
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4625 June 19, 2013 
off the PR spinmeisters, put down the 
communications plan. It is time to 
level with the American people. 

f 

SENATE RULES 
Mr. MCCONNELL. It has been over 

140 days now since we settled here in 
the Senate the issue of the Senate’s 
rules. We settled it conclusively not 
only this January but actually Janu-
ary 2 years before that. What happened 
this January is we had an extensive bi-
partisan discussion about what rules or 
standing orders we might change. In 
the wake of that discussion, we passed 
two rules changes and two standing or-
ders. 

The majority leader said—well, this 
is what he said 2 years ago: 

I agree that the proper way to change the 
Senate rules is through the procedures estab-
lished in those rules, and I will oppose any 
effort in this Congress or the next to change 
the Senates rules other than through the 
regular order. 

That was in January of 2011. What he 
said back in 2011—and the reason I put 
that up even though that was a pre-
vious Congress—he said either this 
Congress or the next Congress, the 
Congress we are in now. 

This January, I said to the majority 
leader: 

I would confirm with the majority leader 
that the Senate would not consider other 
resolutions relating to any standing order or 
rules this Congress unless they went through 
the regular order process? 

That was this January, just a few 
months ago, a little over 140 days. 

The majority leader said: 
That is correct. Any other resolutions re-

lated to Senate procedure would be subject 
to a regular order process, including consid-
eration by the Rules Committee. 

Now, that is not ambiguous. That is 
not ambiguous at all. 

So the reason I and my colleagues 
have been talking about this repeat-
edly is that this is a huge institutional 
issue. The naive notion that somehow 
you can break the rules of the Senate 
to change the rules of the Senate for 
nominations only was laid out by Sen-
ator ALEXANDER yesterday in which he 
suggested a hypothetical series of 
measures that, if I were in the job the 
majority leader is currently in a year 
and a half from now, would be a very 
appealing agenda to my side, things 
like repealing ObamaCare, things like 
national right to work, things like 
opening ANWR. 

Now, I would say to my friends on 
the other side, that is not something 
they would be very excited about, but 
in American politics things change. 
There is a tendency, when you are in 
the majority, to be kind of arrogant 
about it and to think the rules of the 
Senate are unnecessarily inconvenient 
to what you are trying to achieve. 

Well, the Senate was designed from 
the very beginning—George Wash-
ington was actually asked during the 
Constitutional Convention: What do 
you think the Senate is going to be 
like? 

He said: I think it is going to be like 
the saucer under the tea cup. The tea is 
going to slosh out of the cup, down to 
the saucer, and cool off. 

In other words, they anticipated that 
the Senate would not be a place where 
things happen rapidly. 

Written right into the Constitution 
is advise and consent. Advise and con-
sent. The Senate has a role to play, for 
example, on nominations—which seem 
to be the fixation of the majority at 
the moment even though there is no 
evidence whatsoever that this adminis-
tration has been treated poorly with 
regard to either executive branch or ju-
dicial nominations, no evidence at all. 
This is a manufactured crisis. Never-
theless, they seem to be focused on 
nominations. What do my friends in 
the majority think ‘‘advise and con-
sent’’ means? Apparently they think it 
means ‘‘sit down and shut up. Do what 
I say when I tell you to.’’ I do not 
think that is what the Founding Fa-
thers had in mind. 

So there are a number of reasons we 
should not go down this road: 

No. 1, the majority leader gave his 
word. Your word is the currency of the 
realm in the Senate. That ought to end 
it right there. 

No. 2, do not assume you could just 
sort of surgically break the rules of the 
Senate to change the rules of the Sen-
ate for nominations only. 

No. 3, I think it would be appro-
priate, since the American people 
change their minds from time to time 
about whom they would like to be in 
the majority of the Congress, to think 
about the consequences when the shoe 
is on the other foot. 

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. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican whip. 

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, we obvi-
ously are talking about immigration 
this week and last week and next week. 
I am one of those who, after many 
years working on this subject, hopes 
we are successful in passing what I be-
lieve is good, credible immigration re-
form. 

I have come to the conclusion, like 
many Americans, that the status quo is 

simply unacceptable. I have talked a 
little bit about some of the bodies in 
unmarked graves that I witnessed my-
self in Brooks County, TX, where under 
the current broken system people come 
across the border from faraway lands 
only to die trying to get into this coun-
try and are buried in unmarked graves 
in places like Brooks County. 

I met with a young woman who was 
prostituted after having been brought 
into the United States from Central 
America, and she worked in a Houston 
nightclub, where she was basically held 
as an indentured servant or slave be-
cause she knew she was vulnerable to 
deportation. So the person who 
brought here there and put her in that 
situation knew they had the power to 
keep her quiet and not disclose what 
was happening, while she was living a 
horrific existence. 

