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Hirono McConnell Schatz
Hoeven Menendez Schumer
Inhofe Merkley Scott
Isakson Mikulski Sessions
Johanns Moran Shaheen
Johnson (SD) Murkowski Shelby
Johnson (WI) Murphy Stabenow
Kaine Murray Tester
King Nelson Thune
Kirk Paul Toomey
Klobuchar Portman Udall (CO)
Landrieu Pryor Udall (NM)
Leahy Reed Vitter
Lee Reid Walsh
Levin Risch Warner
Manchin Roberts Warren
Markey Rockefeller Whitehouse
McCain Rubio Wicker
McCaskill Sanders Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Enzi

The nomination was confirmed.
VOTE ON CARLIN NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 2 min-
utes of debate equally divided in the
usual form prior to a vote on the Carlin
nomination.

Who yields time?

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, we hope
this is the last vote of the day—at least
the next vote we hope will be by voice.
There could be other votes procedural
in nature this afternoon. We hope not,
but you never know. I am not going to
agree to anything.

I yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, all time for de-
bate has expired.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
John P. Carlin, of New York, to be an
Assistant Attorney General?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second. There is a suffi-
cient second. The clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 99,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 95 Ex.]

YEAS—99
Alexander Donnelly Leahy
Ayotte Durbin Lee
Baldwin Enzi Levin
Barrasso Feinstein Manchin
Begich Fischer Markey
Bennet Flake McCain
Blumenthal Franken McCaskill
Blunt Gillibrand McConnell
Booker Graham Menendez
Boozman Grassley Merkley
Boxer Hagan Mikulski
Brown Harkin Moran
Burr Hatch Murkowski
Cantwell Heinrich Murphy
Cardin Heitkamp Murray
Carper Hirono Nelson
Casey Hoeven Paul
Chambliss Inhofe Portman
Coats Isakson Pryor
Coburn Johanns Reed
Cochran Johnson (SD) Reid
Collins Johnson (WI) Risch
Coons Kaine Roberts
Corker King Rockefeller
Cornyn Kirk Rubio
Crapo Klobuchar Sanders
Cruz Landrieu Schatz
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Schumer Tester Walsh
Scott Thune Warner
Sessions Toomey Warren
Shaheen Udall (CO) Whitehouse
Shelby Udall (NM) Wicker
Stabenow Vitter Wyden
NAYS—1
Heller

The nomination was confirmed.
VOTE ON LU NOMINATION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). Under the previous order,
there will be 2 minutes of debate equal-
ly divided in the usual form prior to a
vote on the Lu nomination.

Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I ask that
all time be yielded back.

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

All time is yielded back.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the nomination of
Christopher P. Lu, of Virginia, to be
Deputy Secretary of Labor?

The nomination was confirmed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motions to re-
consider are considered made and laid
upon the table.

The President will be immediately
notified of the Senate’s action.

——
LEGISLATIVE SESSION
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume legislative session.
———
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

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 H.R. 3979, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (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.

Pending:

Reid (for Reed) amendment No. 2874, of a
perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 2875 (to amendment
No. 2874), to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 2876 (to amendment
No. 2875), of a perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 2877 (to the language
proposed to be stricken by amendment No.
2874), to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 2878 (to amendment
No. 2877), of a perfecting nature.

Reid motion to commit the bill to the
Committee on Finance, with instructions,
Reid amendment No. 2879, to change the en-
actment date.

Reid amendment No. 2880 (to (the instruc-
tions) amendment No. 2879), of a perfecting
nature.

Reid amendment No. 2881 (to amendment
No. 2880), of a perfecting nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.
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Mr. KAINE. Mr. President, I rise to
talk about a whole series of issues—in-
cluding unemployment insurance and
the minimum wage—that are designed
to help Americans attain economic mo-
bility and get a fair shot to move up in
the way our economy is designed to
work.

This morning the Budget Committee
had a hearing entitled ‘“‘Opportunity,
Mobility, and Inequality in Today’s
Economy.”” We heard from three very
strong witnesses, including Nobel lau-
reate Joseph Stiglitz. We talked about
important topics central to under-
standing the 1long-held American
dream: If you work hard and play by
the rules, you should be able to support
your family, provide an opportunity for
your kids, and have a fair retirement.
But for too many—as the Presiding Of-
ficer knows—opportunity and mobility
are especially hard to find and income
inequality is growing.

I am an optimist. I know the solu-
tions are here if we work to find them,
and I want to take a couple of minutes
to talk about some of the solutions.
First, let’s try to put a human face on
the problem of inequality in our econ-
omy.

Income inequality in the United
States is at a record level. It is higher
in the United States than virtually any
other developed country. President
Obama has called income equality the
central challenge of our times. The
Presiding Officer and I share a Roman
Catholic background. Last week the
President was talking to Pope Francis
in the Vatican, and they talked about
how this is not just an American chal-
lenge but a global challenge.

According to the CBO, the average
income of a household in the richest 1
percent in this country was nearly 180
percent higher in 2010 than it was in
1979 in real dollars. By comparison, the
average income for a household in the
middle 20 percent of the income dis-
tribution had only grown by about 25
percent—about one in seven—of what
the households in the highest income
levels had grown.

Since 1979, the top 1 percent of our
population’s share of national income
grew from 8.9 percent to 14.9 percent.
So 1 percent has 15 percent of the na-
tional income by 2010, but at the same
time the bottom 80 percent of our
American population saw their share of
national income significantly shrink.

For me the issue is not just inequal-
ity because there will always be some
inequality. Fate, luck, and health will
produce some unequal outcomes. But
what I think is great about this coun-
try is that while we can see inequality
and tolerate some degree of it, what we
will not tolerate is people being locked
into unequal situations.

We want to have a society where peo-
ple may be born poor or may have an
accident or a fate that will have them
in a lower economic status but they
can still raise their ceiling and achieve
all they can. But in the case of social
mobility, the United States is now one
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of the poorest performing of the devel-
oped countries.

Today a child born into the bottom
quintile in the American economic life
only has a 7.5-percent chance of ever
being in the top quintile. In a country
such as Denmark in Europe—and we
think of Europe as a more stratified so-
ciety—that number is nearly double
what the number is in the United
States.

It is not just inequality, it is mobil-
ity. We are not giving people a fair
shot, to use the words of the great
American singer Curtis Mayfield, ‘‘to
move on up’”’ to their destination and
that place where their dreams can take
them if they work hard enough.

What we need to do is embrace strat-
egies that let people move on up and
have a fair shot to achieve. We don’t
only need to embrace strategies for
success, we have to eliminate struc-
tures and eliminate barriers that lock
people out of economic opportunities
that they should be able to achieve
similar to anyone else.

One solution is the minimum wage
bill that we will start to talk about
soon. It is about working Americans
who are earning minimum wage or just
above minimum wage and how this will
affect them.

I think I can safely say the vast ma-
jority of Virginians would agree with
this proposition: No one who works full
time—=8 hours a day, 40 hours a week, 52
weeks a year—should live in poverty.
But today someone making the min-
imum wage earns about $15,000 a year,
which is $3,000 below the poverty level
for a family of three. If you are a single
mom with a couple of Kkids—and so
many people are raising children on
their own—and work full time at the
minimum wage, you are below the pov-
erty level.

The minimum wage today is at a his-
toric low. The minimum wage has lost
33 percent of its buying power since its
peak in 1968. If the minimum wage in
1968 had just kept pace with inflation,
it would be $10.71 per hour today and
not in the $7 range.

Workers who regularly receive tips
are treated even worse. They get paid a
subminimum wage—what is called a
tipped minimum wage—of $2.13 an
hour. As long as you make $30 in tips a
month, your company can pay you $2.13
an hour. Overwhelmingly these work-
ers work in restaurants but not exclu-
sively, and similar to other minimum
wage workers they are predominately
women.

Twenty-eight million Americans will
receive an increase in pay if we raise
the minimum wage under the bill that
is currently before the Senate. It has
been reported out of the HELP Com-
mittee, and we will take it up soon.
More than half of those who will re-
ceive a raise are women. The vast ma-
jority are adult workers. Over 14 mil-
lion American children have a parent
who will receive a raise if we increase
the minimum wage.

The Minimum Wage Fairness Act
will boost the minimum wage to about
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$21,000, lifting families above the pov-
erty line. In total—get this—the bill we
will hopefully debate and vote on soon
is estimated to lift nearly 7 million
Americans out of poverty and above
the poverty level. What could we do, as
we debate, that would have more effect
on people’s lives than lifting 7 million
people above the poverty level, which
we would do if we pass the bill.

Increasing the minimum wage to
$10.10 an hour will increase GDP by
nearly $22 billion as workers spend
their raises in local businesses and
communities. In Virginia about 744,000
of my fellow citizens will receive a
raise. For this reason, business owners
whom I talk to—mnot all but a huge
number and especially small business
owners—know that the minimum wage
increase makes good business sense.

Yesterday 1 visited a supermarket
just across the Potomac in Alexandria.
It is called MOM’s Organic Market.
They have 11 locations in the DC met-
ropolitan area and Philadelphia. They
are contemplating opening another
store in New York City. I met with the
owner Scott Nash, and I talked to his
employees. I asked the employees: How
long have you worked here? The an-
swer I got back was 7 years, 8 years, 10
yvears. They made it their practice to
pay their employees a $10 minimum
wage now, and they are going to in-
crease it. They fully support the bill
currently pending before the Senate to
increase the minimum wage.

Scott Nash is not alone. We are cele-
brating a very important centennial
this year. It is a centennial of one of
the smartest things an American em-
ployer ever did. I will read a quote.

After the success of the moving as-
sembly line, Henry Ford had another
transformative idea. In January of
1914, he startled the world by announc-
ing that the Ford Motor Company
would pay $5 a day to its workers. The
pay increase would be accompanied
with a shorter workday—from 9 to 8
hours. While this rate did not auto-
matically apply to every worker, it
more than doubled the average auto-
worker’s wage. While Henry’s primary
objective was to reduce worker attri-
tion, newspapers from all over the
world reported the story as an extraor-
dinary gesture of good will.

Here is the important part:

Henry Ford had reasoned that since it was
now possible to build inexpensive cars in vol-
ume, more of them could be sold if employ-
ees could afford to buy them. The $5 day
helped better the lot of all American workers
and contributed to the emergence of the
American middle class. In the process, Henry
Ford had changed manufacturing forever.

This quote is not from some Demo-
cratic talking point. This quote is from
the Web site of the Ford Motor Com-
pany—a press release they issued in
January to commemorate the 100th an-
niversary of Henry Ford’s novel deci-
sion.

There was an employer who knew the
American economy was based on con-
sumer demand and if workers could be

April 1, 2014

paid more, they would buy more, it
would help his company, and it would
help America. The Senate can take ac-
tion in this way, and the Senate can
take action in other ways to give peo-
ple a fair shot to move on up in Amer-
ican society.

In fact, we have already acted on a
couple of bills I hope the House will
pick up. We acted on immigration re-
form, which strengthens border secu-
rity, creates a pathway to legal status
and citizenship for millions of undocu-
mented immigrants, and helps busi-
nesses and families. This eliminates a
barrier that keeps people from moving
up, and the CBO estimates it will sig-
nificantly improve the American econ-
omy. Immigration reform is about a
fair shot. Immigration reform is about
moving up.

We also acted on ENDA, legislation
to end discrimination in the workplace
against folks based on sexual orienta-
tion. A person can’t move on up and
achieve their economic dreams if folks
can fire someone at will if they don’t
like the kind of person someone is or
who they love. So ENDA, which awaits
action in the House, is also a bill about
making sure people have a fair shot
and can move on up.

We can act this week. We are now on
the bill to provide unemployment in-
surance to those who are still strug-
gling in the economy. Soon we will
consider paycheck fairness for women.
A person can’t achieve all they can if
they are going to be paid significantly
less than their colleagues just because
of gender.

In coming weeks we will also con-
sider jobs skills and education legisla-
tion, which are real keys to economic
opportunity for so many.

What we need to do is pretty simple.
What the Presiding Officer did and
what so many others in this Chamber
did when we were Governors was to try
to give individuals the tools to create
their own opportunity, to create their
own mobility, as well as to take the
steps we could when there were bar-
riers or structures in the way to move
those out of the way so people had a
fair shot to succeed.

With that, I thank the Chair, and I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

NATIONAL SEXUAL ASSAULT AWARENESS MONTH

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, today
marks the beginning of National Sex-
ual Assault Awareness Month. It comes
at a time when Congress is about ready
to take up reauthorization of the Jus-
tice For All Act—a law that has im-
proved public safety, strengthened vic-
tims’ rights, and delivered justice all
across this country. I am proud to be
the lead Republican sponsor of this
bill, and I am even prouder of what it
has accomplished and what it will con-
tinue to accomplish.

Thanks to the Justice For All Act
and similar initiatives, law enforce-
ment agencies across America now
have greater resources to reduce the
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rape kit backlog. I might just explain.
A rape kit is, as it sounds, a forensic
collection of evidence collected at the
scene of a sexual assault. Much to our
chagrin, we have learned over time
that many of these rape kits—this fo-
rensic evidence—is not forwarded to a
lab for testing and, thus, the DNA of
the assailant is not identified. So we
realized that local jurisdictions needed
more resources and more guidance and
more expertise when it came to testing
these untested rape kits because of the
incredible evidence it provides, both to
acquit people who have been falsely ac-
cused of crimes, as well as to identify,
indict, and convict serial sexual assail-
ants.

This is sort of unique in many ways
because people who commit rape don’t
just do it one time. Many times they
will do it time and time again until
they are caught. Worse yet, this is a
crime of opportunity. Many times it in-
volves children as well, as we know. So
now we know that thanks to the Jus-
tice For All Act and similar initiatives
which have allowed these rape kits to
be taken off the evidence locker shelf
and tested, that what has been a na-
tional scandal, which has allowed vio-
lent criminals to remain on the streets,
is now being addressed more and more.

