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After hearing from countless people
in our home States, we know that the
time to act is now. We have a model
that works and this demonstration
project allows States the opportunity
to try it in their communities. The
dates and timeframes you mentioned
for getting this program started should
be viewed as absolute deadlines. I
would like to see things move even
quicker, if possible. We firmly believe—
and expect—that the administration
will work quickly to get this program
off the ground. There are people around
the country who will benefit from
these services. The sooner we enact
these pilot programs, the sooner we
can test the effectiveness of this
model. As I mentioned, I believe this
model will work and am eager to see it
put into place not only in eight States,
but all 50.

Ms. STABENOW. I completely agree.
People are suffering now. Families are
suffering now. While we understand
that the administration needs time to
implement this demonstration project
in a sound and effective way, we are in
absolute agreement that the expecta-
tion is that the administration will
work expeditiously to ensure that ac-
tions are taken well in advance of
deadlines.

I thank the Senator for his tireless
work on behalf of Missourians and all
Americans suffering with mental ill-
ness. I thank him for fighting beside
me to get us here today. I know we
would not have crossed the finish line
without his efforts and for that I am
grateful.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the
tragic shootings at Sandy Hook Ele-
mentary, the Aurora movie theater,
and the Washington Navy Yard served
as wake-up calls to our Nation that ac-
tion must be taken to provide better
care and support for Americans living
with mental illness and their families.

As an original cosponsor of the bipar-
tisan Excellence in Mental Health Act,
I am pleased that the bill before us
today includes a provision, based on
our legislation, to establish pilot pro-
grams in eight States to strengthen
and improve access to quality commu-
nity mental health services.

Unfortunately, patients with serious
mental conditions all too often lack
access to care and experience difficul-
ties obtaining appropriate and sus-
tained treatment for their illness. Over
the course of a year, fewer than half of
those with severe mental disorders re-
ceive any treatment at all. Treatment
rates are even worse for children, ado-
lescents and young people between the
ages of 16 and 24. This is especially
troubling given that nearly half of all
lifetime cases of psychiatric conditions
begin by the age of 14, and 75 percent
by the age of 24.

Of the 20 percent of Americans who
will suffer from mental illness at some
point in their lives, just one in five will
receive professional care. These kinds
of numbers would be totally unaccept-
able for patients afflicted with cancer,
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diabetes, heart disease or any other
physical disorder. They therefore
should not be accepted for schizo-
phrenia, bipolar disorder, severe de-
pression, or any other serious mental
illness.

I am particularly concerned about
the high rates of suicide among our ac-
tive duty military and returning vet-
erans. The number of reported suicide
deaths in the U.S. military surged to a
record 349 in 2012, which is more than
the number of servicemembers who lost
their lives in combat in Afghanistan
during the same period of time.

The number of suicides among vet-
erans has reached an astounding rate
of 22 a day according to some studies.
These losses are simply unacceptable.
With at least 25 percent of returning
veterans from Iraq and Afghanistan ex-
periencing some type of mental health
condition, it is even more urgent that
comprehensive mental health services
be available in communities across the
country. This is particularly true in
rural states like Maine, where mental
health services may not be easily ac-
cessible through the VA.

We know that people suffering from
mental illness are more likely to be
the victims of violence than the per-
petrators. However, we also have seen
too many tragic examples of what hap-
pens when people with serious mental
illness do not get the treatment and
services they need.

The legislation that we are consid-
ering today has been endorsed by more
than 50 mental health organizations,
veterans organizations and law en-
forcement organizations. It takes an
important first step toward expanding
access to care and improving quality of
care so that more people living with
mental illness can get the treatment
they need in their communities.

In closing, I want to commend my
colleagues from Michigan and Missouri
for their tireless work to increase ac-
cess to community mental health serv-
ices and to improve the quality of care
for those living with mental illness.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I am
disappointed that we were unable to
come together to permanently repeal
the Sustainable Growth Rate formula,
and instead passed a l-year patch to
prevent reimbursement cuts for physi-
cians from going into effect in April.

