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be undertaken by a Chinese company
because the Federal Rail Administra-
tion, unlike the Federal Transit and
Federal Highway Administration,
doesn’t have the ‘“Buy American’ pro-
vision. An American company was
ready to build this bridge, but because
of this loophole the contract went to a
Chinese company using Chinese steel.
Isn’t it frustrating that the infrastruc-
ture to provide access to a military
base involves jobs and the steel going
across the Pacific Ocean?

Then I wanted to note that a related
amendment led by Senator SHERROD
BrOwWN, No. 1807, addresses another
“Buy American” challenge. States
have been using a project segmentation
loophole to avoid putting Americans to
work, to avoid the ‘“‘Buy American”
seal.

The Bay Bridge in California put in
12 separate projects so that Federal
funds would only apply to a couple of
those pieces. This allows the bulk of
the bridge to be built—you guessed it—
with Chinese steel, by Chinese workers.
My amendment is modeled after a Re-
publican amendment in the House
Transportation bill, by Representative
CRAVAACK of Minnesota, to close this
loophole and ensure that the spirit of
the law is upheld. These provisions
were incorporated into the amendment
led by Senator SHERROD BROWN.

I urge my colleagues to support these
amendments to make these common-
sense fixes to our transportation pro-
gram. We must have debate on the
amendments on the Senate floor. This
room should not be empty. The con-
versation should not be quiet because
transportation is at the heart of our
economy.

We have a construction industry that
is flat on its back. We have interest
rates that are low. We have infrastruc-
ture that needs to be built. This is a
win-win for our future economy and
our current workers and our current
economy.

Let’s get to work. I ask my col-
leagues to continuously object to
amendments being debated—for those
listening in, the Senate has had a rule
that any Senator can block an amend-
ment. We have to get 100 percent of the
Senators to agree to bring an amend-
ment to the floor. The social contract
that allows this to happen on a regular
and orderly fashion in the past has
been broken. So while families across
this country look to us to put a trans-
portation plan into place for our future
economy and to put America back to
work now, we are sitting here fiddling.
Let’s end the fiddling and do our work
so America can do its work of rebuild-
ing our highway infrastructure.

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

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

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

———

TO APPLY THE COUNTERVAILING
DUTY PROVISIONS OF THE TAR-
IFF ACT OF 1930 TO NONMARKET
ECONOMY COUNTRIES

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate having received H.R. 4105, the
text of which is identical to S. 2153, the
Senate proceeds to the consideration of
H.R. 4105, the bill is considered read a
third time and passed, and the motion
to reconsider is considered made and
laid upon the table.

MOVING AHEAD FOR PROGRESS IN
THE 21ST CENTURY ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
1813, which the clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (8. 1813) to reauthorize Federal-aid
highway and highway safety construction
programs, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 1761, of a perfecting
nature.

Reid amendment No. 1762 (to amendment
No. 1761), to change the enactment date.

Reid motion to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works, with instructions, Reid amendment
No. 1763, to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 1764 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 1763), of a perfecting
nature.

Reid amendment No. 1765 (to amendment
No. 1764), of a perfecting nature.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
thought I would use this opportunity
to inform our colleagues and anyone
following this transportation debate as
to where we are.

Yesterday, we had an opportunity to
stop the filibuster and get right to our
bill and get it done and protect 1.8 mil-
lion jobs and create another 1 million.
We didn’t do that—pretty much on a
party line vote. The filibuster con-
tinues.

The hopeful sign we had was right be-
fore the vote when the Republican
leader said he was open to reaching an
agreement. I was hopeful that agree-
ment would not contain extraneous
votes. I don’t think that is going to
happen. I think we are going to face ex-
traneous votes—to repeal Clean Air
Act rules, to open our States to drill-
ing that rely on fishing and tourism
and recreation when we know the oil
companies have millions of acres they
can drill on without going to these

S1441

areas that are so essential to our eco-
nomic future just as they are to our en-
vironmental future. It looks as though
we are going to face that and a vote
probably on the Keystone XL Pipeline.

