high 
cost of coverage as a factor in their de-
cision not to hire. And health insur-
ance has become increasingly 
unaffordable for many Americans. 

I reported on this Senate floor my 
conversations with the chief executive 
officers of restaurant chains around 
the country. Together they are the sec-
ond largest employer in the country 
after the government, and they employ 
a great many young people and low-in-
come people, the kind of men and 
women who are looking for jobs today. 
What they were telling me was that 
the mandates of the health care law 
will make it more difficult for them to 
hire people. In one specific example, 
one of the largest of the restaurant 
chains was saying that he operates his 
store with 90 employees today, and be-
cause of the health care mandates, he 
will seek to operate his store with 70 
employees a day. That is not a way to 
increase the number of jobs. 

But there are other provisions in the 
health care law that cause premiums 
to go up, which was the point of my 
discussion with the President in Feb-
ruary of 2010. 

The CMS Chief Actuary predicted in 
2010, saying that by 2014—still a couple 
of years away, 3 years away—growth in 
private health insurance premiums is 
expected to accelerate to 9.4 percent, 
4.4 percent higher than in the absence 
of health reform. 

The President had said in his discus-
sion with me that under the law he 
proposed, the individual market would 
cost 40 to 20 percent less. That was also 
in the Congressional Budget Office let-
ter. But those reductions were over-
whelmed by other costs that were iden-
tified in the CBO letter that would 
produce a 27- to 30-percent increase. So 
the net result, according to the pre-
dictions in November 2009 by the Con-
gressional Budget Office, was there 
would be an increase in individual pre-
miums of 10 to 13 percent. 

These individual market premiums, 
premiums that individuals buy without 
an employer’s help, are not the largest 
share of insurance policies in America, 
but they affect roughly 12 to 15 million 
Americans. That is a lot of people who 
are having their insurance costs go up. 

Aon Hewitt’s recently released 2011 
Health Insurance Trend Driver Survey 
reports that for 2011, individual health 
care plans reported estimated 4.7-per-
cent increases directly due to the new 
health care law. 

Then according to the September 8, 
2010 Wall Street Journal article: 

Health insurers say they plan to raise pre-
miums for some Americans as a direct result 
of the health overhaul in coming weeks, 
complicating Democrats’ efforts to trumpet 
their significant achievement before the 
mid-term elections. Aetna, some Blue Cross 
Blue Shield plans and other smaller carriers 
have asked for premium increases of between 
1 and 9 percent to pay for extra benefits re-
quired under the law. 

In the same article it says Aetna said 
that extra benefits forced it to seek 
rate increases for individual plans of 5 
to 7 percent in California, and 5.5 to 6 
to 8 percent in Nevada. That was pre-
cisely the discussion I was having with 
the President in February 2010, when I 
said that under the health care law, be-
cause of the mandates in the law, indi-
vidual health care premium costs will 
go up. 

In Wisconsin and North Carolina, ac-
cording to that same article, Celtic In-
surance Company says half of the 18- 
percent increase it is seeking comes 
from complying with health care man-
dates. 

Then in a September 16 article last 
year in the Hartford Courant, 
ConnectiCare is seeking an average 22- 
percent hike for its individual market 
HMO plans. Anthem Blue Cross and 
Blue Shield in Connecticut say in a let-
ter, it expects the Federal health re-
form law to increase rates by as much 
as 22.9 percent for just a single provi-
sion. 

These increases happen for predict-
able reasons. Because of the require-
ments in the law for minimum credible 
coverage—in other words, if you are re-
quired to buy a better kind of health 
insurance, if you are required to buy a 
Cadillac instead of a Chevrolet, it is 
going cost more. And it does cost more. 

Another factor that will cause insur-
ance premiums to rise is the new taxes 
on insurance, lifesaving medical de-
vices and medicines in the health re-
form law. Someone has to pay for those 
costs, and the ones who are going to 
pay for them are the people who buy 
health insurance. 

Then there is the question of what we 
call cost shift. When we add 25 million 
Americans to Medicaid, premiums will 
increase because the costs will shift to 
private insurers to help pay for those 
costs. That is according to the Chief 
Actuary of CMS which is in this admin-
istration. 

Then, finally, age rating is going to 
cause insurance premiums to go up. 
What it basically says is that older 
Americans will not have to pay as 
much, so younger Americans are going 
to have to pay more. It is no surprise 
that under the new health care law, 
health insurance premiums are going 
up, becoming an even bigger drag on 
employment and on family budgets. 
This was predicted by the Congres-
sional Budget Office while we were de-
bating the health care law. It was pre-
dicted by Republicans who offered an 
alternative to take steps to decrease 
costs in health care, instead of this big, 
comprehensive law that expanded the 
system that already costs too much. 

It offers even more reasons why we 
should repeal or make significant 
changes in the health care law if we 
want to create an environment in 
which we can make it easier and cheap-
er to grow private sector jobs, and in 
which more Americans can afford a 
reasonable cost health insurance. 

I yield the floor. 
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