The bill the Senate passed tonight
averts a 24 percent cut to Medicare
payments that would start tomorrow,
April 1. Given the potential impact of
such a large cut to Medicare patients
and to their physicians, I supported
this measure.

While a patch is not the permanent
solution many of us have sought, I
voted for it because we must act to pre-
vent these cuts from taking place. Hav-
ing averted these cuts, I will continue
to work for a bipartisan solution to
permanently repeal the SGR.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues to achieve this goal.
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF JOHN B. OWENS
TO BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT
JUDGE FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nomination, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of John B. Owens, of California,
to be United States Circuit Judge for
the Ninth Circuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 5:30
p.m. will be equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees.

The Senator from Utah.

SGR PATCH

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today the
Senate will vote on H.R. 4302. This is a
bill that will extend for 1 year the so-
called doc fix relating to the sustain-
able growth rate—or SGR—formula.

Patching the SGR has become a reg-
ular item of business here in the Con-
gress. Indeed, it is basically an annual
ritual that we have to go through.

From the first day the SGR went into
effect in 2002, Congress has acted to
prevent its reimbursement cuts to phy-
sicians from going into effect in order
to ensure that Medicare beneficiaries
continue to have access to quality
care.

More often than not, SGR patches
have been cobbled together at the last
minute between the leadership offices
of both parties. They are usually
tacked on to larger pieces of legisla-
tion without the input of Members and
without the benefit of going through a
committee.

For years this process has bothered
Members of Congress who, like me,
want to see transparency and regular
order returned to the legislative proc-
ess.

It has also bothered seniors and phy-
sicians who are constantly worried
about whether the gridlock in Congress
is going to finally send them over the
SGR cliff.

There is bipartisan support for re-
pealing and replacing the SGR, or the
sustainable growth rate, and, to the
surprise of many, progress has been
made to do just that. For more than a
year, a bipartisan, bicameral group of
Members of Congress worked to fully
repeal the SGR and replace it with
more reasonable reforms that move
Medicare’s antiquated fee-for-service
reimbursement system for physicians
toward a system that rewards doctors
for providing quality care based on
health outcomes.

I was part of that group,
former Senator Max Baucus.

Chairman Baucus and I worked for
months to produce an SGR repeal bill
here in the Senate. Eventually, that
bill sailed through the Finance Com-
mittee with broad, bipartisan support.

At the same time, the two relevant
House committees—the Ways and
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Means Committee and the Energy and
Commerce Committee—also reported a
bill to repeal the SGR. That, in and of
itself, would have been quite a feat.
However, we were not done yet.

Realizing that we were close to
achieving our goal, the chairmen and
ranking members of all three relevant
committees—that is three Republicans
and three Democrats—decided to come
together to find a single unified ap-
proach that both parties in both Cham-
bers could support.

At the time there were a lot of
naysayers. Indeed, given Congress’s re-
cent track record, there were reasons
to be skeptical.

However, by consulting with all the
relevant stakeholders and hearing
their recommendations and concerns,
we were able to craft a policy that has
near unanimous support across the
health care community.

That is right. For the first time since
the SGR was enacted in 1997, Repub-
licans and Democrats in the House and
the Senate are united behind a policy
that gets rid of this flawed system once
and for all.

However, we cannot get ahead of our-
selves. From the outset of this process,
Chairman Baucus and I, along with our
House counterparts, agreed that any
legislation to repeal and replace the
SGR must be fiscally responsible.

Without any offsets, this policy
would add roughly $180 billion to the
deficit—if we do not have offsets. If it
is going to pass in both the Senate and
the House of Representatives—and if
we are going to maintain the same
level of bipartisan support for the
package—we need to find offsets that
both parties can support. It is kind of
miraculous we have come together, but
both the bilateral and bipartisan peo-
ple who have worked on this have
agreed that we have to have solid off-
sets.