Again, I am very sad we could not
come together when we have a bill that
got an 85-to-11 vote to proceed to it. We
still have to face a filibuster and still
we had to lose two votes to cut off de-
bate. But the Senate, being the Senate,
this is it.

So now we have to vote. The two
leaders can agree. I hope they can work
together to achieve an agreement
whereby we would have votes on these
extraneous matters, and, hopefully, we
would not have a prolonged debate on
them because this is a highway bill.
Thousands and thousands of businesses
are waiting for us to act. By March 31,
if we don’t act, everything stops. In
your State and mine all these highway
projects will shut down with no Fed-
eral contribution at all, which is most
of them.

I am hopeful. I cannot report to the
Senate that we have an agreement
now, but I hope we will have one at
some point today. Once we do have
that, we have a path forward; and if we
work together in goodwill, we can get
this done.

Frankly, I don’t think we have a
choice but to get it done. Everything,
as I said, expires March 31. Here it is
March 7 and we have a few days left be-
fore this whole thing blows up, and we
will have no highway bill and people
will be laid off.

In this economic time, that is the
last result we need. We need to fix our
highways, bridges, and roads.

Madam President, the occupant of
the chair is a proud member of the En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee. She has worked hard to get us
to this day. I know she has worked
hard to bring this debate to a close and
get a path forward. We can all hope
that happens today.

I will be back on the floor with Sen-
ator INHOFE. I am hopeful the two of us
can lead us through this bill and get
this bill done. Then I think we can
have the House follow our example of
Democrats and Republicans working
together. If they start that over there,
they will have the bill quicker than
they think, and we can finally put this
behind us and send a message that we
are functioning.

This concept of a Federal highway
system was brought to us by a Repub-
lican President, Dwight KEisenhower.
He understood logistics better than
most. He knew we could not have a
thriving economy if we could not move
goods and people. So I am hopeful. I
will be back on the Senate floor when
we have an agreement and we can move
forward.

I will yield the floor, as I know the
Senator from Vermont is here. I always
look forward to his comments.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President,
over 2 years ago, the Supreme Court
rendered what I consider to be one of
the worst decisions in the history of
the United States Supreme Court, and
that is regarding the case of Citizens
United. In that case, the Supreme
Court, by a 5-to-4 decision, determined
that corporations are people, and they
have first amendment rights to spend
as much money as they want on elec-
tions. I think when that decision first
came about a lot of people in this coun-
try didn’t pay attention to it. They
looked at it as an abstract legal deci-
sion, not terribly important.

Well, today the American people un-
derstand the disastrous impact that de-
cision has had because what they are
seeing right now on their television
screens all across this country is a
handful of billionaires and large cor-
porations spending huge amounts of
money on the political process, and the
American people are asking them-
selves: Is this really what people
fought and died for when they put their
lives on the line to defend American
democracy? Is American democracy
evolving into a situation where a small
number of billionaires can put hun-
dreds of millions of dollars into the po-
litical process in this State and that
State, in Presidential elections, and
then elect the people who will govern
this country?

I believe very strongly the American
people do not think that is appropriate,
and I am very happy to say that yester-
day, on Town Meeting Day in the State
of Vermont—I think my small State
has begun the process to overturn this
disastrous Citizens United decision. We
had 55 towns at town meetings demand
the Congress move forward to overturn
Citizens United and restore American
democracy to the concept of one per-

son, one vote.
What we do on Town Meeting Day in

Vermont, all over our State, is people
come together and argue about the
school budget. They argue about the
town budget. They debate the issues,
and then they vote. What people in
Vermont are saying is they do not
want to see our democracy devolve into
a situation where corporations are de-
termining who will govern our Nation.

So I am very proud that in the State
of Vermont just yesterday 55 separate
towns voted to urge the Congress to
move forward on a constitutional
amendment to overturn Citizens
United. I hope we will heed what the
towns in Vermont are saying. I hope
other towns and cities in States all
over the country will move forward in
that direction. I hope the day will
come—sooner rather than later—where
the Congress will entertain a constitu-
tional amendment and bring it back to
the States.

