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the manager of sports teams, a gifted 
singer, an athlete, school president, 
and an honor student. Her whole future 
was ahead of her. Most remarkably, she 
was a person of consummate caring and 
compassion for her fellow students. 
Those students struggle today to make 
some sense of this violence, to derive 
some meaning and maybe some com-
fort. 

I went to Jonathan Law High School 
yesterday for part of the afternoon and 
spoke with Chief of Police Keith Mello, 
whose men and women have helped the 
community so deeply; the mayor of 
Milford Ben Blake, who has dem-
onstrated leadership in this crisis; the 
superintendent of schools and principal 
of Jonathan Law High School; and the 
many teachers and parents and stu-
dents and the grief counselors and 
therapists who came to speak with 
those students and help them to think 
and live through this horrible tragedy. 

What is remarkable and so impressed 
me yesterday was the love and caring 
that people from disparate parts of this 
community showed for each other and 
continue to show in this testing time. 
This is a time of extraordinary adver-
sity and tragedy. People who might 
otherwise be strangers are drawn to-
gether by the thread of grief and will 
reform the fabric of a community by 
simple acts of caring. They are united 
today in their grief and bewilderment. 
They are seeking to honor Maren’s leg-
acy and sustain it with the very quali-
ties of courage, strength, caring, and 
compassion she demonstrated through-
out her life. Those qualities of caring, 
compassion, courage, and strength will 
see them through this tragedy as they 
come together for the vigil tonight. 

We can all honor the legacy of this 
remarkable young woman by looking 
for ways to make the world better, as 
she sought to do, and filling it with 
song and color, the lust for life, and the 
joy and pride in her contemporary ac-
complishments. 

We need to search for steps we can 
take to make our schools better and 
safer. The time to talk about policy or 
steps to better school safety will come, 
and I hope we will all be a part of that 
continuing effort in exploring how to 
protect anyone and everyone who 
comes to school, which should be a 
haven of safety and insulated from vio-
lence—particularly against the most 
vulnerable members of our community. 
But those policy responses can wait 
until after the days of grief and mourn-
ing have passed as we celebrate this re-
markable young life. She was described 
by members of her class as an angel. 
Her cousin Edward Kovac said on Fri-
day: 

Maren should be celebrating at her prom 
this evening with her friends and classmates. 
Instead, we are mourning her death and we 
are trying to understand this senseless loss 
of life. 

He said: 
She was a bright light full of hope and 

dreams. In fact, she was among the brightest 
of lights, full of the most wondrous hopes 
and dreams. 

So today my heart and prayers are 
with her family, her friends, the Mil-
ford community, as they gather for 
this vigil tonight. Separated by dis-
tance, I will be with them in spirit, as 
I know my colleagues who know of this 
tragedy will be as well. This kind of 
tragedy is indecipherable, incompre-
hensible to young men and women—16- 
year-olds—but equally so to all of us of 
any age. My hope is that we will honor 
Maren Sanchez’s legacy, that our 
hearts and prayers will go to her fam-
ily, her parents, and all who knew her 
and all who would like to have known 
her because she was such a remarkable 
and wonderful human being. 

Thank you. I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 20 minutes. 

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

f 

THE MINIMUM WAGE 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, we 

are told that this week, on Wednesday, 
we are going to have a vote on the so- 
called minimum wage, the so-called 40- 
percent increase in the minimum wage. 
This is part of a jobs plan by my 
friends on the Democratic side. Now, it 
is not a plan that is intended to pass 
anything, and that was revealed in a 
New York Times article by my distin-
guished friend from New York, Senator 
SCHUMER, who may be an architect of 
this. It is to highlight political dif-
ferences, which is a fair thing to do in 
the Senate. But lest anyone think that 
someone is trying to pass a law here, 
they should not be confused by that. 

