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Despite this rhetoric of the Repub-

licans, Americans understand it will 
take more than a bumper-sticker slo-
gan to stop the pain at the pump. We 
have to reduce the Nation’s reliance on 
foreign oil. But we cannot drill our way 
to energy independence. We are doing 
better. We have done so well during the 
Obama years. Every year he has been 
President, production has gone up and 
the use of oil has gone down. 

We must continue looking for respon-
sible new domestic oil sources. But we 
must also invest in the clean energy 
technologies of tomorrow to create 
good jobs for today. 

Repealing almost $24 billion in waste-
ful subsidies to oil companies would 
pay for these clean energy invest-
ments—with money left over to do 
something about the deficit. 

America has less than 2 percent of 
the oil reserves in the world but con-
sumes more than 20 percent of the 
world’s oil supply each year. So drill-
ing on American soil alone will not 
solve our reliance on foreign oil. 

Last year America used a lower per-
centage of foreign oil than at any time 
in almost two decades, thanks to Presi-
dent Obama’s policies. Domestic oil 
production, I repeat, has increased 
every year during the Obama adminis-
tration. Meanwhile, American depend-
ence on foreign oil has decreased each 
year. Yet prices at the pump have con-
tinued to rise. 

Here is why. For every penny the 
price at the pump goes up, the major 
oil companies—there are five of them— 
make an additional $200 million in 
profits each quarter. So let’s say that 
again. For every penny you pay extra 
at the gas pump, these five oil compa-
nies make $200 million. 

Well, it does not take a lot of math 
to understand that gas prices have 
risen 62 cents this year, so take $200 
million times 62 and you have a huge 
amount of billions of dollars. Every 
time a penny is added to your purchase 
of a gallon of gas, oil companies make 
$200 million. So—62 cents—they have 
made billions this year. 

Last year they raked in $137 billion 
in profits, and they are on pace for an-
other record-breaking year of astro-
nomical profits. So it is beyond ridicu-
lous when Republicans argue oil com-
panies need billions in taxpayer sub-
sidies each year. 

Middle-class families are struggling. 
Oil companies that last year raked in 
$261,000 a minute, 24 hours a day, 365 
days of the year, are not struggling. 

Mr. President, listen to this again. 
Oil companies last year raked in 
$261,000 a minute, 24 hours a day, no 
weekends off, no holidays. They did it 
365 days of the year. They are not 
struggling at all and that, of course, is 
a gross understatement. That is why 
this matter is now before the Senate. 

f 

IRAN SANCTIONS 

Mr. REID. On another topic that is 
extremely important, Mr. President, I 

have talked about how obvious it is 
America needs to reduce its reliance on 
foreign oil. But if anyone needs an-
other reason, just look at the regimes 
that benefit from the global addiction 
to oil. 

For example, Iran. Iran uses profits 
from global oil sales to support its ter-
rorism around the world, its nuclear 
weapons program. So it is critical the 
Senate act now—and act quickly—to 
further tighten sanctions against Iran. 
These sanctions are a key tool as we 
work to stop them from obtaining nu-
clear weapons, threatening Israel, and 
ultimately jeopardizing U.S. national 
security. 

This country is so fortunate to have 
the person who is leading the Central 
Intelligence Agency: GEN David 
Petraeus. I had the good fortune yes-
terday to spend an hour with him. He is 
a good man. He understands what is 
going on in the world. 

We must be vigilant, as we are, about 
what is going on in Iran. I repeat, we 
must act now—and act quickly—to fur-
ther tighten sanctions against Iran. 
These sanctions are a key tool as we 
work to stop them from obtaining nu-
clear weapons, threatening Israel and 
further terrorizing other parts of the 
world. 

The only way to get sanctions in 
place now is to take up a bipartisan 
bill that passed unanimously out of the 
Senate Banking Committee. I would 
like and I am going to move to this. 
My staff has alerted the Republican 
leader I am going to ask consent soon 
to move forward on this unanimously 
reported bill out of the Banking Com-
mittee. 

Unfortunately, I have been told my 
Republican colleagues will object to 
moving forward with these new sanc-
tions because they want to offer addi-
tional amendments. I have Democrats 
who want to offer additional amend-
ments also, but we do not have the 
time to slow down passage of this legis-
lation. 

Let’s move to the next step. When we 
put this away, we are not going to be 
finished with Iran. There are a number 
of Democrats, I repeat, who also wish 
to offer amendments to this bill, but in 
an effort to get sanctions in place now, 
Democrats have agreed to streamline 
the process and refrain from offering 
their amendments. 

We cannot afford to slow down the 
process. Passing this bill now will help 
prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear 
weapon. And that is a goal on which we 
should all agree. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, would the 

Chair announce the business of the 
day. 

