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10 years, we need to have more options
for veterans, and I am here today to
say that I think he has been right.
Even though defenders and advocates
of veterans hospitals and veterans sys-
tems want to make it better, we have
been slow to embrace the idea that
they want more options, but they,
along with Congress, are now willing to
accept more options, and this system
will be better because veterans will
have more choices.

There are some issues that the Vet-
erans’ Administration is clearly better
at than other facilities, and if they are
not better than anybody else in dealing
with those issues, we need to ask why.
They are better at dealing with inju-
ries that result from IEDs and explo-
sive attacks, and so they should be bet-
ter at dealing with eye injuries, loss of
limb, and rehabilitation than anybody
else in America. They should also be
better at dealing with post-traumatic
stress disorder than anybody else in
America. But there is no reason they
would be better at dealing with cancer
or a heart problem or a lung issue.
There is no reason to believe that at
all.

This is the time to really rethink not
what is best for the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration but what is best for the vet-
erans. Our goal should be doing what is
best for veterans, not what is best for
the Veterans’ Administration.

We have all seen the list, and too
many Missouri facilities are high on
that list with veterans waiting to get
service. We have all heard about the
lists and heard the stories about super-
visors from one facility after another.
And I am sure not every facility is tell-
ing the people they supervise: Here is
how we are going to manage the people
who want to be here so that it appears
we are doing a better job than we are
doing.

We have had enough of that. We have
had enough with appearing to be doing
a better job than they are doing. Now
is the time to insist that they do a bet-
ter job. I think we took a big step in
that direction yesterday.

I look forward to this bill improving
as the House and Senate work together
to bring the two bills to a final vote so
it can get on the President’s desk to be
signed into law and ultimately change
the way we deal with veterans.

While I am on the floor, I have a few
additional items to mention. My office
continues to get more letters about the
unintended consequences when govern-
ment thinks it can better manage peo-
ple’s health care than they can them-
selves. I have three examples with me
today that have come into my office
over the last few days.

Brandon from St. James, MO, said:

I purchased a separate health insurance
policy for my college-aged son because it was
cheaper than continuing to carry a family
policy. It was a good policy with a decent de-
ductible through Blue Cross Blue Shield. We
received a notice that his insurance was
going to be cancelled. This was alarming to
us and just plain wrong. The goal of
Obamacare was supposed to get more people
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insured. Instead it was doing the opposite, it
was cancelling his insurance.

Brandon goes on to say:

Then we got another notice later saying
that he could keep his current insurance
after the President decided to extend the
mandate for another year.

Brandon says now he is concerned
about what will happen—as many peo-
ple are—at the end of that year.

The more we postpone and delay and
say the law doesn’t mean what the law
says, the more we are confused. When
you have a bad law, postponing and de-
laying it has some merit.

Jerry from Jefferson City says he has
a plan with really good benefits. Under
the President’s health care plan, his
plan will now and in the future be sub-
ject to an additional tax because he
was fortunate enough to have a really
good plan.

If they are really trying to get people
the insurance they want—and hope-
fully as good an insurance plan as they
could have—that is not something you
would expect them to do.

The third example is from Earl, who
resides in Palmyra, MO. He said he is a
senior citizen and found that his long-
time preferred doctor is no longer in
the network, so he has to pay to see
the doctor he has always seen. His doc-
tor visits have gone from $20 a visit to
$45 a visit. So much for the pledge that
if you like your health insurance, you
can keep it or if you like your doctor,
you can keep him.

I hope we can find a way to rally
around the health care challenge for
everybody the way we figured out a
way to rally around the health care
challenge for veterans. We need a sys-
tem that doesn’t create all kinds of un-
intended consequences but just makes
it easier for people to have access to
the insurance they want, not the insur-
ance the government says they should
have.

I see my colleagues are joining me,
and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WALSH). The Senator from Maine.
————
TRIBUTE TO PRESIDENT GEORGE
H.W. BUSH

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor a great American,
President George Herbert Walker Bush,
on the occasion of his 90th birthday. As
I reflect upon his remarkable life, I am
amazed that he has managed to pack so
many accomplishments into just 90
short years. In fact, today President
Bush will mark this milestone by doing
what he has done on other birthdays so
many times: He will jump out of an air-
plane—or as Barbara Bush once put it,
he will jump out of a perfectly good
airplane.