We have had three hearings on the 
minimum wage in the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee, 
of which I am the ranking Republican 
member. We have had time to have 
those three hearings, but the chairman 
of the committee, the Senator from 
Iowa, has said we do not have time to 
markup the bill in committee or con-
sider any amendments to this idea with 
better proposals to create jobs. It was 
reported in one of the Hill newspapers 
that somebody said: Well, why don’t 
you have time for amendments on the 
minimum wage, and he said: Well, 
there might be embarrassing amend-
ments. I think there probably would be 
votes on embarrassing amendments— 
embarrassing only if you voted against 
them. 

So let me talk a little bit about this 
proposal by my Democratic friends to 
create jobs by raising the minimum 
wage. 

Now, they are on the right issue. The 
issue is jobs. We have been home in 

Maine and Tennessee and around the 
country, and too many people are hav-
ing a hard time finding a job. Too 
many people have been out of work for 
more than 6 months. We call them the 
long-term unemployed. Mr. President, 
10.5 million people are unemployed 
right now. Unemployed Americans 
have been out of work an average of 9 
months. That is beyond the time for 
unemployment compensation, on the 
average. 

It is hard to find a job. It is hard to 
create a job. It is especially tough on 
people in their forties and fifties and 
sixties. 

Family incomes are lower than we 
would like for them to be. The critical 
problem is, there are too few jobs, espe-
cially for low-wage workers. Then, we 
saw a report this morning that said 
that most of the jobs created since 2008 
have been lower-wage jobs rather than 
higher-wage jobs. 

So the issue is right. It is jobs. The 
American people want it to be easier to 
find a good-paying job. The Democratic 
proposal we are going to vote on this 
week as a solution to the jobs problem 
is a proposal that will eliminate 500,000 
jobs. Now, let me say that again in 
case anyone thought I misread my page 
of notes. We are talking about jobs, 
and the Democratic proposal—this is 
the big deal this week. We are not 
going to do anything in the Senate this 
week of any significance on the floor, 
so far as I know—a few nominations— 
except have a procedural vote Wednes-
day on the minimum wage proposal, 
and the Democratic proposal to make 
it easier to find a job is to eliminate 
500,000 jobs. 

In case you think I am making this 
up, let me quote where I got this piece 
of information. This is from the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office. 
The Congressional Budget Office is 
something we set up by law because we 
will make our Republican points and 
we will make our Democratic points, 
and we may shade it a little bit this 
way or a little bit that way. So we say 
to the CBO: You tell us the truth as 
best as you can tell. They are non-
partisan. We do not always like what 
they say. This is what they said about 
the Democratic proposal to create 
more jobs: 

Once fully implemented in the second half 
of 2016, the $10.10 option [to raise the min-
imum wage] would reduce total employment 
by about 500,000 workers, or .3 percent. . . . 

That is according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office. 

Should we believe the Congressional 
Budget Office? 

Senator HELLER, the distinguished 
Senator from Nevada, asked Janet 
Yellen, President Obama’s recently 
confirmed head of the Federal Reserve 
Board, what her thoughts on the CBO 
study and the impact of raising the 
minimum wage would be. This is what 
she said. I quote President Obama’s 
new Fed chief, Janet Yellen: 

The CBO is as qualified as anyone to evalu-
ate that literature. 
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And she said: 
I wouldn’t want to argue with their assess-

ment. 

So there we have the Congressional 
Budget Office saying it will reduce 
500,000 jobs and the new head of the 
Federal Reserve Board—appointed by 
the President, confirmed by the Sen-
ate—saying she ‘‘wouldn’t want to 
argue with their assessment.’’ 

We will be hearing more from Demo-
crats this week about the number of 
people whose wages will be raised by 
the minimum wage. There will be that. 
But the CBO also reported that $4 out 
of $5 earned from the increase in the 
minimum wage will go to workers in 
families who are above the poverty 
level. Mr. President, $4 out of $5 will go 
to workers in families who are above 
the poverty level, and nearly one-third 
of those families who would benefit 
from the minimum wage increase al-
ready earn more than three times the 
poverty level. 