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 final half. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. 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. 

f 

RACIAL PROFILING 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss the tragic death of 
Trayvon Martin and the larger issue of 
racial profiling. On Monday I spoke 
about this issue at the Center for 
Urban Families in Baltimore. Joining 
me were representatives from various 
faith and civil rights groups in Balti-
more, as well as graduates from the 
center’s program. 

This weekend we saw numerous ral-
lies take place across the United 
States, including rallies called Million 
Hoodie Marches where individuals wore 
hoodies in solidarity with Trayvon 
Martin. 

I was touched by what President 
Obama said on Friday about this case. 
He said: 

If I had a son, he’d look like Trayvon. And 
I think every parent in America should be 
able to understand why it is absolutely im-
perative that we investigate every aspect of 
this. I think all of us have to do some soul 
searching to figure out how something like 
this happened. 

That is why I am so pleased that the 
Justice Department, under the super-
vision of Attorney General Eric Holder, 
has announced an investigation into 
the avoidable shooting death of 
Trayvon Martin on February 26, 2012. 
As we all know from the news, an un-
armed Martin, 17, was shot in Sanford, 
FL, on his way home from a conven-
ience store by a neighborhood watch 
volunteer. 

I am pleased that the Civil Rights Di-
vision of the Justice Department will 
join the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion in investigating the tragic, avoid-
able shooting death of Trayvon Martin. 
In particular, I also support the Justice 
Department’s decision to send the 
Community Relations Service to San-
ford to help defuse tensions while the 
investigation is being conducted. 

I join all Americans in wanting a full 
and complete investigation into the 
shooting death of Trayvon Martin to 
ensure that justice is served. There are 
many questions we need the Justice 
Department to answer. One is whether 
Trayvon was the victim of a hate crime 
by Zimmerman. One is whether 
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Trayvon was a victim of racial 
profiling by the police. In other words, 
was Trayvon targeted by Mr. Zimmer-
man because he was Black? Was 
Trayvon treated differently by local 
law enforcement in their shooting in-
vestigation because he was Black and 
the aggressor was White? Would the po-
lice have acted differently with a 
White victim and a Black aggressor? 

The Department of Justice has the 
authority to investigate the potential 
hate crime as well as whether this is a 
pattern or practice of misconduct by 
local law enforcement in terms of ap-
plying the law equally to all citizens 
and not discriminating on the basis of 
race. Tom Perez is the Assistant Attor-
ney General of the Civil Rights Divi-
sion of the Department of Justice. I 
want to make sure we have both Fed-
eral and State investigations that ulti-
mately prosecute offenders to the full-
est extent of the law as well as make 
any needed policy changes, particu-
larly to local police practices and pro-
cedures. 

Trayvon’s tragic death also leads to a 
discussion of the broader issue of racial 
profiling. I have called for putting an 
end to racial profiling, a practice that 
singles out individuals based on race or 
other protected categories. In October 
of last year, I introduced legislation— 
the End Racial Profiling Act, S. 1670— 
that would protect minority commu-
nities by prohibiting the use of racial 
profiling by law enforcement officials. 

The bill would prohibit State and 
local law enforcement officials from 
using race as a factor in criminal in-
vestigations, including in ‘‘deciding 
upon the scope and substance of law 
enforcement activity following the ini-
tial investigatory procedure.’’ 

The bill would mandate training and 
provide grants on racial-profiling 
issues and data collection by local and 
State law enforcement. 

Finally, the bill would condition the 
receipt of Federal funds by State and 
local law enforcement on two grounds. 
First, under this bill, State and local 
law enforcement would have to ‘‘main-
tain adequate policies and procedures 
designed to eliminate racial profiling.’’ 
Second, they must ‘‘eliminate any ex-
isting practices that permit or encour-
age racial profiling.’’ 

The legislation I introduced is sup-
ported by the NAACP, the ACLU, the 
Rights Working Group, the Leadership 
Conference on Civil and Human Rights, 
and numerous other organizations. I 
look forward to the April 18 advocacy 
day these civil rights groups are plan-
ning on Capitol Hill to lobby on racial- 
profiling issues and raise awareness 
about this issue and the legislation I 
have introduced. 

Racial profiling is bad policy. Given 
the state of our budgets, it also diverts 
scarce resources from real law enforce-
ment. Law enforcement officials na-
tionwide already have tight budgets. 
The more resources spent on inves-
tigating individuals solely because of 
their race or religion, the fewer re-

sources we have to actually deal with 
illegal behavior. 