President Bush has spent every sum-
mer of his life—except during the war
years—at the family home in
Kennebunkport, ME. A few years ago
his neighbors in Kennebunkport came
together to acquire a Navy ship’s an-
chor in his honor. It is a fitting tribute
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to President Bush, who so often de-
scribes Walker’s Point in Maine as his
anchor to the windward. It is fitting in
another way. As a Navy aviator in
World War II, as a Member of Congress,
as U.N. Ambassador, as an envoy to
China, as Director of the CIA, as Vice
President, and as President, George
Bush embodies the values that are the
anchor of American society. Courage,
duty, honor, and compassion define our
Nation and his life.

I am sure it is a great joy for him to
share this special day with his First
Lady Barbara Bush, who also recently
celebrated a birthday and who has done
so much to promote family literacy in
this country.

Last night our Senate colleagues
unanimously passed a resolution that I
submitted with dozens of our col-
leagues, including Maine Senator
ANGUS KING, the two Senators from
Texas, and our two leaders, wishing
both President and Mrs. Bush the
happiest of birthdays and honoring
them. The love within this extraor-
dinary family anchors their commit-
ment to one another, to their commu-
nity, to their two home States, and to
their Nation.

Another great President, Abraham
Lincoln, spoke a great many eternal
truths that still inspire us today. Noth-
ing he said was ever truer than this:

It’s not the years in your life that count.
It’s the life in your years.

President George H.W. Bush has
filled his years with a lifetime of serv-
ice and contributions marked by integ-
rity and humility. I wish him and his
family many more years of celebration,
and I thank him for his extraordinary
service and dedication to the country
he loves so much.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

———

NATIONAL SECURITY

Mr. WYDEN. Last night the Senate
passed the Intelligence authorization
bill, and it contains some very impor-
tant provisions relating to whistle-
blowers. While Senator COLLINS is on
the floor, I wish to commend her for
her extraordinary work on this issue.
She has been at this for years, and it is
a pleasure to be able to team up with
her in this effort. I think it is fair to
say both of us are very appreciative of
the work done by our chair, Senator
FEINSTEIN, who did so much to make
this possible.

I am going to be very brief. Chairman
HARKIN has some important remarks to
make this morning. He graciously al-
lowed me to go ahead of him.

I wish to reflect a little bit on where
we are with respect to whistleblowers
and the ability of intelligence agency
employees to speak out on matters
that do not affect national security but
are important to the debate about how
to ensure our country resolutely fights
terror and protects the public’s right
to know.
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I think it is fair to say—and I make
this judgment on the basis of having
been on the intelligence committee for
13 years now—that the very important
and worthwhile efforts to protect our
national security after the terrorists
murdered more than 3,000 of our people
on 9/11 were also accompanied by a lot
of overreaching by the intelligence
leadership.

In recent years I think it is fair to
say reformers have made some real
progress in our efforts to address that
overreach, and now with the PATRIOT
Act and other measures coming before
us—and the country truly under-
standing what is at stake—I think it is
going to be possible to make additional
progress.

The reason I have come to the floor
to discuss whistleblowers and the abil-
ity of intelligence employees to speak
out is a lot of the progress we have
seen recently would not have happened
without whistleblowers and without
some of the intelligence agency em-
ployees who are willing to risk their
very careers to draw attention to real
and serious problems. I also make note
of the fact that there were journalists,
journalists who worked hard to report
the facts responsibly to ensure an in-
formed public debate that is so essen-
tial to our democracy.

Here is why the whistleblower issue
is so important: There are existing
laws and regulations that say employ-
ees of American intelligence agencies
who are concerned about possible mis-
conduct, such as waste and fraud and
illegal activity, are allowed to report
that, and these laws and regulations
lay out channels for doing it.

The reality is these principles—and
the idea is that if there is misconduct
reported to one of these entities, the
oversight entity would have some op-
portunity to do something about it.
Unfortunately, reporting misconduct
by your colleagues or by your agency
does not always work out so well. That
is why rocking the boat and reporting
misconduct can sometimes be haz-
ardous for an individual’s career.

If a government employee thinks
about blowing the whistle on possible
misconduct, but can see that their su-
pervisor or someone in their chain of
command is condoning or participating
in that misconduct, the employee is
rightly going to be concerned about
possible retaliation and will not get
that promotion and might not even be
able to retain their security clearance.