This reminds me of ObamaCare in 
this way: According to a recent Wash-
ington Post story, only about 1 in 4 
people signing up for ObamaCare were 
previously uninsured. About three- 
quarters of people with ObamaCare in-
surance already had insurance before 
we went through all the turmoil of the 
last 3 or 4 years. 

In the same sort of way, the min-
imum wage is said to benefit low-in-
come Americans, but only 1 in 5 of the 
dollars from an increase will go to fam-
ilies below the poverty line. And that 
is not all. 

In addition to cutting 500,000 jobs and 
providing 80 percent of the benefits to 
families above the poverty level, the 
Democratic jobs proposal imposes one 
more burden on the only Americans 
who are capable of solving this prob-
lem, and that is the job creators. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks the testimony of Laurie Palmer 
of Waterville, ME, who owns four Burg-
er King franchises with approximately 
140 employees. I say to the distin-
guished Presiding Officer, I had no idea 
he might be presiding today, but I am 
glad to have a Maine story. 

Ms. Palmer says in her testimony: 
An increase in the minimum wage will di-

rectly and negatively impact my ability to 
create new jobs while limiting the benefits 
available to my current employees. I cur-
rently employ 60 people who work an average 
of 25 hours per week and earn the current 
minimum wage as defined by Maine law— 
$7.50 per hour. All but a handful of these peo-
ple were hired within the last 6 months. 
Mathematically, an increase in the federal 
minimum wage would cost me an extra $3,900 
per week or $208,000 per year . . . my net in-
come for last year was approximately 
$35,100—with an extra $208,000 in expenses, I 
will very likely be forced to close my busi-
ness. 

She also notes, ‘‘One hundred percent 
of my current staff starting at min-
imum wage are under 25.’’ 

Republicans believe that if we want 
to create jobs, there is a better way. 
We would like to offer our ideas 

through the Health, Education, Labor 
& Pensions Committee. But as I men-
tioned, we only had time for three 
hearings. Although we are able to 
spend a whole week on this on the floor 
for one procedural vote, we are not al-
lowed to offer amendments in the com-
mittee and, so far as I know, here be-
cause there might be embarrassing 
amendments. 

Let’s consider what those embar-
rassing amendments might be. They 
might be about the earned-income tax 
credit. Senator RUBIO of Florida, and 
Congressman PAUL RYAN, have all sug-
gested the earned-income tax credit is 
a better way to make sure the lowest 
earning workers in America have a bet-
ter wage if we are going to get the gov-
ernment involved in it. 

Of course, if we are going to do that, 
we are going to have to deal with some 
problems, including the Internal Rev-
enue Service estimate that 21 or 25 per-
cent of the payments are improperly 
made in 2012. We could consider the 
proposals that, rather than giving 
those earned-income tax credits out in 
a lump sum each year, they might be 
given out with each paycheck. 

But the Congressional Budget Office 
also said something about earned-in-
come tax credits. They said one-third 
of low-wage workers would be in fami-
lies [benefiting from the minimum 
wage increase] whose income was more 
than three times the Federal poverty 
level in 2016. By contrast, said CBO, an 
increase in the earned-income tax cred-
it would go almost entirely to lower in-
come families. CBO also noted that the 
earned-income tax credit encourages 
more people in low-income families to 
work, a value we should encourage. 

So if our goal as a country is to pro-
vide a minimum wage for working 
Americans, why is it fair to assess the 
cost of that goal on just the Americans 
who create the jobs? Of course it makes 
creating the jobs harder, but even more 
importantly, why should not every one 
of us who pays taxes share in the bur-
den of increasing America’s workers’ 
pay? That is what happens with the 
earned-income tax credit. 