In the months since we reached an
agreement on the underlying policy, all
the parties involved have been working
to find suitable offsets.

I am not going to disparage any-
thing. This is a difficult process. But it
has to be done.

Despite the bipartisan good will this
process has engendered, there have
been some who were not satisfied with
our progress. With today’s SGR dead-
line looming, there was an effort to hi-
jack this bipartisan process and turn it
into yet another partisan sideshow.

With an agreement in place and with
parties still at the negotiating table,
some of my friends on the other side of
the aisle thought it would be preferable
to simply bring our bill to the floor and
demand a vote either without offsets or
with offsets they knew Republicans
would not be able to support. In other
words, they wanted to force our bipar-
tisan policy through the Senate on a
partisan basis and then jam the House
with it.

This was, to say the least, dis-
appointing to me. Here we have a his-
toric opportunity to do something that
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will help people throughout this coun-
try and do it with the type of broad, bi-
partisan consensus that is all too rare
in Washington these days. Yet there
were still some who would prefer to
snatch defeat from the jaws of victory
and set up yet another political show-
down destined to end in a partisan
stalemate.

Needless to say, I am glad that even-
tually cooler heads prevailed, which
brings us to today’s vote. The SGR
patch that we will be voting on today
is not perfect. However, I am not going
to make the perfect the enemy of the
good. The bill before us today is a
good-faith effort to move the ball for-
ward, thanks to the good work of
Speaker BOEHNER and Majority Leader
REID.

What we need now is time to get this
done in the right way. This bill will
give us that. So for these reasons, I
plan to vote in favor of the SGR bill be-
fore us today. I urge my Senate col-
leagues to do the same. Once this legis-
lation is signed into law, we need to
get back at the negotiating table. 1
have no doubt that my friend, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon, as he
always has, will work with me and oth-
ers in order to resolve these problems
that have arisen.

Like I said, there are three commit-
tees with jurisdiction over the SGR
issue. We all need to work together to
find a responsible path forward. Hope-
fully, the bill that we will vote on
today will put an end to the unneces-
sary distractions and roadblocks that
have been thrown in our path. This is
an important vote today. I am very
grateful for those who are willing to
support what we are at least trying to
do. I want to thank all concerned.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor, I thank my partner
from Utah for his exceptional work in
terms of putting together a repeal and
replace program and say, as I have in
the course of the afternoon, that essen-
tially the proposal I have talked about
here today could more properly be
called the Hatch-Kyl plan because the
underlying bill is essentially the out-
standing work done by the Senator
from Utah, Chairman CAMP, Chairman
UPTON, a number of Democrats, and es-
sentially takes as a pay-for what our
former colleague, Senator Kyl, a con-
servative by anybody’s calculation had
in mind.

We are going to be doing a lot of bi-
partisan work in the Senate Finance
Committee. Senator HATCH and I, as I
touched on earlier, are already working
on the tax extenders. I simply thought
that the ideas of Senator HATCH and
Senator Kyl, two conservatives who I
admire, fit quite well with the kind of
bipartisan approach that you heard
many Senators on this side of the aisle
talk about this afternoon, such as Sen-
ator CARDIN and Senator WARNER.

At the end of the day, I guess I will
put my final remarks in the context of
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what Senator COBURN, our friend from
Oklahoma, said. He essentially said: Do
not put off until tomorrow what you
can do today. The good work that Sen-
ator HATCH has done on this—I was not
the point person for the Democrats at
that time; it was Chairman BAUCUS—I
think highlights what we could be
moving on today.

The pay-for that our former col-
league Senator Kyl from Arizona put
forward several years ago is just as
valid as it once was. So we will con-
tinue, as Senator HATCH has described
this afternoon, to work very closely to-
gether. I am hopeful that here in the
next couple of days colleagues will also
see it on a vital matter relating to jobs
because the two of us are working to-
gether on tax extenders, which is for
promoting innovation in our economy:
the research and development credit,
renewable energy, jobs for veterans.

I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for 3
minutes.