I am not here to suggest that every-
thing that can be done has been done,
but it is important for us to make sure
these rape kits are tested and to get
these serial sexual assailants off the
streets and brought before a court of
law and justice.

Even a relatively small reduction in
the backlog can lead to major gains in
public safety and peace of mind. In the
city of Detroit, for example, the proc-
essing of 1,600 old sexual assault Kits,
including some from the 1980s, allowed
authorities to identify 100 different se-
rial rapists, ten of whom were con-
victed rapists already. So this is power-
ful evidence. Incredibly, police some-
times keep this forensic evidence for 20
or 30 years, and it is still susceptible to
being tested, and for the rapist to be
identified and to be taken out of cir-
culation.

In the city of Houston, meanwhile, a
backlog that once reached 6,600 untest-
ed rape Kkits is now in the process of
being completely eliminated—thanks,
in large part, to the support provided
by this legislation.

I wish to take a second to highlight
the SAFER Act, which was included in
the Violence Against Women Act and
which passed just this last year, and
the fact that it funded a provision of
the Justice For All Act known as the
Debbie Smith Act. I have had the
pleasure of meeting Debbie Smith for
whom this legislation was named, and
she has become a tireless advocate for
the sorts of reforms and improved fund-
ing that are contained in the SAFER
Act and in the Justice For All reau-
thorization.

The SAFER Act mandated that more
of the money the Federal Government
granted must be used to actually test
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old rape kits as well as dedicate a por-
tion of that money to inventory—evi-
dence that had been sitting on police
evidence locker shelves or had been
sent to laboratories but had not yet
been tested. This law, passed in 2013,
has already played a crucial role in
making Federal support available for
tackling the rape kit backlog.

I was proud to introduce that legisla-
tion and I am proud to sponsor reau-
thorization of the Justice For All Act.
As 1 said a moment ago, I am enor-
mously gratified and proud of what
these laws have helped us accomplish.
Upholding victims’ rights and keeping
dangerous predators off the street are
two of the most solemn obligations the
government has, and we should never
forget it.

With hundreds of thousands of rape
kits still untested, we have a long way
to go; there is no question about it. It
is encouraging to see the progress that
has been made. Hopefully, this will en-
courage us to take even further steps
to make sure these untested rape Kkits
are tested and the people who are inno-
cent are vindicated from any charges.
But the people who commit serial sex-
ual assault, both against other adults
and minors, should be and will be
brought to justice.

THE ECONOMY

Shifting gears to the economy, I wish
to repeat a call I made yesterday and
once again urge the majority leader in
the context of the legislation we are
currently considering to allow Repub-
lican ideas for economic growth and
job creation to come to the floor for a
vote.

I realize President Obama has stub-
bornly chosen to stick with the same
policies that have given us the weakest
economic recovery following a reces-
sion since World War II. It is also the
highest—the longest period of high un-
employment since the Great Depres-
sion. Indeed, after promoting the same
fiscal and economic strategy for the
last 5 years—a strategy that involves
higher taxes, more Federal spending,
and more debt—the President and his
allies seem to see no reason to change
course. His proposed budget for 2015,
for example, would increase Federal
spending by $791 billion. It would also
increase taxes by $1.8 trillion over 10
years, and increase our national debt
by $8.3 trillion. That is on top of the $17
trillion already—about $56,000 for every
man, woman, and child in America.

For those keeping score, the Presi-
dent has already raised taxes by $1.7
trillion during his presidency and in-
creased our national debt by four times
that much. In other words, if more
taxes and more spending were the path
to prosperity for this great Nation,
America would be booming, unemploy-
ment would be at zero, and our econ-
omy would be chugging along, creating
new jobs right and left. Instead, the
evidence is in. We are experiencing
stagnation and mass unemployment. It
is said that insanity is defined as doing
the same thing over and over but some-
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how expecting a different result. If that
is the definition of insanity, then
maintaining the current policies of
spending, tax, and debt are the defini-
tion of insanity.

There has to be a better way, and
there is, if only the majority leader
would allow the Senate to do what it is
supposed to do. This body used to once
be known as the world’s greatest delib-
erative body, where we had the great
debates on the issues of the time, and
then we had a vote, and we all accepted
the majority vote in those instances.
But now, the new tactic by the major-
ity leader seems to be to bring a bill to
the floor without going through a com-
mittee where members of that legisla-
tive committee are allowed to offer
amendments and to get votes on those
amendments to help shape the com-
mittee product. We don’t even do that
anymore, and we didn’t do that on this
underlying unemployment insurance
extension bill we will be voting on this
week.

So Members of the Republican Con-
ference—the Republican Members of
the Senate—have offered 45 amend-
ments, all of which are designed to im-
prove the underlying piece of legisla-
tion and not just kick the can down
the road. I would think the majority
leader and the President of the United
States would welcome our efforts to
try to improve the underlying legisla-
tion—but apparently not.

For example, can’t we do a better
job, let’s say, of directing Federal dol-
lars for workforce training efforts in
places such as West Virginia and Texas
so that for the good jobs that do exist,
we could match the skills of these peo-
ple who have been unemployed for a
long time to those good jobs that pay
very well and do exist in abundance. So
we have 45 different suggestions and
ideas we would like to offer in the spir-
it of cooperation and trying to do our
jobs as Members of the Senate. How-
ever, so far, the majority leader has
steadfastly and, I might add, stub-
bornly, pushed for another extension of
unemployment insurance without any-
thing else attached that would actually
improve workforce training and pro-
grams that would upgrade stale skills
for people who have been unemployed
for a long period of time so they can
qualify to do the good-paying jobs that
exist.

One of the favorite parlor games here
in Washington, DC, is to spin various
narratives to explain what is hap-
pening in Washington. Sometimes I
have heard the majority leader and
others say the Republican Party is the
party of no. Well, that is a false nar-
rative. We have 45 different amend-
ments that would improve this under-
lying legislation. We have been shut
out and, more importantly, the 26 mil-
lion people I represent in the State of
Texas have been shut out of this debate
and this discussion and this effort to
come forward with a better product.
Isn’t that what we are here for?



S1900

I mentioned some of these ideas that
have been proposed yesterday. For ex-
ample, I mentioned a bill, sponsored in
different forms, by the senior Senator
from Maine and the junior Senator
from South Carolina that would relieve
the burden of ObamaCare, which has
been complained about mightily by or-
ganized labor and others, that has com-
pelled—or induced, I should say—em-
ployers to take 40-hour workweeks and
shrink them to 30 hours or less in order
to avoid ObamaCare penalties. So this
amendment would relieve that burden
on workers and businesses by restoring
the traditional 40-hour work week.
Why wouldn’t that be a subject worthy
of debate and a vote in the Senate?

I mentioned a separate bill intro-
duced by the junior Senator from
South Carolina that would modernize
workforce training and eliminate du-
plicative governmental programs.
There are more than 40 different gov-
ernment programs that purport to
train people to improve their job skills
all across the country.

I have had the chance to visit some
of those locations in Texas, and they
do a very good job. But rather than
have 40-plus different programs, why
don’t we have 1 or 2 and use the extra
money from all that duplication in
order to put more money into these
programs so they can train more peo-
ple and get them back to work faster?
That is another of the amendments
that have been shut out of this process
so far.

I also mention legislation sponsored
by the senior Senator from Utah and
the junior Senator from Kentucky re-
spectively that would eliminate
ObamacCare’s job-killing tax on medical
innovation—something that I believe,
if allowed to come for a vote, would re-
ceive an overwhelming majority vote
on a bipartisan basis in the Senate.

Also, the junior Senator from Ken-
tucky has a piece of legislation that
would make it easier for Congress to
block major regulations that cannot
pass a simple cost-benefit analysis.

Meanwhile, the junior Senator from
Wyoming and the senior Senator from
North Dakota, whom I see on the floor,
have a bill that would expedite the ap-
proval of natural gas exports to our
NATO partners in Europe and to
Ukraine and help relieve that strangle-
hold Vladimir Putin and Russia have
on Europe because they control most of
their energy supply. It would also ap-
prove the Keystone XL Pipeline, there-
by creating thousands of well-paying
American jobs and would transport
North Dakota o0il and Canadian oil all
the way down to Texas, where it would
be refined into gasoline and jet fuel and
create thousands of jobs in the process.

In addition, another amendment that
has been offered on this underlying leg-
islation that would help the economy
grow and help get people back to work
and rein in excessive Federal regula-
tion that is Kkilling jobs—the senior
Senator from Oklahoma has a bill that
would stop new EPA regulations
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until—until—the Agency could tell us
exactly what the impact of those regu-
lations would be on jobs and the econ-
omy.

So most of the ideas I have listed
have been submitted as one of these 45
amendments to the underlying unem-
ployment insurance bill. Yet the ma-
jority leader, who is the traffic cop on
the Senate floor—the rules of the Sen-
ate give him complete, 100-percent dis-
cretion to decide which amendments
are going to get a vote and which will
not—the majority leader seems deter-
mined to prevent any votes on any of
these ideas.

If we are truly serious about job cre-
ation and if we are truly serious about
doing everything possible to get Amer-
ica back to work—because of the dig-
nity work provides and the means it
provides people to provide for their
own families and to pursue their
dreams—why on Earth would we deny
Members a chance to vote on these job-
creating pieces of legislation? Well, un-
fortunately, I think we got a little bit
of a peek into the majority leader’s
playbook last week when he and others
had a press conference upstairs and
talked about this agenda they had for
the time from the present through the
election. And they were pretty candid
about it. This is an agenda they
dreamed up in conjunction with the
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Com-
mittee. The majority leader said as
much in his announcement. In other
words, this is a political plan by the
political arm of the Democratic Sen-
ators’ campaign committee. So this is
not about finding solutions or else the
majority leader would welcome these
suggestions we have offered.

I would say to the majority leader,
do not allow votes on these amend-
ments simply to placate me and others
of my political party. Do not do it for
us. Do it for the 3.8 million people who
have been unemployed for more than 6
months. Do it for them. Do it for the
untold numbers of people who have
simply given up looking for work. Our
labor participation rate—the percent-
age of Americans actually in the work-
force—is at a 40-year low. So it is not
only the tragedy of the unemployment
numbers that we see reported, it is peo-
ple who are not reflected in those un-
employment numbers because those
statistics do not count people who have
given up. And that is what the low
labor participation rate indicates.
These are the people who need our
help, and they are the ones who deserve
a vote on these constructive sugges-
tions to the underlying piece of legisla-
tion. I hope the majority leader will re-
consider.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
in January of this year, I came to the
floor to talk about and honor one of
my constituents, Javier Martinez, who
was killed on December 28 of last year,
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just as 2013 was ending. He was shot
while walking to a friend’s house in
New Haven. He was 18 years old.

In the aftermath of that tragedy, I
have spoken with Javier’s family and
his friends about his life and legacy. As
I said on the Senate floor a few months
ago, Javier was a kind and intelligent
young man, well on his way to becom-
ing a leader in his community. He
cared a lot about the environment. He
worked with the Nature Conservancy
and the New Haven Urban Resources
Initiative to plant trees and protect en-
dangered species. His classmates at the
Common Ground High School in New
Haven would like to plant a tree at the
site of his death and dedicate a garden
in his honor because of his interest in
the outdoors and the natural resources
that enhance the beauty of our world,
which he loved so much.

Yesterday morning I visited some of
Javier’s classmates at the Common
Ground High School in New Haven. I
spoke to a group of young people who
were serious about ending gun violence
because it is such a serious cause of
heartbreak, grief, loss, and sacrifice—
not just in New Haven, not just in
Sandy Hook, but throughout our coun-
try in big and small towns, rural and
urban neighborhoods, people from all
backgrounds and different walks of
life. I spoke to the Common Ground AP
U.S. Government class, where the stu-
dents and their teacher, Brian Kelahan,
were kind enough to welcome me and
share with me some of their views on
gun violence and the justice system in
this country. I told them what I firmly
believe: that I have a duty to listen to
them and to all people who live in Con-
necticut because they have a unique in-
sight and a depth of understanding and
perspective that should be shared here
in Washington, DC, in this body and
around the country.

It is my job to bring that perspective,
those insights back to Washington. So
I want to begin by showing my col-
leagues a picture of those Common
Ground students who were Javier’s
classmates. This photograph was taken
at the top of East Rock. Unfortunately,
it is somewhat indistinct as to who is
pictured here. But it is overlooking a
scene that Javier knew well with peo-
ple who were his friends. They are dedi-
cated to ending gun violence in this
country because they know firsthand
the toll it takes. They have been no
stranger to gun violence in their neigh-
borhoods. Many of them have to travel
long distances to come to this school—
the Common Ground High School in
New Haven—from neighborhoods that
are afflicted with gun violence, and
they suffer the traumatic, emotional,
sometimes physical threats that come
with that exposure to violence.

Connecticut also has been no strang-
er to gun violence over the last year
and a half, and I have come to the floor
many times with my colleague Senator
MURPHY to commemorate the coura-
geous and strong people of New Town
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and in particular the families who suf-
fered the loss of 20 beautiful children
and 6 great educators.

What the students who met with me
yesterday morning wanted me to hear
bears telling and repeating here. They
were speaking truth to power. What
they wanted all of my colleagues to
hear and what I strongly believe is that
as tragic as the mass slayings are in
this country, no less tragic, no less
horrific, no less important is the shoot-
ing of one innocent 18-year-old young
man like Javier while walking to a
friend’s house. It may not make the na-
tional news. It rarely does anymore be-
cause we have come to regard gun vio-
lence, in a way, like the background
noise of our society. It may not feature
prominently in the headlines. Indi-
vidual gun violence is a plague, still,
that affects all of us as it affects any
one of us. We cannot let these shoot-
ings continue in our urban commu-
nities. Many of them are committed
with handguns. Many are the result of
illegal gun trafficking and straw pur-
chases. Far too many are ignored by
the news media—simply disregarded
background noise.