There is another proposal, a bipar-
tisan one. We call it the 30-to-40-hour 
workweek. Senator COLLINS of Maine is 
one of the principal sponsors. The Sen-
ator from Indiana I believe is the lead 
Democratic sponsor. It is a bipartisan 
proposal that would, in effect, be a 33- 
percent pay increase for millions of 
American workers who already have 
seen their hours cut because of 
ObamaCare. It is a way to prevent—to 
say it another way—millions more 
workers from getting a 25-percent pay 
cut. 

The reason all of this occurs is be-
cause ObamaCare defined full-time 
work as 30 hours. We would like to 
change it to 40 hours. ObamaCare says 
employers with 50 or more full-time 
workers must offer government-ap-
proved insurance or pay a fine. Full 
time is defined as 30 hours or more. 
That sounds as though it was written 
in France. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce says 
74 percent of their members say the 
health care law makes it harder for 
their firms to hire workers. Changing 
the definition of full time to 40 hours 
would make it easier to hire. Senators 
COLLINS and DONNELLY have introduced 
the Forty Hours is Full Time Act. It 
would change the definition of full 
time in the law to 40 hours per week. 
We could be discussing that this week. 
We could have brought that up in our 
committee, had we been allowed to, or 
the SKILLS Act. 

There are 47 separate Federal jobs 
programs for which taxpayers are 
spending $18 billion. The Government 
Accountability Office says 44 of those 
programs are duplicative. The SKILLS 
Act, passed by the House, consolidates 
35 Federal programs and creates a sin-
gle workforce investment fund. Mem-
bers of the Senate have been working 
with Members of the House to see if we 
can agree on a revision of the Work-
force Investment Act. We are making 
good progress. 

If we can do a better job spending 
those dollars across America, that 
would be a good way to help create 
more jobs in America or at least make 
them easier to obtain. But we do not 
have time for that in our hearings. We 
could spend time debating amendments 
to transform long-term unemployment 
compensation into job training. But we 
do not have time for that amendment. 

Today, Americans have been out of 
work for an average of 9 months. They 
need new skills. They need skills that 
help them get a job. Then ask almost 
anyone on either side of the aisle what 
is the best long-term way to make sure 
that children of low-income families 
are prepared for a good job. Almost 
every Governor I know is focused like a 
laser on this. That is the chance to go 
to the best possible school. 

I have introduced legislation that 
would allow States, such as Tennessee 
or Maine, to take their money from ap-
proximately 80 existing federal elemen-
tary and secondary education programs 
and turn it into $2,100 scholarships that 
would follow 11 million low-income 
children to the school they attend. We 
could create $2,100 scholarships for 1 
out of 5 school-aged kids in America. 

When I say ‘‘schools they attend,’’ 
that could include a private school, if 
the State decided that. But this would 
not be a Federal mandate to that ef-
fect. The State would make that deci-
sion. It would simply make sure these 
Federal dollars follow the child to the 
school the child attends. If the State 
wants it to be public, if the State 
wants it to be on this corner, that is up 
to the State. We could offer and discuss 
that amendment. 

Why not give elementary and sec-
ondary children a ticket to a better 
school? We give them a ticket to a 
childcare development center. We did 
that in a bipartisan way last month. 
We have tickets to college. We call 
those Pell grants. Why not help them 
go to better schools? 
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Then there are other amendments 

that we think, on our side of the aisle, 
have more to do with creating jobs 
than a so-called minimum wage pro-
posal that the Congressional Budget 
Office says will destroy 500,000 jobs. 
For example, we could build the Key-
stone Pipeline, which passed the Sen-
ate last year during our budget discus-
sions 62 to 37. That would create jobs. 

We could pass trade promotion au-
thority. President Obama has asked us 
to do that. Both in Europe and in Asia, 
the President has a chance to negotiate 
trade agreements that would create 
more jobs in America as we ship auto-
mobiles and soybeans from Tennessee 
and other places to the rest of the 
world. But the majority leader of the 
Senate says: No, that is dead for this 
year. 