Those are just a couple of examples 
why I believe our system is broken and 
neither serves our economic interests 
nor represents our American values. So 
I want a good solution. But it is not 
just what happens here in the Senate. 
That is not the end game. The end 
game is what happens when this bill 
goes to the House and once the House 
and the Senate get together in a con-
ference committee and reconcile the 
differences between those two bills to 
see if we can actually get a bill which 
reflects our values and which rep-
resents our economic interests, things 
such as recruiting the best and the 
brightest minds from around the world 
to stay here in America and to create 
jobs here. 

Those are some of the positives in 
the underlying bill that we need to pre-
serve, but there are other issues we 
need to fix. That is what I want to talk 
about right now. 

Last night the Congressional Budget 
Office released its long-awaited report 
on the underlying bill, the so-called 
Gang of 8 immigration bill people have 
heard so much about. The report, as 
usual, is a blizzard of numbers and esti-
mates and projections, but here are 
two I want to talk about in particular, 
which you see reflected on this chart. 

I think this is going to be a shocking 
revelation to most people who thought 
this bill would actually fix our broken 
immigration system. 

If you will look behind me, it says: 
The number of new unauthorized immi-
grations in the United States by 2033 
with the passage of the underlying bill, 
7.5 million; without it, 10 million. 

So what we see reflected in the Con-
gressional Budget Office, which is the 
‘‘coin of the realm,’’ the ‘‘gold stand-
ard’’—whatever you want to call it— 
around here, love it or hate it, and we 
all find ourselves on different sides de-
pending on the issue, but the gold 
standard, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, says this bill will not fix the un-
derlying problem. 

In other words, despite all of the 
promises and perhaps I might say the 
hopes and the dreams and the good in-
tentions of the authors of this under-
lying bill, this bill will have only a 
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minimal impact on illegal immigra-
tion. Does that sound like the kind of 
solution we owe to the American peo-
ple to solve this broken system? Does 
that sound like a solution to solve our 
long-term problem in this area? 

I want to take a moment to discuss 
another portion of the bill that has 
gone largely unnoticed by most of the 
country, but first let me respond to 
some remarks made by my friend from 
Arizona Senator MCCAIN yesterday. I 
am going to agree, not disagree, with 
Senator MCCAIN. Standing right here 
on the Senate floor, as he so often does, 
Senator MCCAIN said he was absolutely 
confident—absolutely confident—that 
U.S. authorities can obtain 100 percent 
situational awareness and full oper-
ational control of the southern border. 
He cited the head of the Border Patrol 
as his authority. 

I was glad to hear him say that be-
cause I agree with him exactly. He is 
exactly right. But I was a little con-
fused at the same time. He repeated a 
comment that the majority leader had 
made about my amendment, which will 
be pending soon before the Senate and 
which we will vote on later today or to-
morrow. He called my amendment a 
poison pill, suggesting that it would 
somehow kill the underlying bill. Well, 
if the standards in my amendment are 
exactly the same as those in the under-
lying bill of 100 percent situational 
awareness and 90 percent operational 
control, defined as 90 percent capture 
of people crossing the border illegally— 
Senator MCCAIN thinks it is attainable, 
the Border Patrol Chief thinks it is at-
tainable, and I think it is attainable. 
So how could that possibly be a poison 
pill? I do not understand it. 

As I have said numerous times over 
the last week, my amendment uses the 
same standards and many of the same 
metrics as the Gang of 8 bill. Here is 
the difference: My amendment estab-
lishes a real border security trigger be-
fore immigrants can transition from 
probationary status—something called 
registered provisional immigrant sta-
tus—before they can transition from 
that probationary status to legaliza-
tion. Under the Gang of 8 bill, that 
would occur after 10 years of proba-
tionary status. But the problem is, 
contrary to initial advertisements 
back in January where Senator DUR-
BIN, among others—the distinguished 
majority whip—said back in January 
that the pathway to citizenship is con-
tingent upon border security, only to 
say just a few days ago, quoted in the 
National Journal—he said: Now we 
have delinked the pathway to citizen-
ship from border security. Indeed, they 
have in the underlying bill, and that is 
what my amendment is designed to fix. 

Here is the real tragedy. In 1986 Ron-
ald Reagan signed an amnesty for 3 
million people. That is not the tragedy. 
The tragedy is, in return the American 
people said we are going to fix our bro-
ken immigration system. We are going 
to enforce the law. Well, we all know 
what happened. 

The amnesty was granted and the en-
forcement never came. 