Madam President, at this difficult
moment in American democracy, it is
imperative that we stand and reclaim
our democracy and say to the million-
aires and billionaires and the large cor-
porations: Sorry, this country belongs
to all of us. This democracy belongs to
all of us and not just to you.
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Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the names of the 55 towns that passed
resolutions yesterday to overturn Citi-
zens United.

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

Bolton, Brandon, Brattleboro, Bristol, Bur-
lington, Calais, Charlotte, Chester,
Chittenden, Craftsbury, East Montpelier,
Fayston, Fletcher, Greensboro, Granville,
Hardwick, Hartland, Hinesburg, Jericho,
Marlboro, Marshfield, Monkton, Moretown,
Montpelier, Newfane, Peru, Plainfield, Ran-
dolph, Richmond, Ripton, Roxbury, Roch-
ester, Rutland City, Rutland Town, Sharon,
Shelburne, South Burlington, Thetford Cen-
ter, Tunbridge, Underhill, Waitsfield, Wal-
den, Waltham, Warren, West Haven,
Williamstown, Williston, Windsor, Winooski,
Woodbury, Woodstock, Worcester,

I am proud to sponsor a constitu-
tional amendment which would over-
turn Citizens United and return the
power to regulate elections to Congress
and the states. In the coming weeks
and months I hope to see more towns,
cities, counties, and states pass similar
resolutions.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for

the quorum call be rescinded.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

FRANKEN). Without objection, it is so

ordered.
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I

rise to speak about an issue of great
importance to millions of my constitu-
ents in New York, our Nation’s trans-
portation system, particularly public
transit. This is the very lifeline that
millions rely on to get to and from
work, to bring their paychecks home
every single day to their families at
night. Various proposals that have
been put forth throughout the course
of the debate in both the House and the
Senate would actually slash funding
for mass transit. The proposal ad-
vanced by the House Republicans last
month to eliminate the mass transit
account of the highway funds was a
stunning misunderstanding of our Na-
tion’s transit needs. Cutting off public
transit from its traditional funding
source without providing viable alter-
natives is irresponsible. In fact, former
Congressman and now Transportation
Secretary Ray LaHood called the
House bill ‘‘the worst transportation

bill”” he had ever seen.
Let me state some clear facts. New

York’s Metropolitan Transit Authority
is the Nation’s largest public transpor-
tation system, operating over 8,000 rail
and subway cars and nearly 6,000 buses.
On an average weekday, nearly 8.5 mil-
lion Americans ride these trains, sub-
ways, and buses operated by the MTA
to commute to work or to visit the
city, which generates enormous eco-
nomic revenue, not just for New York
but for our country. Moving these rid-
ers into cars flies in the face of any
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sound environmental public policy and
furthers our dependence on Middle
Eastern oil.

Increasing costs for our Nation’s
transit riders should be rejected out of
hand by the Senate. I will continue to
work with my colleagues to ensure
that we do what is responsible and that
we maintain transit funding to encour-
age the use of mass transit and reduce
our dependence on foreign oil. I under-
stand we have many very difficult deci-
sions to make as we debate this bill,
but I think stopping New York’s tran-
sit system in its tracks is simply not a
credible solution.

I also have a few amendments for
this bill. Each of them is equally im-
portant and they address different
issues. The first one I wish to address
affects me as a mom of two young boys
who I know will want to be driving at
16. Kids all across America cannot wait
for that day when they get their driv-
er’s license. But there are terrible sta-
tistics about teen deaths. In fact, one
statistic showed 11 teens die every sin-
gle day because of car accidents. I
know every family in America has been
affected by those horrible high school
tragedies, of kids dying in a car acci-
dent on their way home from the big
game, on their way from the prom,
every scenario we can imagine.