We could debate a proposal to reform 
the National Labor Relations Board. I 
do not like the fact that they have be-
come more of an advocate than an um-
pire, with micro unions, with ambush 
elections, with undermining state 
right-to-work laws. But Democrats 
come back and say: Well, when the Re-
publicans are in power, they are more 
of an advocate for employers. Maybe 
there is some truth to that. Let’s pass 
a law saying: It would be better to cre-
ate jobs in America if employers and 
employees could count on the NLRB to 
be a fair and unbiased tribunal, an um-
pire, not an advocate. 

We could create jobs in America and 
slow the spread of jobs to Europe from 
America by repealing the medical de-
vice tax. That also passed the Senate 
last year, 79 to 20, which means there 
are lots of Democrats for it as well as 
lots of Republicans. So as I say, the 
only thing embarrassing about these 
amendments to a jobs bill would be 
voting against them. 

On the most important issue facing 
the country, surely we can do better 
than the stale, bankrupt idea that will 
be voted on this week on the floor of 
the Senate, that according to the office 
we are supposed to trust for advice, the 
Congressional Budget Office, would, 
No. 1, destroy 500,000 jobs; No. 2, con-
centrate most of the benefits on those 
above the poverty line; No. 3, make it 
more expensive to create jobs; and, No. 
4, tax only some taxpayers for a policy 
designed to benefit the entire society. 

This kind of thinking is right in line 
with ObamaCare, Dodd-Frank, and all 
of the other policies that have spread a 
big wet blanket of rules and regula-
tions over our free enterprise system 
and made it harder to create a job and 
harder to find a job in the United 
States of America. That is why we 
have 10.5 million people unemployed in 
America today for an average of 9 
months. It is this constant parade of 
ideas that increases the big, wet, 
smothering blanket of rules and regu-
lations over the free enterprise system 
and that does nothing to make it easier 
to create jobs and easier to find a job. 

There are better ideas. Reform re-
fundable tax credits to benefit all low- 

income workers; replace long-term un-
employment compensation with job 
training; change ObamaCare’s work-
week definition from 30 hours to 40 
hours to encourage full-time work; use 
existing Federal education dollars to 
give children of low-income families a 
$2,100 scholarship to choose a better 
school. All of those would create an en-
vironment in which the job creators 
could create more jobs and in which 
these who want them could find a job 
more easily. 

That is what we should be about, in-
stead of pretending we can pass a law 
in America and give many people a 
higher income. We can do that. We can 
do that. But when we do it, make no 
mistake about it, we are destroying 
500,000 jobs and giving benefits to peo-
ple above the poverty line instead of 
below. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT FROM LAURIE ANNE PALMER, 

BURGER KING® FRANCHISEE, WATERVILLE, 
MAINE 
Chairman Harkin, Ranking Member Alex-

ander and members of this Committee, 
thank you for the opportunity to submit my 
testimony today. My name is Laurie Anne 
Palmer and I own Waterville Burger Cor-
poration which runs four Burger King® res-
taurants in the Waterville area of Maine. I 
would like to note that I am a small business 
owner; my views are my own and may not re-
flect those of the Burger King® brand. 

In 1972, my father, David Palmer, pur-
chased the only existing Burger King® res-
taurant in Maine. Over the next 8 years, my 
mother and father expanded to 5 restaurants 
around Portland and Waterville, Maine. 
After selling their Portland stores, my par-
ents formed Waterville Burger Corporation 
and began growing their operations in the 
Waterville area, eventually turning the com-
pany over to me in 1996. As a teenager and 
into college, I had worked part time in their 
restaurants, so it was a natural fit for me to 
take over upon their retirement. I’ve always 
considered my parents’ employees as my sec-
ond family, and I still do so today. 