Gun violence affects all of us wher-
ever we live in Connecticut and the
country. If anything positive is to
come of these tragedies in New Town
and New Haven—and in the 30,000 other
deaths that have happened since New
Town—as a result of gun violence, it
should be the uniting and bringing to-
gether of all who have been touched by
gun violence, which is all of us. That
goal is one that will drive me, and I am
sure others here, to seek an end to gun
violence with commonsense, sensible
measures, such as the ones we consid-
ered—background checks, mental
health initiatives, school safety.

The Presiding Officer helped to craft
a very sensible and commonsense ap-
proach to background checks. We pro-
hibit felons, criminals, mentally de-
ranged people, and addicts from having
these firearms, but we have no uni-
versal background check system to
make sure they do not purchase them.
How effective can enforcement be if
there is no real way of checking who is
buying these firearms?

A young woman who is a senior at
Common Ground, in fact, asked me
what laws can be effective when people
are willing to break them, buy firearms
even though they are prohibited from
doing so. That is an important ques-
tion. The answer is that no law is per-
fect, none can be absolutely perfectly
enforced, but regulations and restric-
tions on dangerous people having fire-
arms can reduce the level of gun vio-
lence in our society, reduce the number
of criminals buying weapons. Back-
ground checks especially have been
shown—there is empirical evidence—to
reduce the number of guns that get
into the wrong hands.

Students and teachers asked me
about the way our country deals with
criminal justice. Systematic dispari-
ties continue to plague our justice sys-
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tem, resulting in severely dispropor-
tionate rates of incarceration for
young men and women of color. They
spoke about the overlapping cultures of
law enforcement and school discipline
and about the need to reduce prison
populations and bring about much
needed reform in the way sentences are
calculated, not only as a matter of fair-
ness but also to reduce the cost in our
society of incarceration.

These young people are thinking
about where our society should be
going. What is our plan and our strat-
egy for making our neighborhoods and
communities better places and safer
places to live?

I made a commitment to those stu-
dents pictured here in this picture that
I would come back again. And I will. I
made a commitment that I would tell
their story, which is really Javier’s
story—a story of hope and promise,
dreams and aspirations, cut short by
gun violence because he was in the
wrong place at the wrong time and
murdered.

That investigation may be ongoing,
but we already know the answer to the
fundamental question: Can we do some-
thing to reduce gun violence? The an-
swer is yes, in his name, in the name of
30,000 people who have perished along
with him from gun violence, needless
and senseless deaths that are all our
responsibility.

I respect the Second Amendment, as
I know the Presiding Officer does. I re-
spect the right of people under the Con-
stitution and the Second Amendment
to own and possess firearms and use
them for hunting, for recreation, tar-
get practice. I will continue to honor
the memory of Javier Martinez and the
lives and aspirations and homes of the
students at Common Ground, and work
not only to build that garden but to
make the neighborhood around it safer
and the community around it a more
nurturing and better place to live.

I have made no secret of the fact that
I believe this body has a responsibility
to act, and its failure to do so is
shameful and disgraceful. The students
of Common Ground agree. If their aspi-
rations include organizing to make
more people aware of the need for this
action, I commend them. In fact, I urge
them to participate in this effort.

I wish to close with the words from a
card they sent me with this photo-
graph. The card read:

Senator Blumenthal, we are so grateful for
your help in remembering Javier Martinez,
supporting our Common Ground community
and taking action to stop gun violence. It
means so much to have you by our side as we
recover and make meaning in this incredibly
difficult time. Know that we will stay with
you in the struggle to build a safe and peace-
ful community.

I know it sounds more like rhetoric
than reality. But I will tell my col-
leagues in the Senate that as long as
the young people of Common Ground
and others like them are at our side,
we will prevail in commonsense meas-
ures to reduce gun violence, and we
will prevail in the fight to make Amer-
ica a better, safer place to live.

S1901

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise to
offer an amendment to the unemploy-
ment insurance legislation we are cur-
rently considering. While we all want
to help those who are unemployed, the
real solution is to get them a job, is to
create a growing economy and more
jobs. We need to get this economy
going. One way we can do it is by em-
powering our energy sector.

That does not mean spending more
government money. What it means is
taking the shackles off billions in pri-
vate investment that is ready to go
into energy development in this coun-
try. In 2011, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce commissioned a study. The
study took a look at the energy
projects that are stalled in this coun-
try due to government bureaucracy
and redtape.

That study found there are more
than 350 energy projects, projects that
will both produce renewable energy as
well as projects that will produce tradi-
tional energy that are stalled at a cost
of $1.1 trillion to the American econ-
omy, at a cost of almost 2 million jobs
for the American people.

I want to take a minute to read from
that report:

In aggregate, planning and construction of
the subject projects would generate $577 bil-
lion in direct investments, calculated in cur-
rent dollars. The indirect and induced effect,
where we apply the multiplier, would gen-
erate an approximate $1.1 trillion increase in
U.S. Gross Domestic Product, GDP, includ-
ing $352 billion in employment earnings
based on present discounted value over an
average construction period of 7 years.

Furthermore, we estimate that as many as
1.9 million jobs would be required during
each year of construction.

Two million jobs. Many of these
projects are still blocked by govern-
ment redtape and the permitting proc-
ess. That is why I have introduced a
States First All-of-the Above Energy
Plan for our country to get these
projects going. If you think about it, it
just makes sense. The States, after all,
are the laboratories of democracy.
Let’s make them the laboratories of
energy for our country.

The right energy plan is about much
more than just energy. It means eco-
nomic growth, it means national secu-
rity, and it means jobs—jobs for those
who are currently unemployed and jobs
at a good wage. Today I am offering
amendments to the unemployment in-
surance legislation that will do all of
those things.

The first one I wish to talk about for
a minute is the Energy Security Act. I
am pleased to join with the senior Sen-
ator from Wyoming Mr. BARRASSO and
also our ranking member on the En-
ergy Committee, Senator LISA MUR-
KOWSKI from Alaska, as well as other
cosponsors on the legislation, Senator
JOHN CORNYN of Texas, obviously a big
energy-producing State, Senator JAMES
INHOFE of OKklahoma, and Senator
DAVID VITTER of Liouisiana.
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What the Energy Security Act does,
quite simply, is first it approves the
Keystone XL project. This is a more
than $5 billion pipeline that has been in
the permitting process now for more
than 5 years. We are now in the sixth
year of the permitting process trying
to get a permit from the administra-
tion. We have thousands of pipelines all
across this country, millions of miles
of pipeline, and here is a project that
for 6 years the administration has held
in limbo.

The latest greatest technology moves
Canadian oil, our closest ally, Canada,
moves oil from Canada as well as oil
from my State, North Dakota, and
Montana to refineries across the
United States. We import 50 percent of
our oil. Do Americans want to get that
from the Middle East or do they want
to produce it here in our country and
get it from our closest friend and ally,
Canada? That is an obvious answer.
That is why in poll after poll, 3 to 1,
Americans want this project approved.
But it remains in limbo, now in its
sixth year of the permitting process on
the part of the administration.

So when I talk about those 350
projects, when I talk about $1.1 trillion
in GDP, when we talk about almost 2
million American jobs that study per-
formed by the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce identified, you can see what
they are talking about when you talk
about this project that has been held
up now into the sixth year.

The legislation, the Energy Security
Act, would approve that project, but it
would also approve the 24 pending ap-
plications that would allow us to ex-
port LNG, liquefied natural gas, to our
allies who need that help. Right now in
this country we produce 30 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas a year. We
consume about 26 trillion cubic feet of
natural gas. That is growing rapidly.
Believe me, I know. We are flaring off
natural gas in our State that we want
to get to market. We need a market for
that product. But right now we are not
allowed to export liquefied natural gas
to countries such as the NATO coun-
tries.

Look what is going on in Eastern Eu-
rope, such as what Russia is doing in
Ukraine. What is next? One of the rea-
sons Russia is able to take that kind of
action and the European Union is re-
luctant to put sanctions in place as a
response is because Europe, Ukraine,
are dependent on Russia for natural
gas for energy. Over one-third of the
supply of the EU’s energy comes from
Russia.

So we have an opportunity here. We
can create economic activity. We can
create jobs. We can use that natural
gas we produce beyond what we need
here at home to help our allies and at
the same time stand up to Russian ag-
gression. That is why I say this is
about jobs. This is about getting our
economy growing. But this is also very
much about national security, our na-
tional security here at home, energy
security for our country, but also secu-
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rity working with our allies to stand
up against the kind of aggression we
see from Russia and from President
Putin right now.

In terms of jobs, the Obama adminis-
tration’s State Department, their own
State Department, has estimated the
Keystone XL Pipeline during the con-
struction phase will create more than
40,000 jobs. That is just that one
project, more than 40,000 jobs. If you
look at some of the studies, very con-
servative studies on job creation that
will occur by approving these LNG ap-
plications, the National Economic Re-
search Associates identifies more than
45,000 jobs that would be created by ex-
pediting approval of those permits.

Let me give you two examples so you
understand the magnitude of what we
are dealing with here. Cheniere Energy
wants to invest $11 billion in an export
facility at Corpus Cristi, TX. That is
not one penny of government spend-
ing—not one penny. We have a huge
deficit and we have a huge debt. We
have got to get on top of it. That
means controlling our spending, but
that means we have to have economic
growth.

So here are companies willing to in-
vest and create jobs and create eco-
nomic growth and create tax reve-
nues—not raising taxes, creating tax
revenue. Why in the world do we hold
them up? How does that make sense?
How is that common sense? Here we
are on an unemployment insurance bill
where we are going to spend more gov-
ernment money to pay people who re-
main unemployed when we could ap-
prove these projects and put them back
to work at good-paying jobs. Instead of
growing the deficit, we could actually
create tax revenues from a growing
economy—again, not higher taxes,
from a growing economy that helps re-
duce our deficit and debt.

So the Cheniere Energy project, $1
billion investment facility in Corpus
Christi, creates a market for some of
the natural gas that is now being flared
off, according to the Perryman Group,
3,000 direct construction jobs, far more
indirect jobs during the construction
phase. Here is another project. Exxon
wants to build the Golden Pass LNG fa-
cility at Sabine, TX, which is on the
border between Texas and Louisiana.
That is a $10 billion investment.
Perryman Group estimates that be-
tween both the direct construction jobs
and indirect jobs, on the order of 45,000
jobs for that project during construc-
tion, almost 4,000 permanent jobs.

So you can see when we talk about
NERA, the National Economic Re-
search Associates, saying, hey, there
are going to be 45,000 jobs for these
projects, that is a very conservative es-
timate. It creates so much more—not
just good-paying jobs but also a grow-
ing economy, cash revenues to help
with the deficit and national security,
and security working with our allies at
a critical time, a critical time in East-
ern Europe.

In addition, I have offered other leg-
islation I filed, that I am now offering
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as an amendment to this unemploy-
ment insurance bill—again, legislation
that will create jobs and help people
get back to work.

The second one I want to mention is
the Empower States Act. The Empower
States Act gives primary regulatory
responsibility to the States when it
comes to regulating hydraulic frac-
turing. The reality is, a Federal one-
size-fits-all approach does not work for
hydraulic fracturing, because the way
hydraulic fracturing is done across this
country is different in different States.
The way they hydraulically fracture in
States, for example, in West Virginia,
where they are going after natural gas
is very different than the way they do
it in North Dakota where we are going
after oil. We drill down 2 miles, 2 miles
vertical drill bore to reach the oil, and
then we drill out for miles at that
level.

We produce primarily oil and natural
gas—huge amounts of natural gas and
gas liquids as a byproduct—but we are
miles away from any potable water,
which is much closer to the surface, so
it is very safe. The water that is pro-
duced—both the frack water as well as
the water that comes up with that oil
and natural gas—we put back downhole
through saltwater disposal wells, in es-
sence recycling the water. Anything
that can’t be reused goes back
downhole and that creates a recycling
process.

That is different than the way it is
done in the Marcellus shale in places
such as New York, Pennsylvania, and it
is different than the way it is done in
West Virginia and different than the
way it is done in the Utica shale in
Ohio. There are some similarities with
the way it is done in Texas in the Eagle
Ford, where they also drill for oil.

But the point is, the way this is done,
the technologies that are used, even
the product we are going after—and
certainly the formations are different
across the country.

When we put a Federal one-size-fits-
all approach in place, it doesn’t work.
Not only does it not do the job in terms
of making sure we have the right kind
of regulation, it holds up projects. It
prevents job creation. It doesn’t allow
our economy to grow. It doesn’t em-
power us to produce the energy that
could be produced across this country
with the right approach, with the right
energy plan.

As far as job creation, our State is
now the fastest growing State. We have
the lowest unemployment, and we have
the fastest growing economy, 7.6 per-
cent in the most recent statistic versus
a 2.6-percent average for the other
States. Again, this is about creating a
growing economy. It is about creating
jobs.

Also, I am offering the Domestic En-
ergy and Jobs Act legislation I filed as
an amendment to this bill. DEJA is a
series of bills that has already passed
the House. This is all legislation that
has already passed the House. So we
know if we can get a vote in the Sen-
ate, the legislation we can pass in the
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Senate has already gone through the
House. We are already a huge distance
on the journey to getting this done.

What does the Domestic Energy and
Jobs Act do? It does exactly what the
title says. It reduces the regulatory
burden, it sets goals, it helps us
produce more energy and create jobs.