We have to give our teens better
tools, better training, so when they get
to become full-time drivers and have
all the various permissions allowed,
they are ready for that. We can imag-
ine the scenarios in our own minds as
parents, I know. Think about texting
and driving. One cannot imagine how
deadly distracted driving is in our
country. Imagine the young driver who
does not have a lot of judgment. Imag-
ine the young driver who has five other
kids in the car and they are coming
back from the big game and they are
all excited and they are all listening to
the music and it is nighttime. Those
are risky situations where we know if
we give those drivers more training be-
fore they are in those risky situations,
they will be able to handle them bet-
ter.

Experts agree the graduated driver’s
license, basically gradually phasing
teens into the driving experience with
different responsibilities and different
permissions as they get older, is the
way to begin to address some of these
risks. It has been a proven effective
method in many States that have al-
ready instituted graduated driver’s li-
censes. So I think we need to have a
national priority, a priority that says
they must as a State put in some basic
training requirements, some measure
of graduated driver’s license, to ensure
when these kids get on the road they
have the skills and tools they need to
keep themselves safe, their passengers
safe, and the other drivers on the road
are safe as well.



March 7, 2012

As parents, as people who set public
policy for our Nation, we should be
making the safety and well-being and
the lives of at least those 11 teens
every day who die a priority, and this
is a proven way to do it and we can do
it.

The second amendment basically in-
creases economic opportunity. New
York is unusual in that we are a border
State. We share a border with Canada.
There is so much opportunity for cross-
border transactions and cross-border
commerce. This change is very simple.
It gives authority to our States to in-
vest in critical border crossings, such
as freight and passenger rail systems.
By providing this very simple change,
States such as New York, California,
Vermont, and Texas will be able to
choose to enhance these crossings and
increase many more economic engines
to address our tough economy.

The last amendment, equally impor-
tant, is about jobs. How do we create
the economic engine to get America
working again? One way is to increase
our pipeline, actually do better train-
ing for jobs that are available. One of
the ways we can do that is this pilot
program, already proven effective else-
where, the Construction Careers Dem-
onstration Project, amendment No.
1648. Basically, it is a proven common-
sense strategy for at-risk workers to
give them an opportunity to be trained
in the building and construction trades
so they find employment, they provide
for their families, and we reduce unem-
ployment. It is a very simple change. It
is just a pilot program.

I urge my colleagues to support these
three amendments and focus on how we
can pass a good, useful, beneficial
transportation bill which will get our
economy moving.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
ask to speak as in morning business for
up to 5 minutes.

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

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE JIMMIE EDWARDS

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak about a new and
successful program for at-risk youth in
St. Louis—the Innovative Concept
Academy—and about its founder, my
friend, Judge Jimmie Edwards. Before 1
talk about the school and the incred-
ible work Judge Edwards has done in
the St. Louis community, I wish to
spend a moment talking about his
childhood roots.

Judge Edwards grew up on the north
side of St. Louis in the shadows of the
city’s Pruitt-Igoe housing project. The
residents of this housing project faced
many challenges, including drug and
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gang activity, violence, and sometimes
acute poverty. But through discipline,
hard work, and determination, Judge
Edwards rose above these cir-
cumstances. He earned his bachelor’s
and law degrees from St. Louis Univer-
sity before being appointed to the
State bench in 1992, and for 4 years he
has served as the chief judge of the St.
Louis Family Court’s Juvenile Divi-
sion.

During his service on the bench,
Judge Edwards became increasingly
concerned about the number of young
repeat offenders coming into his court-
room time and time again, only to be
sent back to the same troubled envi-
ronment that negatively influenced
their behavior in the first place. From
his own experience, he knew that offer-
ing these Kkids the opportunity for a
proper education and for mentoring
was absolutely critical to breaking the
cycle.