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

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
want to talk about John Owens, who is
the first vote, for a judgeship, particu-
larly one for the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit. No one questions
his qualifications. I spoke on the floor
about him before. I was proud to nomi-
nate him to the President. He has a
sterling background and would be an
excellent circuit court judge. The ques-
tion that arose was because of the pre-
vious judge, a man by the name of Ste-
phen Trott. He spent his entire legal
career in California before joining the
Reagan administration. He was Ili-
censed to practice law in California. He
was supported by two Republican Sen-
ators from California for various fed-
eral appointments. Blue slips for his
nomination were sent to California
senators.

Now what am I trying to do? I am
trying to say, this was a California
judge for the Ninth Circuit. What has
happened since then is because he
moved his home to Idaho once he was a
judge, Idaho or some of the representa-
tives from Idaho tend to believe that,
voila, this is now an Idaho seat. It is
not an Idaho seat. I explained last
week that California has less than its
proportional share of Ninth Circuit
Court judgeships.

Idaho has its fair share. Senator
CrRAPO, who came to the floor and
spoke about this, said nothing about
population or caseload to illustrate
why this judgeship should move to
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Idaho. This has been a long-standing
attempt to take this seat away from
California. When I came to the floor
before, I outlined the whole process of
how historically this is, in fact, a Cali-
fornia seat.

I urge my Republican colleagues to
consider the precedent they would be
endorsing if they vote against this
nominee because of this seat’s history;
and that is, if a circuit court judge in
your State decides to move to another
State in the circuit, then your State
has lost that judgeship. That is the
precedent that not approving this
judge would set.

I urge my colleagues to continue to
support this nominee, notwithstanding
the opposition of the Senators from
Idaho.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last
Thursday the Senate voted to end the
filibuster on the nomination of John
Owens of California to a judicial emer-
gency vacancy on the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the Ninth Circuit. This is the
longest running vacancy in our entire
Federal court system. Today the Sen-
ate will finally vote to confirm this
outstanding nominee to a court that is
in desperate need of judges.

The Ninth Circuit is the busiest cir-
cuit court in the country, and yet it
has not been operating at full strength
for more than nine years. It has the
highest number of appeals filed, the
highest pending appeals per panel and
the highest pending appeals per active
judge. It also takes far longer than any
other circuit court to resolve an ap-
peal. The delay in resolving these ap-
peals hurts the American people. After
confirming John Owens, the Senate
should proceed to Michelle Friedland’s
nomination to the Ninth Circuit as
soon as possible.

The nomination of John Owens is an
example of how the process of judicial
nominations and consultation with
home State senators should work.
Under Article II of the Constitution,
the Senate has a significant role to
play regarding our independent judici-
ary. We are called upon to work with
the President by providing advice and
consent for Federal judicial appoint-
ments.

Some have recently questioned the
rationale behind the so-called ‘‘blue
slip”’ process that solicits the views of
the home State senators before a judi-
cial nomination moves in the Senate. I
have explained that this blue piece of
paper reflects the ‘‘advice’ prong of
the Senate’s role. If an administration
does not consult with home State sen-
ators to seek their advice on a nomi-
nee, it is far less likely the nominee
will receive their support. This support
is crucial to the successful confirma-
tion of judicial nominees. In the al-
most four decades I have served in the
Senate, I cannot recall a single judicial
nominee confirmed over the objection
of his or her home State senators. To-
day’s confirmation to the Ninth Circuit
is yet another example of that reality.

In the prior administration, rather
than working with the California sen-
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ators to fill this seat on the Ninth Cir-
cuit, President Bush unnecessarily
complicated and delayed filling this va-
cancy by nominating Judge Randy
Smith of Idaho. In doing so, President
Bush attempted an end run around
home State Senators Feinstein and
Boxer. Instead, he consulted with the
senators from Idaho—both of whom
were Republican senators. Judge Smith
was not a Californian and did not re-
ceive support from the California Sen-
ators. When President Bush took my
advice and re-nominated Judge Smith
to fill an Idaho vacancy on the Ninth
Circuit at the beginning of 2007, Judge
Smith received the support of both
Idaho Senators and was confirmed
quickly.