For example, we establish an Amer-
ican energy development plan for Fed-
eral lands. We have all of these Federal
lands—millions and millions of acres of
Federal land both onshore and offshore.
The Department of Interior should
have a plan to develop energy on those
public lands, and they should set goals
to do so. This legislation would require
them to do just that.

We freeze and study the impact of
EPA rules on gasoline regulations.
That benefits all Americans at the
pump, not only small businesses that
are looking to hire people but families,
all consumers.

We provide onshore oil and gas leas-
ing certainty, meaning that the De-
partment of Interior has to approve the
permits within a stipulated, reasonable
period of time. It advances offshore
wind production. This is about pro-
ducing renewable energy as well as tra-
ditional energy. It streamlines the per-
mitting process. It provides access to
the National Petroleum Reserve for de-
velopment in Alaska. It requires the
BLM to hold live Internet auctions.
Let’s use this new technology to en-
courage investment in job creation and
energy development in new and cre-
ative ways.

It establishes rules on surface mining
that make sense, commonsense rules.
It increases States’ revenue sharing for
Outer Continental Shelf drilling, off-
shore drilling, and it also offers lease
sales off the Virginia coast.

Clearly, developing these new areas
creates revenue for the States, creates
revenues for the Federal Government,
creates more energy for our country,
and creates more jobs—not spending
Federal money, investing hundreds of
billions of private dollars that are cur-
rently sidelined in these new and excit-
ing projects.

Finally, I am offering the stream
buffer rule legislation that I filed as a
stand-alone bill. I am offering that as
an amendment as well to this UI bill.
The Department of Interior wants to
implement a Federal one-size-fits-all
rule for stream buffer zones, meaning
mining proximity to rivers and
streams. Again, a one-size-fits-all, one-
size Federal approach for every situa-
tion does not work. Allow the States to
take the primary role in regulating the
stream buffer zones and let them do
what makes sense.

With all of this legislation, we can
empower hundreds of billions in private
investment. We can put that invest-
ment in good old-fashioned American
ingenuity into getting our country
going, getting our economy growing,
and getting our people back to work.

We can do it. The way we can get
started is simply by voting. That is
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what we do in the Senate. That is what
we do in this Senate forum. Let us put
forward our ideas and let’s have a vote.
If it passes, we can do these things. But
why in the world wouldn’t we get a
vote? That is what this body is all
about. Let’s have the debate. Come to
the floor and let’s have a debate. Let’s
debate each one of these and a lot
more. That is what we do. Then let’s
vote. That is how we will decide. That
is what the American people expect us
to do. They sent us to the Senate to do
just that.

The question I have is why aren’t we
voting on these amendments and a lot
more if we are serious about getting
people back to work? If somebody
wants to come down and refute this,
come on down, do it, and then let’s
vote.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. I commend my
colleague, the Senator from North Da-
kota, not only for his leadership on so
many energy initiatives, but for the
proposal he has put forth this after-
noon.

I am pleased to be able to join him in
support of those various measures—
measures that, as he has outlined, will
not only as a nation allow us to move
forward and take that leadership role,
which we so rightly have and should
use as something to benefit not only
ourselves and our economy, jobs within
the Nation, but to benefit other na-
tions. The proposal he has advanced—
again, that I am pleased to join him
on—is one that allows for incredible
jobs and opportunities with the con-
struction of the Keystone XL, Pipeline,
provisions that will allow for expedited
processing of our LNG exports.

It recognizes, again, that when we
produce more in this country—when we
produce more of a resource that not
only allows us to be more energy se-
cure, but that also helps our friends
and allies around the world, it also
helps to truly effectively reduce the
cost of that energy to American con-
sumers.

How can this possibly be a negative?
How can this possibly be bad when it
adds to jobs, when it strengthens our
economy, and when it makes us more
secure as a nation.

There are many win/wins that we see
in these energy proposals we have in
front of us that Senator HOEVEN has of-
fered. But, again, if we only have an
opportunity to Kkind of talk aloud
about them but never actually have
the chance to move them forward
through a legislative process so they
can actually become law so we can ac-
tually see those benefits play out, it
doesn’t do us much good.

I appreciate what my colleague has
outlined this afternoon through his
proposals. I know we will have an op-
portunity to speak further to them to-
morrow, and I look forward to doing
that as well.

S1903

KING COVE

I want to take 5 minutes in this late
afternoon to continue to educate not
only my colleagues but folks within
this administration and around the
country about an injustice that con-
tinues to unfold in a small corner of
my State, a very remote part of my
State in southwestern Alaska for the
small community of King Cove. There
are about 950 people who live in King
Cove.

I have been fighting since I came to
the Senate, and before I came my fa-
ther took up this fight, in an effort to
get a small connector road, a small 10-
mile, one-lane gravel, noncommercial-
use road that will allow the people of
King Cove access to an all-weather air-
port so they can get out in the event of
medical emergencies.

We had another one last night. I had
an email saying the weather had com-
pletely taken over in the gulf in King
Cove, and there was an emergency call
that went out. It was for a 58-year-old
fisherman who had been injured. He
had been out on a Seattle-based proc-
essor called the M/V Golden Alaska.

This fisherman happened to live in
Seattle, and he was onboard this boat.
They were out near Unimak Island,
which is out toward the chain in the
North Pacific, when this fisherman was
accidentally sprayed with a high-pres-
sure hose and it severely injured his
eye. It was 1 a.m. when this incident
happened.

We have this big vessel, a big proc-
essing vessel of 305 feet, heading from
Dutch Harbor to Seattle when the acci-
dent happened. I don’t have a map with
me, but if we can envision, there is a
lot of big, wide-open ocean, and med-
ical care is a long way away. This fish-
erman couldn’t wait for that medical
care. The closest deepwater port was
King Cove.

King Cove got the word that they had
an injured fisherman onboard and they
said: Look, our clinic can’t handle
somebody who has critical needs. See if
you can take the boat over to Cold Bay
so that not necessarily he can get med-
ical care, he could get on an aircraft
out of Cold Bay that could fly him the
600 miles or thereabouts to Anchorage
for the medical care he needed. But the
problem they faced was they had wind
gusts of up to 60 miles per hour. They
had rough seas, very rough seas.

The ship’s captain said: I am not
going into Cold Bay. I am not going to
try to hoist a man who has been se-
verely injured in his eye—I am not
going to try to hoist him up a 20-foot
ladder at the Cold Bay dock. We are
not going to do that.

So they went into King Cove, a safer,
more protected cove, and they were
able to get the gentleman there at 11:30
a.m. The physician’s assistant—we
don’t have a doctor in King Cove, we
have a PA, somebody who basically
does a good job in stabilizing folks. She
contacted the emergency room in An-
chorage.

The ER folks said: Look, you have to
get this guy to an ophthalmologist as
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soon as you possibly can in order to
preserve as much of his eyesight as
possible.

As I mentioned, not only does King
Cove not have a doctor, they don’t
have any kind of a eye specialist. The
nearest ophthalmologist is in Anchor-
age, more than 600 miles away.

The PA, Katie Eby, did what health
professionals at the clinic always do in
an emergency like this. She calls for
help to our Coast Guard. She begs the
Coast Guard to come. The Coast Guard
says they will come, but they can’t
come now. They can’t chance the
weather to get in there. They are not
going to risk a pilot and his crew to get
into this situation where we unneces-
sarily put even more lives at risk. They
said: Look, we are going to have to
wait until the conditions improve and
the winds die down. So the physician’s
assistant tries to stabilize the fisher-
man, manage his pain as best she can
and basically she waits, holding the
hand of a man and telling him the
Coast Guard will come.

The Coast Guard did finally make it
in around 3 in the afternoon the next
day. So this injured fisherman waited
13 hours for the winds to settle.

The problem with this story, of
course, is there were other alternatives
for this fisherman who had been in-
jured, who had to wait in pain won-
dering if he was going to go blind, if he
was going to completely lose his eye-
sight while he was waiting for the
Coast Guard helicopter to come in, to
pluck him out, to fly him over to Cold
Bay, and have a flight take him to An-
chorage. The other alternative—the
safe, reliable, affordable way out is a
10-mile, one-lane, gravel, noncommer-
cial-use road. If that fisherman could
have been put in an ambulance and
taken across that road, a dozen hours
could have been spared.

Yesterday’s medevac marks the fifth
medevac by the Coast Guard in this
current year. In 2014, we have had five
Coast Guard medevacs. Keep in mind,
each one of these medevacs costs
around $210,000 per flight. So for those
who are saying we can’t have a road in
King Cove because it is going to cost
the taxpayers money, it is costing the
taxpayers money because we are foot-
ing the bill for the Coast Guard.

Thank goodness the Coast Guard is
there. But we are also putting the lives
of these men and women—our fine
coasties—at risk when we are doing
this. If we had a road, who is building
the road? It is the State of Alaska.
Who is maintaining the road? It is the
Aleutians East Borough. This is not
the U.S. taxpayer who is paying for
this, again, 10-mile, one-lane, gravel,
noncommercial-use road.

There are options here. But the Sec-
retary of the Interior has determined
she wants to look at other options. She
wants to find other alternatives. The
fact of the matter is we have been
looking at alternatives for a long time
now, and those alternatives have been
tried and failed or studied and reviewed
and discarded.
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But the one thing we are pretty sure
of is that this fisherman from Seattle
who was injured and had to wait 13
hours to get out—we are pretty sure we
could have put him on an ambulance
across that road—if one existed—and
he would not have had to wait for 12
hours.

We are pretty sure that the 63-year-
old woman who suffered heart issues on
Valentine’s Day and had to wait hours
and hours for the Coast Guard to pluck
her out of King Cove before she was
able to safely make it to the hospital
in Anchorage, we are pretty sure she
could have been spared some of that
agony.

We are pretty sure that a couple of
weeks ago when a father who had been
crushed by a 600-pound crab pot—his
pelvis crushed and his legs broken—
that for hours and hours and hours he
waited in the King Cove clinic to get
medevaced out, and of the fact that his
infant son, a 1-month old baby named
Wyatt who was there in respiratory
distress also had to be medevaced out
on the same day, only that baby had to
make it through the night in the arms
of the physician’s assistant, and the PA
knowing and feeling the infant was in
distress and actually feeling him stop
breathing.

If we had a road in place, with the
agony of not only the individuals who
have been injured but the loved ones
who care about them, there are better
alternatives, and, it is very clear to
me, alternatives that work for the peo-
ple who live there and the people who
are in the area—the fishermen.

Maybe I am taking this a little too
personally because my oldest son
crabbed in the Bering Sea this winter.
He was out in those waters. He was out
in that foul weather. He was working
in a very dangerous industry. Anybody
who has ever watched ‘‘Deadliest
Catch” knows what I am talking
about. Both my sons fish in these
areas. They go through the Gulf of
Alaska. They go through Nunivak Pass
every year as fishermen. If something
should happen to them or to somebody
else on their crew, and the closest
deepwater port for them happened to
be King Cove but the weather was to
the ground, I want a road for them.

I want a road for the people in King
Cove. I want a road for the Seattle fish-
erman who is transiting back. It is a
lifeline. It is a way to get to help.
Right now, the one thing keeping these
people from getting help is the Sec-
retary of the Interior because she has
concluded that we cannot build a 10-
mile, one-lane, gravel, noncommercial-
use road without disturbing the water-
fowl, the black brant, and the geese
that go through the Izembek.

We have all heard my story on this
many times before. We know we can
build this small road and have it coex-
ist peacefully with the birds that go
through there. We know the people who
live there will continue to care for the
waterfowl and the wildlife just as they
have for thousands of years.
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I don’t want to keep coming to the
floor and ranting about why we need
this road. I don’t want to make it ap-
pear we are sensationalizing the inju-
ries of men, women, and children for
the purpose of winning this fight. But I
am not going to have somebody die out
there when we could have found a safer
and saner path forward.

So I am going to keep coming to the
floor. I hope the Secretary of the Inte-
rior is listening, that folks in the ad-
ministration are listening, and that
they understand we in Alaska can be
responsible for the lands where we live,
and we can provide for the health and
safety of those who are out there and
those who are transiting through. But
we need this Secretary to do the right
thing for the people of the State of
Alaska and provide for a life-saving
road.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask to
be recognized for a few minutes, if I
could, as if in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection.

IRAN U.N. AMBASSADOR

Mr. GRAHAM. There is an issue fac-
ing this country that needs to be ad-
dressed firmly and decisively. I am en-
couraged there is a bipartisan effort to
deal with this issue, and the issue is
very simple. The person who has been
nominated to be the U.N. Ambassador
for Iran is a gentleman who partici-
pated in the takeover of our Embassy
in Tehran, holding hostage 52 U.S. per-
sonnel for 444 days.

This is a slap in the face by the Ira-
nian Government to the American peo-
ple, to the hostages, and it should not
be allowed to stand. Senator CRUZ, I
believe, will be offering a unanimous
consent request potentially dealing
with this issue, but I just wanted to
rise for a few minutes and speak in sup-
port of what he is trying to accomplish
in the Senate. I am somewhat encour-
aged that there is a bipartisan effort
forming among our intel folks to deal
with this affront to the American peo-
ple, to all those held hostage, and basi-
cally to human dignity. The idea that
the Iranians would be appointing some-
one connected in such an apparently
direct way with the Embassy takeover
back in 1979 to represent their nation
in the U.N. tells us all we need to know
about Iran.

This hardline-moderate divide
doesn’t exist. This is all a game. Presi-
dent Ruhani, when he was the nuclear
negotiator for Iran, bragged about how
much progress they made when the
heat was off. If he were truly moderate
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he wouldn’t have been on the ballot
and wouldn’t be serving today at the
pleasure of the Ayatollah. Nobody
serves in a high position in Iran with-
out the blessing of the Supreme Lead-
er.