In 2009 Judge Edwards, together with
the St. Louis public school district, the
Family Court Juvenile Division, and
the mnonprofit organization MERS/
Goodwill Industries, founded Innova-
tive Concept Academy, a unique edu-
cational opportunity for juveniles who
had already been expelled from the
city’s public schools and who were on
parole. These young people, whom
many would have given up on, found a
formidable advocate in Judge Edwards
and the academy. From the beginning,
Innovative Concept Academy has been
devoted to helping at-risk youth
achieve success through education, re-
habilitation, and mentorship. Its mis-
sion—to enrich the learning environ-
ment for some of our most troubled
kids—has resulted in second chances
for these young men and women to dra-
matically improve their lives.

At the start, Judge Edwards planned
on providing educational and men-
toring services to 30 students who had
been suspended or expelled due to Mis-
souri’s Safe Schools Act. When he
asked the St. Louis public schools for a
building to use for the program for 30
students, they asked him if he wouldn’t
mind taking on the responsibility of
200 more. This was a challenge he ac-
cepted with his usual enthusiasm and
can-do attitude.

During the first year of its existence,
the academy saw 246 students move
through its doors. Today the academy
teaches at-risk youth between ages 10
and 18 and has an enrollment of over
375. Some of these students are visiting
our Nation’s Capital this week with
Judge Edwards, his wife Stacy, his
daughter Ashley, and his son John,
along with chaperones. Here today
along with Judge Edwards and his fam-
ily and chaperones are students Angel
Tharpe, Deyon Smith, Tyrell Williams,
and Nadia Jones. These are young men
and women who have turned their lives
around with the help of Judge Edwards
and the academy and who serve as an
inspiration to others in the community
and, frankly, an inspiration to me. I
am so proud of what they have been
able to accomplish.
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The Innovative Concept Academy
provides these students and many like
them with so many important serv-
ices—a quality education in a safe en-
vironment; one-on-one mentoring with
school staff, counselors, deputy junior
officers, and police; an array of extra-
curricular and afterschool activities,
many of which are often new experi-
ences for these students, including golf,
chess, dance, classical music, and cre-
ative writing; uniforms, meals, and so
many other necessities are also pro-
vided; and with tough love and impor-
tant lessons about discipline, respect,
anger management, goal setting, and
follow-through.

All of this allows the students to
meet their full potential, and St. Louis
has seen positive results already. The
academy has an attendance rate of
over 90 percent. Let me repeat that.
The academy has an amagzing attend-
ance rate of over 90 percent, and we are
seeing significant improvement in
these young people’s grades. And the
students are responding positively. For
example, at the end of the first semes-
ter at the academy, the suspensions of
40 of the students ended and the stu-
dents were supposed to return to their
home school. Almost every student
asked if they could stay at the acad-
emy because they know the academy is
a special place where they can improve
their lives.

The innovative program has garnered
national attention. Judge Edwards has
appeared as a guest on a number of
major network shows and most re-
cently was honored by People Magazine
as one of its 2011 Heroes of the Year.
But, for him, it is not about the maga-
zines or the interviews; for him, it is
still about the kids.

I am proud that Judge Edwards hails
from my home State of Missouri and
from my hometown of St. Louis. His
compassion for those whom society
may have given up on and his common-
sense and innovative approach to solv-
ing the problems facing some of our
young men and women are inspira-
tional. He is compelled by his duty to
serve and uplift the next generation no
matter what the circumstances. He
said it best when he observed that ‘‘if
the community, and that includes
judges, does not take it upon itself to
educate the children, then our commu-
nity and what we stand for will be no
more.”” This notion that we all succeed
when we work together with a common
cause and unified purpose is central to
our American identity.

I ask my distinguished colleagues to
join me in congratulating the Innova-
tive Concept Academy and Judge
Jimmie Edwards. The success of the
academy and Judge Edwards’ dedica-
tion and service to the St. Louis com-
munity should be an inspiration for ev-
erybody serving in this Chamber. If we
could have a little bit of Judge Jimmie
Edwards’ attitude about working to-
gether, not worrying about taking the
credit, and a can-do attitude, it is
amazing what we could accomplish on
behalf of the American people.