In 1998, I was forced to close one of my res-
taurants. This restaurant was located in 
Boothbay Harbor, Maine—a very seasonal 
small fishing town. The State of Maine’s De-
partment of Transportation had rerouted the 
tourist traffic off I–95 resulting in a bypass 
of the town. My other restaurants were sup-
porting this restaurant financially and it 
just did not make sense to continue to lose 
money at that location. I have invested sig-
nificant time and money in my four remain-
ing stores, including transferring $25,000 of 
my personal savings this year alone into the 
business to keep it afloat. I will always do 
what it takes to keep my company healthy. 
Personal sacrifice is the first step in cutting 
costs. I learned this from my parents and 
will continue this method of operation. I am 
proud to employ 140 people, 30 of which are 
full time and 110 are part time. 

I am here today to talk to you about the 
Fair Minimum Wage Act of 2013 (S. 460). As 
I understand it, this bill seeks to increase 
the federal minimum wage from $7.25 per 
hour to $10.10 per hour, which equates to a 
39.3 percent increase. It would also increase 
the cash wage for tipped employees from 
$2.13 per hour to $7.07 per hour, a 232 percent 
increase. If this legislation becomes law, 
small business owners like myself—who al-
ready face minimal profit margins—will ei-

ther be forced to recoup the costs elsewhere 
or close their businesses entirely. In a busi-
ness that has been solely owned and run by 
my family, this possible outcome would be 
devastating not only for me, but for my sec-
ond family—my employees. 

THE FRANCHISE MODEL 
It is important to understand that, as a 

franchisee, the business model under which I 
operate is much different than other small 
business owners. By signing a franchise 
agreement, my businesses must carry cer-
tain trademarks and other identifiers con-
sistent with the Burger King® brand. Burger 
King® Corporation also receives a monthly 
royalty fee of 3.5 percent and a monthly ad-
vertising fee of 4 percent of my gross sales. 

As a franchisee, I am often seen as an 
agent of the brand and not a small business 
owner. In fact, my salary comes from the net 
income generated after royalty and adver-
tising fees, payroll, supplier bills, utility 
bills, and other costs associated with run-
ning my business. My net income last year 
was $35,100. In particularly slow months, I 
didn’t receive a salary at all. In the months 
devastated by weather I had to contribute 
money into the business. Further, I am cur-
rently preparing my business for the imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act (ACA), 
which is going to cost me thousands of dol-
lars, if not more. 

It is crucial to understand that, as a 
franchisee, government mandates are paid 
out of my pocket—not that of my franchisor. 
That’s why additional proposals like an in-
crease in minimum wage will put yet an-
other financial strain on my business—one 
that’s already struggling to keep its doors 
open. 

QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (QSR) INDUSTRY 
As a franchisee in the QSR industry, my 

profit margins are minimal. As a business-
person, I look at the penny profits of the 
products I sell. Data from a P&L benchmark 
report prepared by my purchasing coopera-
tive, Restaurant Services, Inc. (RSI), shows 
that, from November 2012–October 2013, the 
average net profit per Burger King® Res-
taurant was approximately $78,000. An in-
crease in the minimum wage to $10.10 per 
hour ($2.85/hour) for a small business owner 
employing 10 minimum wage workers work-
ing 40 hours per week is an increase of $59,280 
per year. Simple math reveals that an in-
crease in minimum wage to $10.10 per hour 
would reduce the average net income of a 
Burger King® franchisee to $18,720 per year— 
a figure lower than the 2014 federal poverty 
level for a family of three. For a franchisee 
like me whose net profits are less than half 
of the $77,000 average, it would simply put 
me out of business. 

Further, a calculation of profits per em-
ployee reveal that those in the QSR industry 
like me cannot afford to absorb the impact 
of costs such as a minimum wage increase. 
In fact, a study from the University of Ten-
nessee’s Center for Business and Economic 
Research concluded that the average net in-
come—or profit—per employee for those in 
the hospitality industry is $754—signifi-
cantly lower than almost every industry in 
the United States (see attached PPE Execu-
tive Summary). An increase in minimum 
wage to $10.10 per hour would cost me $5,928 
for each full-time (40 hours per week) min-
imum wage employee per year ($2.85 × 40 × 
52)—a figure far below the income generated 
per employee. Again, the math shows that I 
simply cannot afford this minimum wage in-
crease and, unless I can recoup the costs 
somewhere else, will go out of business. 