So the idea of making this gen-
tleman—I don’t want to butcher his
name—the Ambassador to the United
Nations from Iran when he has actively
participated in violating every diplo-
matic principle involved, the idea of in-
vading a consulate or embassy and tak-
ing hostages runs afoul of every prin-
ciple of international law and diplo-
matic behavior.

It would be different if in the last 30
or so years the Iranian regime had
changed. We have relationships with
people today who are some of our
strongest allies who used to be our en-
emies. There is nothing changing in
Iran since the Embassy takeover that
would place Iran in the column of a
friend of America. This regime has
been actively involved in worldwide
terrorism plots. They have provided
equipment to those who were fighting
in Iraq to kill our soldiers. They sup-
port Hamas and Hezbollah, terrorist or-
ganizations. They have been designated
by the State Department as a state
sponsor of terrorism. They are trying
to build a nuclear weapon, not a power-
plant. So they have actually been no
good for a very long time. I hope this
body will send a signal to the Iranians
that we will not accept on U.S. soil the
person who has been designated, be-
cause this person was actively engaged
in holding 52 Americans hostage for 444
days, in contravention of every law on
the books and human decency. If Iran
wants a new relationship with the
United States, this is not a good way to
start it.

I think there will be a lot of bipar-
tisan objection to allowing this person
to come to New York. We have provi-
sions in our laws that give us the right
as the host nation to exclude people
who have been involved in acts of ter-
rorism against the United States or
their neighbors and any security
threat. Again, the idea of doing busi-
ness with former enemies is the way of
life. The idea of accepting that the Am-
bassador to the United Nations from
Iran as one of the people intricately in-
volved in the takeover of our Embassy
and holding Americans hostage for 444
days is an affront to us as a people and
to the United Nations as a whole. He
has served in other posts in Europe.
That is not the issue. It is our Embassy
that was taken over; it was our people
who were held hostage, and the sur-
viving hostages are very upset, as they
should be. We don’t want to reward
people for doing bad things. This would
be the ultimate reward for somebody
who did a very bad thing.

It would be a mistake to engage Iran
in this way and not push back. If there
is to be a better relationship with Iran,
it is worth fighting for. We are going to
have to stand up to these people be-
cause they will take advantage of us if
we allow it.
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I look forward to supporting Senator
CRUZ and others who want to join in
the effort to stop this appointment be-
cause it is wrong.

With that, I yield the floor and note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. WAR-
REN). The Senator from Texas.

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

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

(The remarks of Mr. CRUZ pertaining
to the introduction of S. 2195 are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.”)

Mr. CRUZ. Madam President, I note
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
BALDWIN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The

The

DEA’S FINAL RULE

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President,
I rise today to urge the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration to issue the final
rule necessary to implement the Se-
cure and Responsible Drug Disposal
Act of 2010. I note that year—2010—be-
cause that is the year this bipartisan
bill was passed.

What it does is it provides consumers
with safe and responsible ways to dis-
pose of unused prescription medica-
tions and controlled substances.

I thank Senator CORNYN, who was the
lead cosponsor on the Republican side
of this legislation, as well as Senator
GRASSLEY and Senator BROWN, for
working with me on the legislation.

The important law expands safe dis-
posal options for individuals and for
long-item care facilities, and it pro-
motes the development and expansion
of prescription drug take-back pro-
grams.

As the Presiding Officer knows, this
simply means that when you get pre-
scription drugs and you do not use all
of them—or your doctor prescribes
something else—you do not just leave
them in your medicine cabinet, where
someone else might be taking them. In-
stead, you find a safe place to dispose
of them, so someone else does not start
taking them and potentially get
hooked on the drug.

Why did I mention 2010? Well, 2010
was the year President Obama signed
this bill into law. It has now been 4
years—4 years—as we have awaited the
rules. I will describe why, but I think it
is time to put this law into action.

The DEA issued a proposed rule in
December 2012. Unfortunately, that
took 2 years. There were some com-
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ments then about making sure the
rules worked for our long-term care fa-
cilities—you can imagine, there are a
lot of prescription drugs at long-term
facilities—and the Departments of De-
fense and Veterans Affairs. But these
issues should be addressed in the final
rule. It is time now to get this rule
done so we have more options to easily
and safely dispose of our prescription
drugs.

I know the final rule is now at the
Office of Management and Budget for
their approval. I have spoken to them
about this rule. I am also aware they
have only had the rule for 35 days. So
they are not really the ones who have
been holding this up. They have 90 days
to get this out, and they have pledged
that they hope to get that done.

We need to get the rule done, and let
me tell you why. As a former pros-
ecutor, I have seen firsthand the dev-
astating impact that drug addiction
has on families and communities. Dur-
ing my 8 years as chief prosecutor in
Hennepin County—the largest county
in our State—drug cases made up about
one-third of the caseload.

Most Americans know that we have a
problem with serious drugs. But what
most Americans may not know is that
one of our most serious drug problems
is, in fact, drugs that are in the medi-
cine cabinet—drugs that are prescribed
legally.

Within those cabinets are some of the
most addictive prescription drugs out
there—like pain Kkillers and beta
blockers. Prescription drugs such as
these are some of the most commonly
abused drugs—and people are surprised
by this, but they are ahead of cocaine,
heroin, and methamphetamines in
many States.

Teenagers now abuse prescription
drugs more than almost any other
drug, and the majority of teens who
abuse these drugs get them for free.
They get them in that medicine cabi-
net or, more likely, a friend of theirs
gets them from their mom’s or dad’s
medicine cabinet—often without the
knowledge of the person who has it.

I think we all know that many left-
over drugs are lying around. You go to
see the dentist for surgery, and they
prescribe you something for pain. You
feel OK. You only take 1 or 2, and then
you have 10 left, and they are just sit-
ting in the medicine cabinet.

We used to tell people to flush these
drugs down the toilet. This is not a
good idea for our water supply, and I
think most people know that. Some
people will tell you that the proper
way to dispose of your drugs is to crush
up your extra pills, then mix them
with—and this is what they say—Kkitty
litter or coffee grounds.

We need to do all we can to keep
these dangerous drugs out of the hands
of teens, but I am just not sure—espe-
cially if someone does not have a cat—
that kitty litter is a realistic solution.
Not everyone these days makes their
own coffee nor has coffee grounds. We
are dealing here with a very serious
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problem, and all we are hearing about
is kitty litter and coffee grounds. That
is why we passed this bill.

One option parents have is to dispose
of leftover drugs at a National Take-
Back Day. Listen to this. Over 3 mil-
lion pounds of prescription medications
have been removed from circulation
through seven National Take-Back
Days that have been held since 2010. I
participated in one of those days in
Brooklyn Park, MN, last fall.

While these events have been incred-
ibly successful, one-day events that are
held a few times each year do not fully
address the problem of how we are
going to dispose of our drugs safely.

For instance, let’s say you heard
about a Take-Back Day right after you
had your dental surgery. Great, you
can bring over those pills and safely
dispose of them, but then you remem-
ber your kid has a soccer tournament,
and you cannot make it that day to
dispose of the drugs. It looks like those
pills are going to stay sitting right
where they are in the medicine cabinet.
I doubt many people have the time
right then and there to call and ask
when the next Tack-Back Day might
be and put it on their calendar in a red
pen.

We have to be realistic. These Take-
Back Days are great. In my State, es-
pecially in the metropolitan area,
under the leadership of our sheriff Rich
Stanek we actually have some perma-
nent facilities in places where they can
be brought permanently—the drugs—in
the libraries and places like that, but
we really have gone the extra step. The
reason our law enforcement is such a
big fan of this law is they know we
could take so many more drugs in if,
for instance, long-term care facilities
were able to simply bring the drugs to
one location each and every day.

If, for instance—and some of our drug
stores have been open to this, some of
these national chains—imagine how
good this would be if they would just
be willing to take these back and then
they bring them somewhere. But to do
that they need certain legal protec-
tions. They need protections about how
they transport them. That is why we
have been awaiting these rules.

Given the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration’s recent approval of some very
powerful drugs, I think it is even more
important that we make sure when
these drugs are out there that they are
able to be disposed of.

Offering more ways for people to dis-
pose of their unneeded prescription
drugs is also a crucial component of
stopping the recent rise we have seen
in heroin. Now, that might seem
counterintuitive. You might say: Why
would that help with heroin? That is
not a prescription drug. How could that
reduce the amount of heroin out there
when we know we have seen huge in-
creases in the amount of heroin. We
have seen it in our State.

The heroin epidemic in Minnesota
and all across the country is deadly. In
the first half of 2013, 91 people died of
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opiate-related overdoses in the Twin
Cities—in Hennepin and Ramsey Coun-
ties—compared to 129 for all of 2012—
just to give you a sense of 6 months
compared to a year. Hospital emer-
gency department visits for heroin
nearly tripled from 2004 to 2011.

In the 7,000-person community of St.
Francis, MN, three young people have
died of opiate overdoses since May. An-
other three young people have been
hospitalized for heroin overdoses. One
was only 15 years old.

Experts blame this rise in heroin use
to, first of all, some pure heroin com-
ing from Mexico, but, secondly, an in-
creased use of prescription drugs like
OxyContin and Vicodin. That is be-
cause, according to the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy, as many as
4 out of 5 heroin users got their start
by abusing prescription drugs. That is
a pretty phenomenal number.

I think people think of heroin like
from the 1970s and people shooting up.
Well, it is not like that anymore. They
can take it by pills. They can take it
different ways. What happens is, when
they start with these prescription
drugs, and they have access to them,
they get hooked, they get addicted; and
then, when they cannot get the pre-
scription drugs—which does happen—
then they turn to heroin, and heroin
right now is much easier to obtain.

So the answer here—because those
drugs are similar in how they make
them feel—the answer is to stop them
from getting addicted in the first
place. I think often times, when people
just see a drug in the medicine cabinet
or know that it is OK to take one of
these types of drugs—OxyContin and
other things for pain—they actually do
not intend to get addicted. These are
many of the people I just had a round-
table with at Hazelden, one of the Na-
tion’s premier drug treatment centers,
talking about this. A lot of times the
people who end up dying from a heroin
overdose actually may even be casual
heroin users. They are not doing it
every single day. But that is because
the heroin was a replacement for the
prescription drugs they started getting
addicted to when they got them out of
a medicine cabinet or maybe they were
prescribed them.

We know this is not going to fix ev-
erything. But certainly making it easi-
er and empowering people to dispose of
these drugs will, No. 1, clearly cut
down on the use of these prescription
drugs, and then, we believe, lead to less
heroin use in the long term.

Americans all across the country—in
cities, suburbs, and small towns—need
options to get rid of leftover pills be-
fore they fuel addictions and claim the
lives of their loved ones.

The Secure and Responsible Drug
Disposal Act provides these options.
But we cannot take these crucial steps
in the fight against drug abuse until
the DEA issues its final rule.

After 4 years, it is time to make
these rules official—4 years that fami-
lies and long-term facilities have lost
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out on safe and easy options to get rid
of unused prescription drugs; 4 years
that those plastic amber bottles have
piled up in medicine cabinets across
America; 4 years that dangerous pills
have been left vulnerable to misuse,
potentially falling into the hands of
our loved ones fighting addiction or
criminals or being accidentally con-
sumed by an innocent child.

We need the final rules. We must get
them done right. But with so much at
stake, we must get them done now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, it is
April Fools’ Day, but it sure feels more
like ‘““‘Groundhog Day’’ because we are
once again here considering an exten-
sion of unemployment benefits for the
millions of Americans who have been
out of work for months, and some of
them even for years.

While assistance to those without
work serves an important purpose in
helping Americans transition, we are
failing to address the underlying and
more important issue: How do we grow
the economy and create jobs for all of
our citizens?

A growing economy creates new op-
portunities for Americans to find
meaningful work, and with meaningful
work comes an opportunity for Ameri-
cans to improve their economic secu-
rity and advance up that economic lad-
der.

It is one of the reasons Senator
WYDEN and I started the Economic Mo-
bility Caucus. We wanted to study the
facts and explore policy improvements
that can make a difference to increase
the likelihood that all Americans can
do just that—improve their standard of
living and move up that economic lad-
der to a better life.

According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, their monthly report indi-
cates that 10.5 million Americans are
unemployed; 7.2 million Americans are
working part time because they cannot
find full-time work; 2.4 million Ameri-
cans want to work but have stopped
searching. What a sad circumstance
that is for those folks.

Our labor participation rate is hov-
ering around its 35-year low at 63 per-
cent. While those statistics and the
lives these numbers represent are pret-
ty discouraging, I want to talk about a
piece of good news. We know we can
create jobs and we can create a grow-
ing economy, and we know from the
facts, from the studies, that entrepre-
neurship, starting a business, giving
Americans a chance to pursue the
American dream, is the key.

The Kauffman Foundation in Kansas
City has studied entrepreneurship.
They make clear that most new jobs
come from young companies created by
entrepreneurs. In fact, since 1980, near-
ly all of the net new jobs that have
been created in our country have been
created by companies less than 5 years
old. It kind of makes sense. Big busi-
nesses often are looking for ways to
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cut costs, reduce their workforce. New
businesses wanting to succeed increase
their workforce. In fact, these new
businesses create, on average, 3 million
jobs each year.

Unfortunately, the number of new
business startups, those business
formed each year, are around their low-
est total since the Bureau of Labor
Statistics began keeping track over 40
years ago. So while we know that
startup companies have a great oppor-
tunity to create jobs, we are creating
the fewest number of startup busi-
nesses in nearly 40 years.

A couple of authors, John Dearie and
Courtney Geduldig—they are authors
of a book called ‘“Where the Jobs
Are’—point out in that book that ‘‘the
vital signs of America’s job-creating
entrepreneurial economy are flashing
red alert.” John and Courtney spent an
entire summer traveling the United
States. They met with more than 200
entrepreneurs in dozens of cities to
learn about the challenges those entre-
preneurs are facing.