The Bush administration also tried
to get around home State senators in
Maryland to fill a vacancy on the
Fourth Circuit. President Bush chose
to nominate Claude Allen of Virginia, a
controversial nominee with limited ex-
perience who received a partial ‘‘not
qualified” rating from the American
Bar Association, and the Maryland
Senators understandably objected. Mr.
Allen’s nomination did not move for-
ward due to the objection of the proper
home State Senators from Maryland.
Meaningful consultation and support of
the appropriate home State Senators
continues to be important to the con-
firmation of nominees, and the vote we
are taking today on John Owens is
proof of that.

President Obama nominated Mr.
Owens last August, and his early Octo-
ber hearing date had to be moved after
Republicans forced a shutdown of our
government. A hearing on his nomina-
tion was finally held in late October.
Mr. Owens could and should have been
confirmed before we adjourned last
yvear. Instead, because Republicans re-
fused to consent to hold any nomina-
tions in the Senate, every single one
had to be returned to the President at
the end of last year. They then had to
be renominated and reprocessed
through committee this year. Mr.
Owens was voted out of committee on a
voice vote, without dissent, on January
16, 2014.

Born in Washington, DC, Mr. Owens
earned his B.A., with high distinction,
from the University of California,
Berkeley, and his J.D., with distinc-
tion, Order of the Coif, from Stanford
Law School. At Stanford, he was the
Nathan Abbott Scholar, an award given
to the student with the highest cumu-
lative point average in the class. Mr.
Owens served as executive editor of the
Stanford Law Review, where he earned
the Stanford Law Review Board of Edi-
tors Award.

After law school, Mr. Owens served as
a law clerk to Judge J. Clifford Wallace
of the Ninth Circuit and for Associate
Justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg of the
United States Supreme Court. He has
been a litigator in both public and pri-
vate practice. In 1998, he joined the
U.S. Department of Justice, where he
would later serve as an Assistant U.S.
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Attorney for the Central District of
California and the Southern District of
California. In 2008, Mr. Owens was pro-
moted to serve as the Deputy Chief of
Major Frauds and later the chief of the
criminal division. In 2012, he rejoined
private practice as a Dpartner at
Munger, Tolles & Olson where he pres-
ently works. Over the course of his
legal career, he has been counsel of
record in more than 20 cases before the
court on which he is nominated to
serve.

Mr. Owens has the support of his
home State senators—Senator FEIN-
STEIN and Senator BOXER. I hope my
fellow Senators will join me today to
confirm Mr. Owen’s nomination to the
Ninth Circuit so that he can get to
work for the American people.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. JOHANNS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Under the previous order, all
postcloture time is considered expired.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
John B. Owens, of California, to be
United States Circuit Judge for the
Ninth Circuit?

Mr. JOHANNS. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from North Dakota (Ms.
HEITKAMP) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DON-
NELLY). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 91 Ex.]

YEAS—56
Baldwin Harkin Nelson
Begich Heinrich Pryor
Bennet Hirono Reed
Blumenthal Isakson Reid
Booker Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kaine Sanders
Brown King Schatz
Cantwell Klobuchar
Cardin Landrieu Schumer

Shaheen

Carper Leahy Stabenow
Casey Levin Tester
Chambliss Manchin
Coons Markey Udall (CO)
Donnelly McCaskill Udall (NM)
Durbin Menendez Walsh
Feinstein Merkley Warner
Franken Mikulski Warren
Gillibrand Murphy Whitehouse
Hagan Murray Wyden

NAYS—43
Alexander Burr Corker
Ayotte Coats Cornyn
Barrasso Coburn Crapo
Blunt Cochran Cruz
Boozman Collins Enzi
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Fischer Kirk Rubio
Flake Lee Scott
Graham McCain Sessions
Grassley McConnell Shelby
Hatch Moran Thune
Heller Murkowski Toomey
Hoeven Paul Vitter
Inhofe Portman : N
Johanns Risch Wicker
Johnson (WI) Roberts

NOT VOTING—1

Heitkamp

The nomination was confirmed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

PROTECTING ACCESS TO
MEDICARE ACT OF 2014—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session and resume
consideration of H.R. 4302.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the next votes tonight
be 10 minutes in duration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Under the previous order, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to
waive.