IMPACT ON MY BUSINESS 
An increase in minimum wage will directly 

and negatively impact my ability to create 
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new jobs while limiting the benefits avail-
able to my current employees. I currently 
employ 60 people who work an average of 25 
hours per week and earn the current min-
imum wage as defined by Maine law—$7.50 
per hour. All but a handful of these people 
were hired within the last 6 months. Mathe-
matically, an increase in the federal min-
imum wage would cost me an extra $3,900 per 
week or $208,000 per year ($2.60 × 25 × 60 × 52). 
As I mentioned above, my net income for 
last year was approximately $35,100—with an 
extra $208,000 in expenses, I will very likely 
be forced to close my business. 

In order to remain in business and con-
tinue to employ over 140 individuals, these 
costs must be recouped somewhere. Most 
likely, I will be forced to cut employee 
hours, increase menu prices and/or freeze all 
possible new hires. The industry has devel-
oped equipment engineered to reduce labor 
hours in the restaurant—an increase in min-
imum wage would make the purchase of this 
equipment a more likely consideration. 
These employees are my second family— 
many of them have worked for me for over 10 
years. A small handful have even been with 
me for over 20 years. Having to cut their 
hours or even lay off employees would be al-
most as devastating to me as it would to my 
employees. 

While an increase in the minimum wage 
doesn’t take into account the overwhelming 
financial burdens of ACA implementation, I 
have additional costs that are cutting into 
my already minimal profits. Increases in 
food and energy costs have been rising stead-
ily over the last several years. I must addi-
tionally consider the fact that my higher 
paid employees will also be seeking an in-
crease in pay as a result of an increase in 
minimum wage. My payroll costs are at 30 
percent of my net sales with the current 
wage structure. Simply put, another costly 
government mandate such as an increase in 
minimum wage may be the nail in my 
business’s coffin. 

THE ACTUAL ‘‘MINIMUM WAGE’’ 

In truth, the ‘‘minimum wage’’ is not a 
floor—it is an opportunity for those who may 
neither want nor have access to other em-
ployment. It is a ‘‘starting wage’’ in which 
primarily young, inexperienced workers are 
given the training and experience they would 
have not otherwise received. As a result of 
hard work and dedication, many quickly re-
ceive pay increases and are promoted within 
the organization. 

The majority of my employees have been 
promoted due to their hard work and dedica-
tion and now serve as managers in my res-
taurants. In fact, my four General Managers 
began their careers with me earning the min-
imum wage and have worked their way to 
the top position in each of my restaurants. 
All of my hourly managers began by earning 
the minimum wage and have each worked 
hard to earn a management position. I 
strongly believe in developing the talent of 
individuals. 

One hundred percent of my current staff 
starting at minimum wage are under 25. In 
fact, 47 percent of federal minimum wage 
restaurant employees are teenagers, while 71 
percent are under the age of 25. The average 
household income of a restaurant worker 
that earns federal minimum wage is $62,507. 
Minimum wage income is often a supplement 
to family wages or as ‘‘spending money’’ for 
younger workers. 

An increase in the federal minimum wage 
will likely and directly hurt those it was in-
tended to benefit. By increasing costs, small 
business owners like me will be forced to 
eliminate entry-level jobs and redistribute 

tasks to more senior employees. The avail-
ability of job opportunities for those who 
need it the most will decrease and unemploy-
ment will likely rise. In sum, a minimum 
wage increase will hurt both small business 
owners and their potential employees across 
the country—the last thing we need in an al-
ready stagnant economy. 