What they found is no surprise to
anybody in this Chamber. They are the
same issues I hear when I am back in
Kansas. Those who start a business
struggle with access to money, to cap-
ital to start that business; a lack of
skilled talent; a complex Tax Code; a
regulatory burden; and, boy, a lot of
uncertainty, most of it, much of it, re-
sulting from the action or lack of ac-
tion here in Washington, DC.

A few years back I set out with a bi-
partisan group of Senators to address
the challenges entrepreneurs face. To-
gether we developed legislation that is
now called Startup Act 3.0 to help cre-
ate a better environment for those
whose dream it is to start a new busi-
ness. The Senate majority leader is fre-
quently talking about allowing votes
on legislation that has bipartisan sup-
port. This bill, Startup 3.0, is such a
bill.

I spent time working with Senator
WARNER and Senator COONS, Senator
KING and Senator KLOBUCHAR, as well
as Senator BLUNT and Senator RUBIO.
We introduced what I would say is a
very commonsense approach to ad-
dressing factors that influence an en-
trepreneur’s chance of success: taxes,
regulations, access to capital, access to
talent.

This legislation has been introduced
as an amendment to the unemploy-
ment insurance extension bill the Sen-
ate is now considering. Unfortunately,
at least so far, we have been denied
having a vote on what is clearly a job-
creating measure. I have offered this as
an amendment to other bills on the
Senate floor, but if the past is any ex-
ample of what will happen on this bill,
the chances of us being able to offer
the amendment, have it considered and
voted on, do not look very probable.

Startup 3.0 makes changes to the Tax
Code to encourage investment in
startups and provides more capital for
those who are ready to grow and hire.
To address burdensome government
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regulations, this legislation, now this
amendment, requires Federal agencies
to determine whether the cost of new
regulations outweighs the benefits, and
it encourages Federal agencies to give
special consideration of the impact
proposed regulations would have on a
startup business.

As any entrepreneur knows, a good
idea is essential to starting a success-
ful business. So Startup 3.0, an amend-
ment now to this bill, improves the
process by which information that is
funded by Federal research, informa-
tion that is garnered by Federal re-
search, is more readily available to
those who want to start a business, so
that tax-funded innovations can be
turned into companies that spur eco-
nomic growth.

Finally, Startup 3.0 provides new op-
portunities for highly educated entre-
preneurial immigrants to stay in the
United States where their talent and
new ideas can fuel economic growth
and create jobs in America.

For more than 2 years, Startup Act
3.0 has earned praise from business
owners, from chambers of commerce,
from economic development officials,
from entrepreneurs, from economists,
and elected officials. Recently, the
California State Senate passed a reso-
lution calling on Congress to pass
Startup Act 3.0. The President’s Coun-
cil on Jobs and Competitiveness, when
it was in existence, had voiced strong
support for several of the bill’s provi-
sions.

Unfortunately, none of that support
from across the country has progressed
in the Halls of Congress to see this leg-
islation seriously considered. I can tell
you that the reason Congress has not
been able to address our economic
challenges is not for lack of good ideas.
In my view, it is a lack of leadership in
the Senate and within the administra-
tion, within Washington, DC, to ad-
dress the challenges Americans face.

There are plenty of good ideas that
can provide immediate relief to Ameri-
cans, many ideas in addition to Start-
up 3.0. Some of those examples are a 40-
hour workweek. The House is poised to
pass legislation. Some of my colleagues
are proposing amendments here in the
Senate to change full-time employ-
ment from 30 hours, as outlined in the
Affordable Care Act, back to 40 hours.

Small businesses, restaurants, school
districts, and community colleges
across Kansas and around the country
are already cutting hours to comply
with the employer mandate of the Af-
fordable Care Act. By fixing this provi-
sion, we can make certain that hard-
working Americans have the oppor-
tunity to work more hours, earn a big-
ger paycheck, or find full-time employ-
ment.

Many of us believe—in fact, a large
majority of the Senate in a bipartisan
way Dbelieves—that approval of the
Keystone XL, Pipeline will help us in
two ways: reduce energy costs in the
United States, a very important factor
in new jobs and expanding the econ-
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omy, as well as increasing employment
during the construction of that pipe-
line.

A recent poll by Washington Post
and ABC News shows that Americans
support this 3 to 1. Again 80-some Sen-
ators voted in moving forward with the
Keystone Pipeline. Yet it has not hap-
pened. The President has not made a
decision in regard to Keystone Pipe-
line, has stalled this issue. Nothing in
the Senate would suggest the leader-
ship of the Senate is ready to move
this ball forward.

The President talks about trade pro-
motion authority, spoke about it in
one of his State of the Union Address-
es. Yet that is another issue that has
not been considered by the Senate. The
President apparently has backed off of
this issue out of deference to politics.
Yet we know—we certainly know this
in Kansas—that the airplanes we make
in south central Kansas, the wheat we
grow in western Kansas, the cattle we
grow in our State, that we raise in our
State, clearly much of the economic
activity that comes from those activi-
ties occurs because we are able to sell
those agricultural commodities, those
manufactured goods around the globe.

Millions of Americans can be better
off if there is greater opportunity for
what we manufacture, the agricultural
products we grow, if they have a wider
market. The President and this Con-
gress, particularly the Senate—not this
Congress, the Democratic majority
here—have focused much of their at-
tention on, for example, the bill we are
on, extending the unemployment insur-
ance timeframe, apparently in the near
future increasing minimum wage.

Consider these facts. There are 3.6
million Americans at or below the min-
imum wage level. Minimum wage
workers make up 2.5 percent of all
workers, and 55 percent are 25 years old
or younger. So it is a relatively small
portion of the workforce and a young
portion of the workforce. I am cer-
tainly willing, happy to have a debate
about the need to increase the min-
imum wage, to extend unemployment
benefits, in part because I want the
Senate to operate.

One of my greatest complaints since
my arrival in the Senate is the Senate
no longer functions as it has histori-
cally, in which issues of importance to
the country, whether they are Repub-
lican issues, Democratic issues, Amer-
ican issues, middle of the road—this
place takes up those issues very rarely.
I am willing to have a debate about
what is proposed here.

But what I am thinking we are doing
is we are missing the real issues if we
only deal with those. The minimum
wage and extension of unemployment
benefits is a symptom of a larger prob-
lem. It is that Americans want and
need jobs. In my view, this Senate and
this President have done nothing to in-
crease the chances that Americans
have a better shot at finding a better
job.

We have to grow the economy. By
growing the economy—I think that
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sounds like something that is far re-
moved from the everyday lives of
Americans. But growing the economy
simply means we are creating greater
opportunities for American men and
women, for husbands and wives, for
sons and daughters, for families to
have the opportunity to pursue a ca-
reer they feel comfortable in, that is
satisfactory to their economic needs,
and gives them the hope they can im-
prove their lives financially.

So growing the economy is about cre-
ating a greater opportunity for every
American to pursue what we all have
grown up calling the American dream.
Unfortunately, the facts, if you believe
the Congressional Budget Office, indi-
cate that raising the minimum wage
will increase unemployment. In fact,
the numbers I saw—this was not the
CBO score, but a Texas university
study indicated that raising the min-
imum wage to $10 an hour or more
would reduce jobs in my home State by
27,300 jobs.

I doubt that voters care much about
CBO reports or about a Texas univer-
sity study, but they are acutely
aware—they see it every day in their
own lives—of the lack of opportunity,
the dearth of jobs, the reduction in
hours, the reduction in opportunity.
These reports make clear they are hap-
pening because of failed policies and
the refusal of the Senate and the Presi-
dent to address the broader issue of
what can we do to create jobs for
Americans.

I thought the message of the 2010
election, the election where I was
brought to the Senate on behalf of
Kansans—I thought the message that
we all would have, should have re-
ceived, the message of the election,
was the desire for every American to
have the chance to improve their lives
through a job, through a better job,
and through a secure job. In my view,
it is time for us to focus on growing
the opportunities for all workers every-
where.

With a willing Congress, including
leaders who understand these chal-
lenges and are willing to address them,
I am certain we can create greater op-
portunities for millions of Americans,
including those who no longer or who
currently have no meaningful work.
The lack of a job is terrible. I think
there is a certain moral component, a
sense of well-being, a sense of who we
are as human beings when we have a
job that not only fulfills us financially
but gives us a sense of purpose in our
daily lives.

As the Senate considers a short-term
extension of unemployment insurance,
we must not lose sight of that longer
term goal of creating an environment
for job creation. Again, I would offer
Startup Act 3.0, a bipartisan amend-
ment, a bipartisan piece of legislation
offered as an amendment, as an oppor-
tunity to do that, as part of the consid-
eration of the extension of unemploy-
ment benefits. There is no better way
to create jobs than to support entre-
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preneurs and to foster the development
of new businesses.

Small business is, as we always say,
the backbone of American jobs. So let’s
stop having this ‘‘groundhog day’’ mo-
ment every few months and let’s start
tackling the challenges that entre-
preneurs across the country are telling
us about, that Americans are telling us
about, that we learned in the 2010 elec-
tion mean so much to every American.

Unfortunately, this President and
this Senate have done nothing to im-
prove the chances that every American
has a better job and a brighter future.
Please, this is so important. There is so
much we can do. Too many times we
focus on what we are unable to agree
upon. But there is so much we can
agree upon, so many things we can do.
The American dream depends upon us
doing so and doing so now.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I am on the floor for the 63rd con-
secutive week we have been in session
to ask my colleagues to finally wake
up to the threat of climate change. The
evidence mounts of unprecedented and
dangerous changes, from the latest
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change report to the recent warning
from the American Association for the
Advancement of Science.

The American people demand action
in ever-greater numbers. Yet Congress
continues to sleepwalk, lulled by spe-
cial interest influence and polluter
propaganda. The influence and propa-
ganda are spread through an apparatus
of denial. This apparatus is big and art-
fully constructed—phony-baloney orga-
nizations designed to look and sound as
if they are real, messages honed by
public relations experts to sound as if
they are truthful, payroll scientists
whom polluters can trot out when they
need them. The whole thing is big and
complicated enough that when we see
its parts, we could be fooled into think-
ing it is not all connected. But it is
just like the mythological Hydra:
many heads, same beast. And this de-
nial beast pollutes our democracy just
as surely as its sponsors pollute our at-
mosphere and oceans. Some editorial
pages spread the polluter party line so
consistently that it appears they have
gone over and actually joined the appa-
ratus.

The climate denial network controls
the political arm of the multinational
corporations, the so-called U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce.

Polluter-funded super PACs target
officials who don’t fall in line—inter-
estingly, often Republicans, in an ef-
fort to purify the party in a coal-fired
crucible.

The whole deniers’ castle can look
pretty daunting, but it is based on re-
jecting science and ignoring empirical
evidence. That is a weak foundation. It
won’t stand. The castle is built on sand
and its fall is inevitable. Remember
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from Apocrypha: ‘“‘But above all things
Truth beareth away the victory.” And
it will.

There are cracks in the foundation
already. Some leading news sources
have begun to put climate denial into
their policy against printing misin-
formation and discredited theories.
They just won’t print that nonsense.
Many executives recognize the signifi-
cance of climate change and are
distancing their companies from the
policies and politics of climate denial.
They don’t want any part of that non-
sense. Many local officials are doing all
they can to protect their communities
from the effects of climate change.
They know climate denial is nonsense.

It has been wrong that the climate
change denial campaign has been so ig-
nored by major media outlets. Media
Matters found that all the major net-
work Sunday TV talk shows in all of
2013 discussed climate change for a
grand total, all combined, of 27 min-
utes. NBC News’s ‘“‘Meet the Press”
mentioned climate change once. When
several of the Sunday shows discussed
climate change on February 16 of this
year for a grand total of 46 minutes
combined, it was more climate cov-
erage than in the past 3 years.

It has been wrong that polluters so
often got their way on the editorial
page. Whether through a desire to ap-
pear fair and balanced or a willful ef-
fort to help polluters, newspapers still
publish editorials or letters to the edi-
tor that dispute consensus science, dis-
parage scientists or journalists who re-
port the truth about climate change,
and exaggerate the costs of taking ac-
tion to stop it. Often, their authors
have direct ties to coal and oil inter-
ests, and rarely is the connection dis-
closed.

As we can see from this chart, some
papers do it more than others. The de-
nier champ is the Wall Street Journal
editorial page, with eight denier letters
in the first 10 months of 2013. That is
one every b weeks. I think they have
actually joined the denier apparatus
and are now a part of the scheme, but
they are on the wrong side of history.

On the right side is the Los Angeles
Times, whose editorial page last year
released a note from editor Paul
Thornton announcing they would no
longer print climate denial letters.

Thornton’s note read:

I do my best to keep errors of fact off the
letters page; when one does run, a correction
is published. Saying ‘‘there’s no sign humans
have caused climate change’ is not stating
an opinion; it’s asserting a factual inaccu-
racy.

Reddit is one of the Internet’s most
popular social and news Web sites, ‘‘the
front page of the Internet.” According
to the Pew Research Center, 1 in every
17 American adults uses Reddit. Reddit
science has 4 million subscribers. That
is about twice the circulation of the
New York Times. Reddit Science has
banned posts on climate denial be-
cause, as its moderator, Dr. Nathan
Allen, explained, ‘“We require submis-
sions to [Reddit Science] to be related
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to recent publications in reputable
peer-reviewed journals, which effec-
tively excludes any climate denial.”