Here is the tragedy. The underlying 
bill, without an amendment such as 
mine that provides a real border secu-
rity trigger that realigns the incen-
tives for the right, the left, Repub-
licans, Independents, Democrats, ev-
erybody to be focused like a laser on 
how do we actually implement that 
operational control of the border— 
which Senator MCCAIN believes is at-
tainable, I believe is attainable, the 
Border Patrol Chief believes is attain-
able—without realigning everybody’s 
incentives to focus like a laser on ob-
taining that objective, this is like 1986 
all over again. 

All we have to do is look at the poll-
ing to tell us—and I don’t think we 
even need any polls to tell us—that 
there is enormous skepticism across 
the country about Washington. This 
bill says: Trust us. Trust us. 

There is a trust deficit in Wash-
ington, DC, and on immigration. When 
so many promises have been made in 
the past that have not been kept, I 
think it is unreasonable to ask the 
American people to just trust us. We 
need an enforcement mechanism such 
as my amendment, which will guar-
antee that everybody is aligned and it 
is highly incentived to make sure that 
those Border Patrol measures are 
upheld. Then we will not have what is 
reflected on the chart behind me, as re-
ported by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice yesterday. 

The year 1986 was when Congress 
passed amnesty for illegal immigrants 
without guaranteeing results on border 
security. Ever since then Members of 
this Chamber have said we will never 
make that mistake again. Yet the un-
derlying bill would effectively be 1986 
on steroids and the CBO report con-
firms it. That is why those of us who 
actually would like to see a good, cred-
ible immigration bill pass—not only in 
the Senate but also in the House—be-
lieve, as I do, that this legislation is 
dead on arrival in the House of Rep-
resentatives without a real border se-
curity trigger. 

It is going to be a challenge even if 
we put that in, but we have a much 
better chance of success if we deal with 
the problem that the Congressional 
Budget Office has identified, and if we 
deal with the experience we have had 
from 1986 and other times when we 
made extravagant promises to the 
American people how we are going to 
fix the system, only to find that those 
promises have not been kept. That will 
be the real poison pill to this bill, and 
it will also be an unnecessary and lam-
entable tragedy if somehow we can’t, 
working together, find a solution to 
our broken immigration system. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wyoming. 
f 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, this 

week President Obama and his allies 

are launching a big summer push to 
convince people that his health care 
law will not be a train wreck. We have 
heard in the Senate from one of the au-
thors of the health care law that he 
saw a train wreck coming, so now what 
we see is the Obama administration 
trying to actually sell the bill—not 
that it is good or bad, just trying to 
sell it in any way they can to make the 
American people think about it in 
ways that may change their minds. 

The American people know this is a 
health care law that is not really doing 
what they want. What they are looking 
for is the ability to get the care they 
need from a doctor they want at a 
lower cost. That is far from anything 
the American people are going to see. 

What we see today in Politico is the 
headline: ‘‘Selling of ObamaCare Offi-
cially Begins,’’ selling of the law that 
was passed. Not something that is 
good, just trying to sell the law itself. 

The Washington Post this morning, 
‘‘Push is on to promote health law.’’ 
The push isn’t on to promote better 
care, not more affordable care; no, just 
to promote the law. 

I believe it is going to be a tough sell. 
A new poll out earlier this month 
showed that only 37 percent of Ameri-
cans think the health care law is a 
good idea. That is even fewer people 
than think it was a good idea when the 
law was passed 3 years ago. 

Remember, the Democrats promised 
the American people that, well, the law 
would be actually overwhelmingly pop-
ular by now. That is nothing further 
from the truth because this law is more 
unpopular now than when it was 
passed. 

We see the President of the United 
States pulling out all the stops trying 
to sell this horribly written law. This 
is a law that is bad for patients. It is 
bad for providers, nurses, and doctors 
who take care of those patients, and it 
is going to be bad for the American 
taxpayers. 

What the President is doing is joined 
by a new interest group, and the group 
is called Enroll America. This is a 
group, and who is running it? Former 
Obama administration officials who 
moved from the White House to this 
group to try to sell this health care 
law. This is the group, part of what we 
have known as the Sebelius shake-
down, the effort on the part of the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
who was asking health care businesses 
to donate to this organization. This 
group has started rolling out a PR 
campaign to try to convince people to 
sign up for insurance under the Presi-
dent’s health care law. 

I agree more people need insurance, 
but we have to make sure the people 
not just have insurance but get good 
care. This is what this is supposed to 
be all about. The President keeps talk-
ing about more coverage. What we need 
is care for people, not just more cov-
erage. 

Take a look at that and say: Is it ac-
tually going to work? According to the 
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