The yeas and nays were previously
ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the

Senator from North Dakota (Ms.
HEITKAMP) is necessarily absent.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 64,
nays 35, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 92 Leg.]
YEAS—64
Baldwin Harkin Murray
Begich Hatch Nelson
Bennet Heinrich Pryor
Blumenthal Heller Reed
Blunt Hirono Reid
Booker Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kaine Sanders
Brown King
Burr Kirk ggﬁiz or
Cantwell Klobuchar Shaheen
Cardin Landrieu
Carper Leahy Stabenow
Casey Levin Tester
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Markey Udall (NM)
Cornyn McCaskill Vitter
Donnelly McConnell Walsh
Durbin Menendez Warner
Feinstein Merkley Warren
Franken Mikulski Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden
Hagan Murphy
NAYS—35

Alexander Fischer Paul
Ayotte Flake Portman
Barrasso Graham Risch
Boozman Grassley Roberts
Chambliss Hoeven Rubio
Coats Inhofe Scott
Coburn Isakson Sessions
Cochran Johanns
Corker Johnson (WI) ?ﬁelby
Crapo Lee une
Cruz McCain qumey
Enzi Moran Wicker
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NOT VOTING—1
Heitkamp

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 64, the nays are 35.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

The bill (H.R. 4302) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading and was
read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are
going to have a vote now on SGR, and
if all things work out as anticipated,
that will be the last vote tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, under
the previous order the question is,
Shall it pass?

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from North Dakota (Ms.
HEITKAMP) is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 35, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 93 Leg.]

YEAS—64
Ayotte Harkin Murphy
Begich Hatch Murray
Bennet Heinrich Nelson
Blumenthal Heller Pryor
Blunt Hirono Reed
Booker Hoeven Reid
Boxer Isakson Rockefeller
Brown Johnson (SD) Sanders
Burr Kaine Schatz
Cantwell King Schumer
Cardin Kirk
Casey Landrieu Shaheen
Chambliss Leahy Stabenow
Cochran Levin Tester
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Markey Udall (NM)
Cornyn McCaskill Vitter
Donnelly McConnell Walsh
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Gillibrand Mikulski Wicker
Hagan Murkowski
NAYS—35

Alexander Flake Portman
Baldwin Franken Risch
Barrasso Graham Roberts
Boozman Grassley Rubio
Carper Inhofe Scott
Coats Johanns Sessions
Coburn Johnson (WI) Shelby
Cruz McCain Toomey

N Warner
Enzi Moran
Fischer Paul Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Heitkamp

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 64, the nays are 35.

The 60-vote threshold having been
achieved, the bill (H.R. 4302) is passed.
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PROTECTING VOLUNTEER FIRE-
FIGHTERS AND EMERGENCY RE-
SPONDERS ACT OF 2014

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to H.R. 3979, which the clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of Calendar No. 333, H.R. 3979, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to ensure that emergency
services volunteers are not taken into
account as employees under the shared
responsibility requirements contained
in the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, all postcloture time
is considered expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to proceed.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3979) to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to ensure that emer-
gency services volunteers are not taken into
account as employees under the shared re-
sponsibility requirements contained in the
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 2874

(Purpose: To provide for a perfecting
amendment)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
substitute amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Mr. REED, for himself, Mr. HELLER, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. BOOKER, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. BROWN, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
DURBIN, and Mr. KIRK, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2874.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2875 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2874

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
first-degree amendment to the sub-
stitute. It is already at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2875 to
amendment No. 2874.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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