The L.A. Times and Reddit Science
are not alone in seeing that the cli-
mate denier castle is built on lies.
More and more American corporations
are responding to the facts, under-
standing that they are ultimately re-
sponsible to their shareholders and cus-
tomers. Major utilities—for example,
PG&E, the Public Service Company of
New Mexico, and Exelon—all quit the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce after a
chamber official called for putting cli-
mate science on trial like the Scopes
Monkey Trial of 1925. The chamber
may have been infiltrated and captured
by the polluters, but major corpora-
tions get it: Coke and Pepsi, UPS and
FedEx, GM and Ford, Google and
Apple, Walmart—we can go on and on.
The denier castle is crumbling.

Many of the businesses getting seri-
ous about reducing carbon pollution
are actually based in States that are
represented in Congress by Members
who won’t take the problem seriously
at all. Coca-Cola, headquartered in
Georgia, says:

We recognize climate change is a critical
challenge facing our planet, with potential
impacts on biodiversity, water resources,
public health and agriculture. .. . Beyond
the effects on the communities we serve, we
view climate change as a potential business
risk, understanding that it could likely have
direct and indirect effects on our business.

Texas- and Maryland-based Lockheed
Martin states:

From 2007 through 2011, Lockheed Martin
reduced its absolute carbon emissions by 30
percent, and continues to focus on carbon
emission reductions by championing energy
conservation and efficiency measures in our
facilities.

Sprint, the mobile
headquartered in Kansas, gets it.

We understand that climate change is a
critical issue and that reducing greenhouse
gas emissions is an important goal. Because
Sprint is a large corporation with thousands
of locations, millions of customers and bil-
lions of dollars in operating costs, we have
many opportunities to reduce global green-
house gas emissions.

The denier castle is crumbling at the
local level too. Scores of locally elect-
ed officials are fighting to slow climate
change and protect their residents,
even if in Congress their Congressman
won’t listen. One of those local leaders
is Mayor Frank Cownie of Des Moines,
whom I met on my recent trip to Iowa.
Iowans are taking climate change seri-
ously, and Mayor Cownie is one of over
1,000 mayors represented on this map
all across the country who have signed
the U.S. Conference of Mayors Climate
Protection Agreement. Their pledge is
to meet or beat the Kyoto Protocol
emission reduction targets in their own
cities and press their State govern-
ments and the Federal Government to
enact meaningful greenhouse gas re-
duction policies.

Seventy-eight current and former
mayors from Florida have signed on.
With over 1,000 miles of coastline, Flor-
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ida is at serious risk from sea-level
rise. According to the World Resources
Institute, of all the people and all the
housing in America threatened by sea-
level rise, 40 percent is in Florida.

Thirty-one former and current may-
ors from Texas have also signed on to
the climate agreement. Texans are
waking up to the threat of climate
change. A recent poll showed that
roughly 55 percent of Texans say the
United States should reduce green-
house gas emissions regardless of
whether other countries do the same.

Kansas Governor Sam Brownback,
our former Republican colleague from
this Chamber, understands the benefits
of cleaner energy. He fought to keep in
Kansas his State’s renewable portfolio
standard, which encourages utilities to
ramp up generation of renewable elec-
tricity. The standard has already
helped create thousands of Kansas jobs.

Governor Steve Beshear of Kentucky,
a coal-producing State, has taken a
commonsense stance on climate
change that defends the well-being of
his State. He said:

[W]e have to acknowledge our commitment
to address greenhouse gas emissions, while
stressing the need for a rational, flexible reg-
ulatory approach.

I have to say I agree with him. I
stand ready and many of us stand
ready on this side to work with coal-
State colleagues to ease their transi-
tion away from a polluting fossil fuel
economy.

When we think of what the costs are
going to be to all of us of failing to ad-
dress this problem, the cost of easing
the transition for those who will suffer
from it is easily worth undertaking.
But to do any of that, we first have to
break through the barricade of lies
built around Congress in Washington.
We can’t keep pretending this isn’t
real. That is why once a week for over
60 weeks I have come to the floor to
press this point. It is real. It is hap-
pening. It is not going to go away if we
ignore it.

There is one thing and one thing only
that prevents our action, and that one
thing is the politics of the Republican
Party. There is one thing and one thing
only that makes this the politics of the
Republican Party, and that one thing
is the special influence of the polluters.
But against the relentless facts and
science, against Mother Nature’s re-
lentless truth, that castle is built on
sand and will fall. But above all things,
truth beareth away victory.

For the sake of our democracy, for
the sake of our future, for the sake of
our honor, it is time for us to wake up.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

The
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Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, we
are in the midst of a debate about ex-
tending unemployment insurance for
millions of Americans who are unem-
ployed, some of whom have been out of
work for some time. It is a problem for
the country.

According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the number of Americans
who want to work but who have
stopped looking for a job is 3.1 million.
Over 91 million Americans are outside
the labor force entirely. According to a
recent report in CNN Money:

Only about 63 percent of Americans over
the age of 16 participate in the job market,
meaning they either have a job or are just
looking for one. That is nearly the lowest
level since 1978, driven partly by baby
boomers retiring but also by workers who
had simply given up hope after long and
fruitless job searches.

As a matter of fact, we saw at our
budget hearing this morning a chart
which showed the decline in workers by
age group, and it was interesting. The
younger workers had the biggest de-
cline in percentage working, and the
older, 62 and above, are working at a
greater rate than they were in previous
years. So that is an interesting sta-
tistic. But we do have a problem, par-
ticularly among a lot of our younger
people finding work.

At the same time we are having these
difficulties, this administration has en-
gaged in a systematic dismantling of
the protections our immigration laws
provide for American workers, pro-
ducing for them—our workers—lower
wages and higher unemployment. That
is just a fact. Why are wages down?
And wages are down, as we heard from
all witnesses, Republican and Demo-
cratic, in the Budget Committee this
morning. Wages have declined signifi-
cantly in the last 5 years. They have
been declining, just at a lesser rate,
since 1999.

In fact, our review of U.S. Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement pub-
lished statistics for 2013 reveals that
under the guise of setting priorities for
enforcement of our laws, this adminis-
tration has determined that almost
anyone in the world who can enter the
United States then becomes free to il-
legally live, work, and claim benefits
here as long as they are not caught
committing some felony or serious
crime.

Based on what the President has said,
and what the Vice President has said,
it would appear an individual could
come to America on a work visa, and 1
day after the visa has expired just con-
tinue to stay in America and be able to
work and could be confident that they
will not be deported because the policy
of this government is not to deport
people unless they catch them at the
border entering illegally or they have
committed a serious crime.

A recent report this week shows that
even the serious crime issue is cloudy.
An independent report earlier this
week said one-third of those—68,000—
who had been involved in criminal ac-
tivity in some way are not being de-
ported. So this applies not only to
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those who unlawfully enter our borders
but also those who enter on a legal visa
and don’t leave when that visa expires.

The President and Members of Con-
gress are arguing, it appears, based on
the bill that cleared the Senate, for a
historic surge in the amount of legal
immigration into our country at a
time of high unemployment. The White
House has preposterously claimed,
amazingly, that an influx of new, most-
ly lower skilled workers will raise
wages. This is a conclusion not sup-
ported by any credible academic evi-
dence or even the Congressional Budget
Office’s own report analyzing the mas-
sive Senate immigration bill. The CBO
concluded the bill would add 46 million
mostly lesser skilled legal immigrants
by 2033 and that average wages would
fall for one dozen years if it were to be-
come law and unemployment would in-
crease and per capita GDP—growth in
America—would decline, I think for 20
years.

And, apparently the House of Rep-
resentatives is considering proposals to
bring in hundreds of thousands of guest
workers at a time when we are talking
about extending unemployment for
Americans who can’t get jobs.

Dr. George Borjas at Harvard has
found that high immigration levels
from 1980 to 2000 resulted in an 8-per-
cent drop in wages for American work-
ers without a high school degree. Let
me repeat that. This is Professor
Borjas at Harvard, raised in Cuba and
immigrated to America. He is perhaps
the most authoritative academic in the
world on immigration and its effect on
wages and the labor force. He found
that high immigration levels from 1980
to 2000—and he studied that carefully,
using census and other data—resulted
in an 8-percent drop in wages for Amer-
ican workers without a high school de-
gree. Eight percent is a lot. It is sev-
eral hundred dollars a month for a per-
son who didn’t graduate from high
school. Actually, it is about $250 a
month. So there is a reason workers
who are earning $30,000 and less support
a reduction in net immigration levels
by a 3-to-1 margin. Working people
know what is happening out there.
They know their wages are going down.
They know particularly lower skilled
people, some young people who didn’t
get to graduate from high school or
who got in trouble, are not having
much success at all.

Average household income has fallen
steadily since 1999, and only 59 percent
of U.S. adults are now working. Afri-
can-American youth looking for work
cannot find jobs. We don’t have a
shortage of workers in this country—
we do not have a shortage of workers
in this country. We have a shortage of
jobs. That is a fact.

Some might ask: How can you be so
sure of that, Senator? I believe in the
free market, and I tell the chamber of
commerce and the big hotel magnates,
if we have a shortage of workers, why
aren’t wages going up? Wages are going
down. We don’t have a tight labor mar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ket. We have a loose labor market, and
it is impacting adversely American
workers.

The idea that we ought to double the
number of guest workers who come
into the country legally when the
President of the United States is not
going to enforce immigration laws and
we will not use comprehensively the E-
Verify system indicates we are going to
see a decline in wages for average
Americans out looking for jobs.

The President’s own economic ad-
viser, Gene Sperling, former Director
of the National Economic Council, rec-
ognized this, saying recently that ‘‘our
economy still has three people looking
for every job,” three people for every
job. Majority Leader REID has cited
that statistic on the Senate floor as
well.

So this Senate passes a comprehen-
sive immigration bill that doubles the
number of guest workers. Don’t think
these are workers who are going to
work seasonal jobs in agriculture. They
will be able to move throughout this
country and take jobs from wherever,
providing businesses with a ready
source, a new source of additional labor
that helps keep the labor market loose.

My amendment, the Accountability
through Electronic Verification Act, is
a proven way to help out-of-work
Americans. This legislation was intro-
duced in this Congress by Senator
GRASSLEY and cosponsored by myself
and Senators Bo0zMAN, CORKER, ENZI,
FISCHER, HATCH, JOHANNS, LEE, VITTER,
and WICKER. So we have offered legisla-
tion to deal with this, and I have of-
fered it as an amendment to this unem-
ployment insurance legislation, but I
have been told it will be blocked. We
will not get a vote. The leader has
filled the tree.

What this proposal would do is it
would create some jobs for Americans
who are out of work. It absolutely
would. It would work, and it would im-
mediately help create jobs. That is why
the establishment doesn’t want to see
it happen, if you want to know the
truth.

The legislation would permanently
authorize and expand the E-Verify Pro-
gram. That is a simple Web-based tool
that allows employers to maintain a
legal workforce by verifying the work
eligibility of employees. E-Verify
works by checking data against records
maintained by the Department of
Homeland Security and the Social Se-
curity Administration. It is quick and
easy. An employer simply puts in a So-
cial Security number, it runs against
the Social Security database, and an
employer receives an answer as to
whether this person is a lawful appli-
cant for a job.

Although in 1986 Congress made it
unlawful—in 1986—for an employer to
knowingly hire or employ illegal
aliens, these laws have never been ef-
fectively enforced. They just have not.
They have gotten comfortable with
this, not having it enforced. Under cur-
rent law, if the documents provided by
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an applicant for a job to an employer
reasonably appeared to be genuine,
then the employer has met its obliga-
tion.

Incidentally, shortly after the 1986
amnesty law was passed, when it was
promised amnesty would not be grant-
ed again, the now-assistant to Presi-
dent Obama and the Director of the Do-
mestic Policy Council, Cecilia Munoz,
who was then a senior policy analyst of
La Raza, led the charge to undo these
enforcement provisions. So the person
chosen by President Obama to be the
Director of the Domestic Policy Coun-
cil and who has been given the respon-
sibility to deal with immigration, use
to work for La Raza where she sought
to undo enforcement.

Ms. Munoz authored a report for La
Raza entitled ‘‘Unfinished Business:
The Immigration Reform & Control
Act of 1986.” In that report she argued
that Congress had a moral obligation
to ‘“‘repeal employer sanctions’” and
that workplace enforcement is ‘‘inher-
ently discriminatory.”

Now think about that. The person
the President has chosen, who is sup-
posed to be helping us create a lawful
system of immigration in the United
States, has as her prior effort written a
paper that says basically it is a moral
requirement of America to repeal any
employer sanctions. This is the men-
tality running our government today;
that it is morally wrong to say to em-
ployers they should only hire people
lawfully in our country. She went on to
say that any kind of workplace en-
forcement—apparently in which our
employers would be disciplined or pun-
ished if they violate the law—is inher-
ently discriminatory.

Because identity theft and counter-
feit documents became a thriving in-
dustry after the 1986 amnesty, Congress
created an E-Verify program in 1996.

In 1996, after realizing this was turn-
ing into a joke—nobody was following
the intent of Congress and anybody
could produce false documents—Con-
gress passed a law which said we would
end this game and create a system that
would work. Employers required to use
E-Verify today include the Federal
government, certain Federal contrac-
tors and employers of certain immi-
grant students. The program for other
employers is voluntary and free for
them to use, and it has been very suc-
cessful throughout the country by any
who use it.

According to U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services, in fiscal year
2012, 98 percent of queries resulted in a
confirmation of work eligibility imme-
diately or within 24 hours. So most of
them overwhelmingly immediately ac-
cess the computer system, put in a So-
cial Security number and other data
they require, hit the computer button,
and it quickly comes back. On a few oc-
casions there is a question and it may
take up to 24 hours.

It is not slowing down employment,
it is not a big burden on employers,
and it protects them from being ac-
cused of deliberately hiring illegal
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aliens if the report comes back that
the Social Security number matches.
According to a January 2013 USCIS
customer satisfaction survey, E-Verify
received an 86 out of 100 in the Amer-
ican customer satisfaction index
scale—19 points higher than the cus-
tomer satisfaction rating for the over-
all Federal Government.