S1444

Mr. President, I yield the floor for
my distinguished colleague, the Sen-
ator from Missouri, Mr. BLUNT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 5 minutes.

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

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague for all the comments she
has made about Judge Edwards, his
family, and the school. This is truly a
remarkable story. I know both of our
staffs have been telling us for some
time now of incident after incident of
young people’s lives that are being
changed by this school, by a judge who
decided he needed to get outside the
courtroom to make a difference in the
lives of kids.

In fact, People magazine calls this
the ‘““School of Last Resort.” It is a
chance, it is an opportunity of which
many are taking advantage.

Judge Ohmer, presiding judge of the
circuit where Judge Edwards works,
put out the following statement. He
said:

The editors of PEOPLE magazine have se-
lected St. Louis Juvenile Court Judge
Jimmie Edwards as one of the publication’s
‘Heroes of the Year’ for 2011. Judge Edwards
was profiled in a recent issue of the maga-
zine and the announcement was made in the
November 7, 2011 issue.

Quoted in this comment from his col-
league, the magazine said:

‘““We chose men and women who reached
across boundaries to help strangers or
worked within their communities to deepen
bonds. From Logan, Utah to Judge
Jimmie Edwards of St. Louis who started a
school for wayward teens, the 2011 winners
never let daunting odds stand in their way,”
said Managing Editor [of People magazine]
Larry Hackett.

In 2009, after watching a string of
teen offenders come through his court-
room, Judge Edwards decided to take
action. Along with 45 community part-
ners, he took over an abandoned school
that he and I were talking about ear-
lier today and opened the Innovative
Concept Academy. Providing strict dis-
cipline, counseling, and programs such
as, as my colleague mentioned, music,
chess, and creative writing, the center
literally has changed life after life of
young person after young person, giv-
ing them the opportunity to graduate
from high school and lead successful
lives after they had been expelled from
high school at an earlier time.

These winners each received an
award of $10,000 that they were able to
use for their favorite causes, and cer-
tainly Judged Edwards has this cause
and others.

Quoting Judge Edwards:

I am thrilled that our school has received
this recognition but also amazed at the other
individuals across America profiled by the
magazine.

Judged Edwards is married to Stacy,
and Stacy is here today in Washington
with two of their three children—Amy,
Ashley, and John.
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His colleagues at the circuit court
admire what he has done. The families
involved, the teachers involved, the
community partners involved admire
what has happened here. MERS Good-
will, the St. Louis public schools, ac-
cording to the judge himself, court em-
ployees, all the teachers and staff and
volunteers at the school have made a
difference in the Innovative Concept
Academy.

Judge Edwards said:

By supporting our school St. Louis is refus-
ing to give up on troubled juveniles and, in
turn, the students are proving that hope for
a better life is a universal dream.

What a great story this is. His col-
leagues see him as a hero among us.
People magazine has talked about this.
I notice and like in the People maga-
zine article what they refer to as Judge
Jimmie’s rules. Here are three of Judge
Jimmie’s rules.

One headline is, ‘“No Saggy Pants.”’

Like mumbling, bad grammar and rude-
ness, droopy pants are big no-nos [at this
school]. “Kids need to understand what it
means to be civilized,” says Edwards.

Another rule: ‘“‘No Loitering.”

Edwards wears his kids out with after-
school activities. ‘I expect them to be so
tired that they can’t do anything but go
[home and go] to sleep, get back up and start
[the day] all over again.”

Then maybe the best rule of all: ““No
Quitting.”

‘“‘As long as you’re trying,” says Edwards,
‘‘you’re succeeding.”’

This is being proven time after time,
day after day: One person can make a
difference, and the way this one judge
has made a difference is inspiring a lot
of other people to come together and
make that difference, and then inspir-
ing these kids and others who care
about them to decide that this is the
school of last resort, but the school of
last resort can produce lots of great re-
sults, and we are seeing that happen. I
am proud this is going on in our State
and hope that Judge Edwards’s exam-
ple becomes an example for community
after community around this country.