I’m proud of the opportunity I offer my 
employees and of course I wish I could pay 
them more, but my industry business model 
makes it very difficult. As I referenced pre-
viously, this is a labor intensive business 
with tight margins. It is challenging enough 
competing with McDonalds, Wendy’s and 
others, but when mandates like ACA and 
this proposed wage hike are thrust upon me, 
I get scared, I really do . . . for me and my 
employees. 

Thank you for the opportunity to explain 
the effect of a minimum wage increase on 
my business. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. 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. CRUZ. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

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

f 

ISRAEL 

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, every 
Member of this body has expressed our 
bipartisan commitment for the United 
States to stand resolutely with our 
friend and ally, the nation of Israel. 
Doing so is right, and it is overwhelm-
ingly in the national security interests 
of the United States of America. 

It was therefore with great sadness 
that I read this morning about the 
comments of Secretary of State John 
Kerry, who reportedly suggested at the 
Trilateral Commission that Israel 
could become an apartheid state if his 
proposed two-state solution to the 
Israeli-Palestinian peace process fails. 

Secretary Kerry has long experience 
in foreign policy, and he understands 
that words matter. Apartheid is inex-
tricably associated with one of the 
worst examples of state-sponsored dis-
crimination in history—the apartheid 
system in South Africa that was ulti-
mately brought down by the heroic re-
sistance of Nelson Mandela inside the 
country, supported by a concerted cam-
paign of diplomatic and economic sanc-
tions by the international community. 

There is no place for this word in the 
context of the State of Israel. The term 
‘‘apartheid’’ means apart, different, 
and isolated—the state of the victims 
of apartheid with which the Jews are 
tragically all too familiar. The notion 
that Israel would go down that path— 
and so face the same condemnation 
that faced South Africa—is uncon-
scionable. The United States should be 
aggressively asserting that Israel can 
never be made an apartheid nation 
while America exists and stands beside 

her because America will be with Israel 
regardless of the status of the diplo-
matic process. 

Fifteen months ago, almost to the 
day, John Kerry was confirmed by this 
body by a vote of 94 to 3. Despite my 
preference for giving the President the 
Cabinet members of his choice, I found 
that I could not join the vast majority 
of my colleagues and support his nomi-
nation because I was convinced that as 
Secretary of State, John Kerry would 
place what he considered to be the 
wishes of the international community 
above the national security interests of 
the United States. 

I fear that with these most recent ill- 
chosen remarks, Secretary Kerry has 
proven these concerns well founded. 
Rather than focusing on our clear na-
tional security interests—which is con-
tinuing to guarantee Israel’s security 
through our unquestionable commit-
ment to it—Secretary Kerry has in-
stead repeatedly demonstrated a will-
ingness to countenance a world in 
which Israel is made a pariah because 
it will not sacrifice its security to his 
diplomatic initiatives; likewise, he has 
previously suggested that Israel might 
probably be subject to boycotts for the 
same grounds. 

It is no wonder Israel’s Defense Min-
ister remarked in January that ‘‘the 
only thing that can ‘save us’ is for 
John Kerry to win a Nobel Prize and 
leave us in peace.’’ 

Indeed, my colleague, the senior Sen-
ator from Arizona, has suggested that 
the foreign policy carried out by Mr. 
Kerry is the equivalent of a ‘‘human 
wrecking ball.’’ The fact that Sec-
retary Kerry sees nothing wrong with 
making a statement comparing Israel’s 
policy to the abhorrent apartheid poli-
cies of South Africa—and doing so on 
the eve of Holocaust Remembrance 
Day—demonstrates a shocking lack of 
sensitivity to the incendiary and dam-
aging nature of his rhetoric. 

Sadly, it is my belief that Secretary 
Kerry has proven himself unsuitable 
for the position he holds and, therefore, 
before any further harm is done to our 
national security interests and to our 
critical alliance with the nation of 
Israel, that John Kerry should offer 
President Obama his resignation and 
the President should accept it. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 
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