There is no objection to this. The
only objection to it is by certain busi-
ness lobbyist groups and certain activ-
ist immigration groups who don’t want
it to work, and they want to keep other
businesses from using it because it does
in fact identify people in the country
who are not allowed to take jobs and it
would keep them from receiving these
jobs.

This legislation would make the pro-
gram mandatory for all employers
within 1 year of enactment of the law.
This legislation would also increase
penalties for employers who do not use
the system when it is mandated or con-
tinue to illegally hire undocumented
workers.

Employers would be required to
check the status of current employ-
ees—but within 3 years—and would be
permitted to run a check prior to offer-
ing someone a job. In other words, they
can run a check before they actually
offered a job and determine whether
the person was lawfully able to take
the job. This could help them a lot.

Employers would also be required to
recheck those workers whose author-
ization is about to expire, such as those
who come to the United States on tem-
porary work visas.

This legislation would require em-
ployers to terminate the employment
of those found unauthorized to work
due to a check through E-Verify, and
would reduce employers’ potential li-
ability for wrongful terminations if
they participated in E-Verify.

The legislation would establish a
demonstration project in a rural area
or an area without substantial Internet
capabilities—although there are not
many left—to assist small businesses
in complying.

The legislation also addresses iden-
tify theft concerns by ensuring that
the Social Security Administration
catches multiple uses of Social Secu-
rity numbers—different people using
the same social number to get jobs
with a fake document and a false So-
cial Security number.

And for victims of identity theft, this
legislation would amend the Federal
criminal code to clarify that identity
fraud is ©punishable regardless of
whether the defendant had knowledge
of the victim. So this provision ad-
dresses a 2009 Supreme Court decision
holding that identity theft requires
proof that the individual knew the
number being used belonged to an ac-
tual person.

E-Verify has been proven to deter
employers from hiring illegal workers
and will help put Americans back on
the payrolls.

Since I have seen legislation move
through Congress—comprehensive re-
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form legislation that is going to fix our
immigration policies—one of the
things I have observed is that whatever
works is what gets objected to. If some-
one offers a bill which appears to work
but doesn’t work, that will pass. E-
Verify has been proven and will work
to deter employers from hiring illegal
workers, and will help put Americans
back to work. That is why we appar-
ently don’t have any ability to get it
up for a vote. A number of States have
enacted E-Verify laws, and it is work-
ing in those States with great results.

According to a 2013 Bloomberg gov-
ernment study entitled “Early Evi-
dence Suggests E-Verify Laws Deter
Hiring of Unauthorized Workers’’:

Soon after E-Verify laws were signed in Ar-
izona, Mississippi, Alabama, and South Caro-
lina, unauthorized workers in specific indus-
tries appeared to drop off employer payrolls.
This prompted employers in many cases to
fill positions with authorized workers, Amer-
ican workers who are here lawfully, maybe a
young 22-year-old African American who
needs a job, would like to get married,
maybe raise a family.

With respect to my State of Ala-
bama, the Bloomberg study says:

Employment trended lower immediately
after the law was enacted. Employers then
added more crop production workers in the
months before [the law] took effect, when
compared with the same period the year be-
fore. That growth in production jobs was
among the largest in the nation. This study
hypothesizes that authorized hires probably
filled the jobs of unauthorized workers who
had left the state.

Isn’t that what we would like to see?
Wouldn’t we ask people to come to the
country lawfully? We admit 1 million
people a year for permanent residence
on a guaranteed path to citizenship ab-
sent serious criminal activity. We are
generous about immigration. Make no
mistake about it. But we do need to
make sure that people who don’t follow
the law, don’t wait their turn, don’t
meet the requirements of American
immigration law—they shouldn’t be
able to come unlawfully and take jobs
when Americans are out of work in
record numbers.

Regarding South Carolina’s law, the
study found this:

The number of crop production workers
fell. . . . And then hiring surged as the law
took effect in 2012. Farmers say they added
workers because their normal labor supply
vanished.

The study also found that:

[tlThe state’s commercial bakery industry
had been losing workers, then gained them
as E-Verify took effect.

So people who were unlawfully there
couldn’t get past E-Verify. It exposed
them as being unlawful, and the busi-
nesses lost workers. But then they
hired people back, and the people they
hired back were lawful workers—either
here as immigrants lawfully or native
born.

The study, which is based on research
from the Pew Hispanic Center, goes on
to say this:

[t]The abrupt shifts in employment across
multiple industries convey a similar nar-
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rative: soon after E-Verify laws are adopted,
workers drop off employer payrolls and, in a
number of industries, new hires fill those va-
cant positions. The robustness of this effect
reinforces the likelihood that this phe-
nomenon is due to something other than
chance.

Our goal must be to help struggling
Americans move from dependency to
independence, to help them find steady
jobs with rising pay, not falling pay.
Making E-Verify permanent and re-
quiring all employers to use it is one
simple thing we can do to work to-
wards that goal.

Let me just say, the E-Verify system
is already established. The system is in
place. It can accommodate the increase
in inquiries. It is all a computer sys-
tem. It is all done virtually instantly.
It is not as if we have to create a new
system or add tens of thousands of peo-
ple to make it work. The system is al-
ready working and it can handle larger
numbers.

Our policy cannot be to simply rel-
egate more and more of our citizens to
dependence on the government for as-
sistance while importing a steady
stream of foreign workers to fill avail-
able jobs. That is not in the interest of
this country or our people.

I would just like to add that Senators
GRASSLEY, LEE, VITTER, ENZI, B00z-
MAN, and HATCH are cosponsors of this
amendment. We know what is being
said out there. We are being told that
Americans won’t work, they are not
looking for jobs, and that businesses
can’t hire. The Bloomberg study on
how the E-Verify system has been im-
plemented indicates quite different.

According to a report on Syra-
cuse.com on January 8, 2014:

In Syracuse [New York], thousands showed
up for the Destiny USA job fair on June 14,
2012. More than 50 employers interviewed
candidates for roughly 1,600 jobs.

On January 29, 2013, a Fox affiliate in
Atlanta reported:

Northside Hospital held a job fair Wednes-
day, but had to call it off early due to the
overwhelming number of people that showed
up looking for work. The hospital was hoping
to fill 500 jobs.

On May 17, 2013, news outlets in
Philadelphia reported:

More than 3,700 job seekers overwhelmed
the Municipal Services Building in Center
City for a job fair Friday morning intended
for ex-offenders. . . . The city anticipated a
big crowd and therefore doubled the staff to
handle the responses, but the crowd was still
too big to handle, forcing the event to be
cancelled and leaving hundreds on the plaza
outside.

We need to help ex-offenders find
jobs. I am aware of a major corporation
in Alabama, in talking to a Federal
judge recently, which said they will
start taking a chance on former offend-
ers. Properly examined and picking the
right ones, they found out they are
doing fine. We shouldn’t be denying
young people—particularly young
men—who may have gotten in trouble
at a younger age ever being able to
have a job. One of the goals this coun-
try has to have is to help our ex-offend-
ers in employment.
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On May 20, 2013, the New York Times
reported in an article entitled, ‘‘Camp-
ing out for five days, in hopes of a
union job,” the following:

The men began arriving last Wednesday,
first a trickle, then dozens. By Friday there
were hundreds of them, along with a few
women. They set up their tents and mat-
tresses on the sidewalk in Long Island City,
Queens . . . and settled in to wait as long as
five days and nights for a slender chance at
a union job as an elevator mechanic. . . .
There were more than 800 by sun-up Monday.
. .. The union accepts 750 applications for
the 150 to 200 spots in its four-year appren-
ticeship program.

There are more examples, and I could
go on. But I do believe this idea that
Americans won’t work is not correct. If
we take a person who has been unem-
ployed for a while and place them in a
position where the labor is physical, it
takes a while to get in shape. If you are
going to play ball, it takes a while to
get in physical condition. People going
into the Army are not expected to
meet the physical fitness test the first
week. They build up to it.

Businesses have to participate in this
effort, too. Businesses need to under-
stand they are not entitled and cannot
expect—for the government of the
United States to produce perfectly fit,
well-trained people for every single job
they would like to fill. Sometimes they
have to hire people, train them on the
job, let them work into it and learn the
skills on the job. It is some new idea,
apparently, that businesses have to
have so much training. We certainly
need to use the job-training programs
in this country to more effectively
train workers for real jobs out there. It
is a valid criticism of our trade schools
and some of our community colleges
that they are not focusing on reality.
But my State has done a great job—a
far better job than in most States—and
I saw a report recently about how Mis-
sissippi is doing an excellent job. I be-
lieve our program is at least as effec-
tive, if not better. So we are doing bet-
ter. But businesses have always had to
bring people into their workplaces and
train them to handle the physical chal-
lenges that some jobs require.

Madam President, I thank the Chair
for an opportunity to share these re-
marks. I am disappointed that when we
are talking about unemployment in
America, we have a Congress and a
Senate refusing to even allow this
amendment to come up for a vote.
Without a doubt it would work, be fair,
and would simply make it more dif-
ficult for people who are not here law-
fully, who shouldn’t be able to get jobs
in America—would make it more dif-
ficult for them to get that job, freeing
that position up for unemployed Amer-
icans who need to get in the workforce
and off the welfare rolls. That is the
goal.

We have a huge number of welfare
programs. We spend $750 billion a year
on means-tested programs to help peo-
ple who are lower income, and that is
50 percent more than the defense budg-
et, more than Social Security, and
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more than Medicare. Those programs
are not working well. They need to
come together in a coherent whole
with a unified vision. The vision should
be to help people who are in stressful
circumstances; help them aggressively,
in a practical, realistic way; put them
in a job-training program that would
allow them to take a job. We could eas-
ily do that with the money we are
spending now. We would have more
Americans working and off the welfare
rolls. We would save billions of dollars
at the same time. They would make
more money, be more fulfilled, have
more self-respect, and reduce the budg-
et deficit at the same time.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DON-
NELLY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The

———
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to a period of morning business, with
Senators allowed to speak therein for
up to 10 minutes each.

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

————

JUSTICE FOR ALL
REAUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, last
week, I called on members of the Sen-
ate to come together and support reau-
thorization of the Justice for All Act, a
bipartisan law that increased resources
devoted to DNA and other forensic
technology, established safeguards to
prevent wrongful convictions, and en-
hanced protections for crime victims.
The bipartisan bill to reauthorize this
historic law was reported unanimously
by the Senate Judiciary Committee
last fall. Every Senate Democrat has
cleared the way for passage of this im-
portant measure, and I hope Senate Re-
publicans will soon follow suit so that
we can take one step closer to reau-
thorizing this law that protects and
supports victims of crime.

The programs created by the Justice
for All Act have had an enormous im-
pact, and it is crucial that we reau-
thorize them. The legislation strength-
ens important rights for crime victims,
reauthorizes the Debbie Smith DNA
Backlog Grant Program, seeks to im-
prove the quality of indigent defense,
and increases access to post-conviction
DNA testing to help protect the inno-
cent.

The reauthorization legislation also
strengthens the Kirk Bloodsworth Post
Conviction DNA Testing Grant Pro-
gram. Kirk Bloodsworth was the first
person in the United States to be exon-
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erated from a death row crime through
the use of DNA evidence. The program
named for Mr. Bloodsworth provides
grants to States for testing in those
criminal cases like Mr. Bloodsworth’s
where someone has been convicted but
where significant DNA evidence was
not tested. The Justice for All Reau-
thorization Act of 2013 expands State
access to post-conviction DNA testing
funds by restricting the evidence pres-
ervation conditions set for this pro-
gram to felony cases, which is a more
attainable goal for States.

This legislation also takes important
steps to ensure that all criminal de-
fendants, including those who cannot
afford a lawyer, receive effective rep-
resentation. It requires the Depart-
ment of Justice to assist States in de-
veloping an effective and efficient sys-
tem of indigent defense. I know as a
former prosecutor that the system only
works as it should when each side is
well represented by competent and
well-trained counsel.

The bill also asks States to produce
comprehensive plans for their criminal
justice systems, which will help to en-
sure that criminal justice systems op-
erate effectively as a whole and that
all parts of the system work together
and receive the resources they need.

The bill reauthorizes and improves
key grant programs in a variety of
areas throughout the criminal justice
system. Importantly, it increases au-
thorized funding for the Paul Coverdell
Forensic Science Improvement Grant
program, which is a vital program to
assist forensic laboratories in per-
forming the many forensic tests that
are essential to solving crimes and
prosecuting perpetrators.

We need to continue the bipartisan
work that has been done. During the
Judiciary Committee mark-up we
unanimously adopted amendments be-
fore passing the bill, one from Senator
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, and one from Sen-
ator JEFF FLAKE. Both amendments
strengthened rights for crime victims,
and added to the comprehensive im-
provements contained in the bill.

I thank Senators COONS, UDALL of
New Mexico, MCCONNELL, KLOBUCHAR,
FRANKEN, PORTMAN, FEINSTEIN, HATCH,
SCHUMER, LANDRIEU, BURR, COLLINS,
BENNET, and SHAHEEN for their support
as cosponsors of this bill.

I am glad to be partnering with Sen-
ator JOHN CORNYN on this legislation.
We have done important work in the
Judiciary Committee to support law
enforcement and victims of crime. Last
week, he and I introduced sweeping leg-
islation to improve the use of forensic
evidence in criminal cases. The Crimi-
nal Justice and Forensic Science Re-
form Act helps ensure that forensic
labs throughout the Nation operate ac-
cording to the highest standards, and
that State and local labs have the re-
sources they need. Both that measure
and the Justice for All Reauthorization
Act of 2013 are important priorities to
support our criminal justice system
and law enforcement.
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