I yield back the floor and suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UbpALL of New Mexico). The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent to speak as if in morning busi-
ness and engage in a colloquy with my
colleagues for up to 20 minutes.

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

A SECOND OPINION

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I
come to the floor, as I do week after
week, as a physician who has practiced
medicine in Wyoming for almost one-
quarter of a century to give a doctor’s
second opinion about the health care
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law, a law that I believe is bad for pa-
tients, it is bad for providers—the
nurses and the doctors who take care
of those patients—and terrible for tax-
payers.

March 23 of this year, a little over 2
weeks from now, will mark the second
anniversary of the President’s health
care law being signed. Two years ago at
this time, Democrats in Congress said
the Americans would learn to love this
law. As a matter of fact, on March 28,
2010, the senior Senator from New York
Mr. SCHUMER said: As people learn
what’s exactly in the bill, 6 months
from now by election time—the elec-
tion of 2010, remember—this is going to
be a plus. Because the parade of
horribles, particularly the worries that
the average middle-income person has
that this is going to affect them nega-
tively, those will have vanished and
they will see it will affect them posi-
tively in many ways.

Here we are 2 years later. We know
that is definitely not the case. The
health care law is more unpopular
today than it was when it was passed
and NANCY PELOSI famously said: First,
you have to pass it before you get to
find out what is in it. The more the
American people have learned about
the President’s new law, the less they
like it. Maybe that is why the White
House and Democrats in Congress are
hoping this 2-year anniversary of the
health care law passes quietly and
without great fanfare, while Repub-
licans believe the American people de-
serve to know exactly how this law is
going to impact them as well as the
health care they receive.

So in the lead-up to the second anni-
versary of the law, I am going to talk
about specific ways the law has actu-
ally made it worse for the American
people—something I believed from the
beginning would happen and now, 2
years later, we are seeing is specifi-
cally the case: It has hurt jobs, it has
driven up costs, it has given Wash-
ington more control over Americans’
health care, and I believe it has weak-
ened Medicare.

Today, Senator CORNYN and I are
going to focus on how the law threat-
ens Medicare and specifically our sen-
iors trying to get a doctor, our seniors
trying to get health care, and how this
new Washington board, called the Inde-
pendent Payment Advisory Board, has
had that impact. It is an unaccount-
able board. It is a group of unelected
bureaucrats who will decide how to
fund the care that is covered by Medi-
care.

So I come to the floor with my col-
league Senator CORNYN. He has been
traveling around the State of Texas as
I have been traveling around the State
of Wyoming talking with seniors, vis-
iting with them, asking about their
needs. They have great concerns about
what is happening with this health
care law, to the point that this week
the House of Representatives is actu-
ally working in a bipartisan way to re-
peal this Board, these unelected, Wash-
ington-appointed bureaucrats. To me,
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it is the commission that is going to
ration seniors’ care and make it harder
for our seniors to see a health care pro-
vider and get the care they need.

I know Senator CORNYN is leading the
effort in the Senate to work with the
House in an effort to repeal this pay-
ment board. I know Senator CORNYN is
doing this in an effort to protect our
seniors, to make sure our seniors get
the care they need. So I would ask that
the Senator possibly share with me and
others the concerns he has and the con-
cerns he has heard and ways he is hop-
ing to address them.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I am
happy to respond to my colleague from
Wyoming Senator BARRASSO, who has
been not only a Senator but a medical
doctor and who has been on the receiv-
ing end of government policy, that
while it may be well intended, back-
fires, particularly this bipartisan sup-
port now we have seen in the House of
Representatives Energy and Commerce
Committee yesterday, where they
voted to repeal this Independent Pay-
ment Advisory Board—Independent
Payment Advisory Board, IPAB—not
iPOD, IPAB.