Racial profiling has no place in mod-
ern law enforcement. The vast major-
ity of our law enforcement officers who 
put their lives on the line every day 
handle their job with professionalism, 
diligence, and fidelity to the rule of 
law. However, Congress and the Justice 
Department can and should still take 
steps to prohibit racial profiling and fi-
nally root out its use. 

The 14th amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution guarantees equal protection 
of the law to all Americans. Racial 
profiling is important to that principle 
and should be ended once and for all. 
As the late Senator Kennedy often 
said, ‘‘Civil rights is the great unfin-
ished business of America.’’ Let’s con-
tinue to fight here to make sure we 
truly have equal justice under law and 
equal protection of law as guaranteed 
by our Constitution. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 
f 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, today I 

rise to speak about the subject our Na-
tion is focused on as the Supreme 
Court takes up some of the constitu-
tional provisions of the health care law 
that was passed a couple of years ago 
in this body. 

Obviously, the courts will decide 
whether the law that was passed is con-
stitutional. There are a number of 
challenges. That will take place by the 
end of June, according to what we 
hear. 

Secondly, there is an election process 
underway where the candidates run-
ning for the Republican nomination 
have talked about the things they will 
do in the event they are elected as it 
relates to the health care bill. 

I want to talk about the fact that re-
gardless of the Supreme Court and re-
gardless of what may happen in the 
electoral process, I have yet to meet a 
person on either side of the aisle—and 
maybe today will be the first time— 
who believes this bill can work as it 
was passed. What that leads me to say 
is that regardless of what happens, I 
think most of us are aware that the fi-
nancial data that was used to put to-
gether this bill is flawed, and the fact 
that it is flawed, it will not work over 
the longer haul. 

For the same reasons I railed against 
the highway bill for breaking the Budg-
et Control Act we just put in place last 
August, I voted against this bill—the 
fact that we used 10 years’ worth of 
revenues and 6 years’ worth of costs, 
which greatly exacerbates the problem 
in the outyears; the fact that we took 
$529 billion in savings from Medicare to 
create this problem and yet left behind 
the issue we deal with in this body al-
most every year and a half, which is 
the sustainable growth rate that we 
deal with with physicians; and then, 
thirdly, the fact that we placed an un-
funded mandate on States. 

The State of Tennessee has actually 
been highly progressive as it relates to 
health care. In the State of Tennessee, 
dealing with citizens who are in need, 
we created a program called TennCare. 
It went through lots of problems but 
over the last several years has been 
functioning in a stable way. But what 
this bill did was mandate to the State 
of Tennessee that in order to keep the 
Medicaid funding that funds TennCare, 
the State has to, on its own accord, 
match Federal grants with over $1.1 
billion in costs. So from 2014 to 2019, 
what this bill does is mandate that the 
State of Tennessee use $1.1 billion of 
its own resources to expand the Med-
icaid Program to meet the needs this 
bill has put in place. 

This is the point of my being on the 
floor here today. Again, I do not know 
of anybody here who believes this bill 
will cost only what was laid out as we 
debated. As a matter of fact, we have 
had so many people—the McKenzie 
Group and others—who have laid out 
how many private companies in our 
country will basically get rid of their 
health care and put people out on the 
public exchange. And the cost of that is 
going to be tremendous. 

Our own former Governor, a Demo-
crat, who has spent a lot of his lifetime 
in health care on health care issues, 
projected that the State of Tennessee, 
if it decided that it wanted to put its 
own employees out on the public ex-
change, could save $160 million—by 
putting its employees away from its 
own health care plan and out on the ex-
changes. Obviously, I doubt that is 
something States are going to do. But 
his point is this: In a free market sys-
tem, people are going to respond based 
on what is best for their company and 
what is best for their employees. 

If you look at the subsidy levels that 
this bill lays out—up to 400 percent of 
poverty—they are massive subsidies. 
We are talking about people who are 
earning over $78,000 a year. So when 
you look at the subsidies this bill has 
put in place, what employers are going 
to quickly find, especially because we 
put a subsidy in place on the one hand 
and on the other hand, because this bill 
lays out the type of coverage compa-
nies have to have in place—there are 
attributes that cause those costs to 
rise, and we have already seen that 
happening throughout our private sec-
tor; I think that is undeniable—what is 
going to happen is the companies are 
going to say: We would be better off 
paying the $2,000 penalty. Our employ-
ees get these massive subsidies, by the 
way, that are paid for by all taxpayers 
in America. 

What that means is that there are 
going to be far more people on these 
public exchanges than ever were antici-
pated when this bill was being put in 
place. 

My point is that the bill, when it was 
being constructed, used 10 years’ worth 
of revenues and 6 years’ worth of cost, 
and that made it neutral. Anybody can 
see that in the outyears that is obvi-
ously going to create a tremendous 
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