The reason this is so important, and
I would like to ask my colleague, from
his long experience as a medical practi-
tioner, the purpose of this 15-member,
unelected, unaccountable bureaucracy
to actually set prices for health care,
what happens if, to the exclusion of all
other health care reform, the IPAB or
the Federal Government generally cuts
reimbursement to providers? It would
seem to me we get a phenomenon that
we get the illusion of coverage, but we
have no real access to health care.

The experience we have had in Texas
is, for example, Medicaid and the Presi-
dent’s health care bill puts a whole lot
of people into Medicaid, but only about
one-third of Medicaid patients can find
a doctor who will see a new Medicaid
patient in the Dallas-Fort Worth area,
one of the most populous parts of our
State. I know, particularly in many
rural areas—and I know Wyoming has
a big rural population as well—many
times it is hard for seniors to find a
doctor who will see a new Medicare pa-
tient, again, because reimbursement
rates are so low.

So I would like to ask the Senator
from Wyoming what his experience has
been in that area.

Mr. BARRASSO. My experience is ex-
actly what the Senator describes. He
said the words ‘‘the illusion of cov-
erage.”” When the President talked
about the health care law, so often he
wasn’t actually talking about care; he
was using the word ‘‘coverage,’” and he
was trying to use those words inter-
changeably. But coverage is not care,
because someone having a card doesn’t
mean they can actually see a doctor.
We see that with Medicaid now, with
its low levels of reimbursement. With
seniors already having trouble getting
in to see a physician, this has a signifi-
cant impact when a board, an inde-
pendent payment advisory board—15
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unelected bureaucrats—decides they
are going to decide how much to pay
for a doctor’s visit, how much they are
going to pay a hospital for a bypass
surgery or a hip replacement, which is
an area of my specialty. That hospital
has to decide if they are going to pro-
vide that service. That doctor gets to
decide whether they are going to see
that patient.

In rural communities, if the reim-
bursement is so low—and I have heard
this from hospital administrators in
Wyoming. If the reimbursement level
is so low for a procedure that is pri-
marily, if not exclusively, done on peo-
ple of Medicare age—and we can think
of those things that are more likely to
happen with someone over the age of
65—the hospital may ultimately decide
they cannot continue to afford to pro-
vide those services and keep the doors
open to a hospital. So seniors in that
community will then be denied access
to the care in their own community be-
cause the hospital will no longer do or
provide that service, whether it is by-
pass heart surgery, whether it is total
joint replacement. That senior then
has to travel greater distances to try
to find someplace to do that. The hos-
pital may look at reimbursement for a
procedure or different kinds of tech-
nology and say: The reimbursement is
so low we are not going to upgrade our
x-ray equipment or our MRI machine.
Again, that community would suffer.

Even during the debate of the health
care law, we heard in many rural com-
munities that 1 in 10 hospitals was
likely to actually be so financially
stressed by the health care law that
they may end up having to close their
doors over the next 10 years. I am hear-
ing that in Wyoming. But it is because
of this Board that the President wants
to be the one to essentially, it looks to
me, do the rationing of care.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from Wyoming, it seems to
me that what the intent is behind this
Independent Payment Advisory Board
and the President’s health care law,
sometimes called the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act—I think
it needs to be named ‘‘Unaffordable
Care Act” for reasons we can go into
later.

But the purpose behind it we can all
understand; that is, to try to contain
health care costs and spending by the
Federal Government  because, of
course, health care inflation is going
up much faster than regular inflation
of the Consumer Price Index.

It strikes me that, as in a lot of the
policy debates we have in Washington
and Congress, we all agree we need to
do something to contain costs, but we
disagree about the means to achieve
that affordability that we all know we
need and to contain the inflation of
health care costs. I would like to ask
my colleague, rather than have Con-
gress outsource its responsibility in
this area to an unelected, unaccount-
able group of 15 bureaucrats, from
which there is no appeal and which
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would have the consequence, as he said,
of limiting people’s access—because if
all they are going to do is cut provider
payments to hospitals and doctors,
then fewer and fewer doctors and hos-
pitals are going to be able to see those
patients. Does he see an alternative
that would perhaps help contain costs
more by using tr