So title VI of this year’s Intelligence
Authorization Act strengthens the
ability of those whistleblowers to come
forward. It prohibits retaliation
against intelligence whistleblowers
who report misconduct using approved
channels, and it includes disclosures to
the Congress or to an inspector gen-
eral. It requires the executive branch
to establish an appeals process for
whistleblowers who have their security
clearance unjustifiably revoked. Estab-
lishing these protections in statute—in
statute—in my view is an important
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advance forward. So we are making
some progress there with respect to
whistleblowers, but we are not doing so
well with respect to making sure we
are protecting the ability of our em-
ployees in the intelligence field to
speak out.

Recently the head of National Intel-
ligence issued a new policy directive
regarding agency employees’ contact
with the media. I will tell you, I am
troubled by how sweeping in nature
this is. At the outset, this is supposed
to prevent disclosures of genuinely sen-
sitive information. That is obviously
an important goal, but it is also impor-
tant to make sure that as we carry out
that provision, we do not keep employ-
ees, for example, from being able to
talk about nonclassified matters.

The new policy makes it clear that
intelligence agency employees can be
punished for having ‘‘contact with the
media about intelligence-related infor-
mation.”” Make no mistake about it,
that is so broad it could cover unclassi-
fied information. It does not lay out
any limits on this extraordinarily
broad term that I have described.

For example, is an employee’s opin-
ion about the scope of the NSA’s do-
mestic surveillance activities intel-
ligence-related information? Are pub-
licly available assessments about de-
velopments in Syria or the Ukraine in-
telligence related? This new directive
does not say that, but it certainly
points in that direction.

It becomes even more problematic if
we read further down into this new pol-
icy and review the definition of the
word ‘‘media.” It includes any person
or entity ‘‘engaged in the collection,
production or dissemination to the
public of information in any form re-
lated to topics of national security,
which includes print, broadcast, film
and Internet.” This is extraordinarily
broad. It goes well beyond professional
news gatherers to include anyone who
uses the Internet—the Internet—to dis-
seminate any information at all relat-
ing to national security topics. So if
someone is an employee of an intel-
ligence agency and if they have a fam-
ily member who 1likes to post or
retweet articles about national secu-
rity, suddenly having a conversation
with that family member about impor-
tant issues, such as NSA surveillance
or the war in Afghanistan, could lead
to them getting punished for having
unauthorized contact with the media,
which this directive says ‘‘will be han-
dled in the same manner as a security
violation” regardless of whether any
classified information is disclosed.

So I am willing to give everyone the
benefit of the doubt; that some of the
authors of this policy did not intend to
have this happen. I know that trying to
make definitions of who is and is not a
member of the media is going to be a
challenge with these new media tech-
nologies, but that does not remove the
fact that this policy is too broad, is too
sweeping. It incorporates too much of
what we want in Montana, in Oregon,
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which is to make sure our people can
talk about the policy issues that afford
them the information so they can cast
a ballot.

My hope is we can get this corrected
because I think it is going to have a
chilling effect on intelligence profes-
sionals who simply want to talk about
unclassified matters on important na-
tional security issues—such as how to
reform domestic surveillance or wheth-
er our country should go to war.

In closing—and I thank my colleague
from Iowa—we have made progress.
Back in 2012 there was an overly broad
antileaks bill reported by the intel-
ligence committee. It came out of the
committee on a 14-to-1 basis. I was the
opposing vote. At that time I knew it
was a flawed policy, but I did not even
know how flawed it was because we
were not able at the time to talk to
outside parties. When it was ready for
the floor, the country and journalists
and citizens saw how sweeping it was,
saw how flawed it was and the damage
it would have done, again, to dis-
cussing nonclassified matters, and we
got it corrected, but suffice it to say,
we are going to have a host of chal-
lenges in the years ahead. While we
have won victories—such as against
that overly broad antileaks policy,
when we were able to derail what
would have been the biggest invasion of
privacy in our country’s history, the
Total Information Awareness Program,
which was derailed because a young
person in our office found a memo that
demonstrated how sweeping it was—
while we have made progress, we have
a lot to do.

We are in better shape this morning
because of the passage of that intel-
ligence authorization bill and the addi-
tional measure of protections for whis-
tleblowers, and Senator COLLINS and
the chair of the committee, Senator
FEINSTEIN, deserve enormous credit.
But make no mistake about it; we have
a lot of work to do, and certainly that
new media policy that has come from
the Director of National Intelligence—
that is so broad, so broad it could make
it difficult to talk about unclassified
matters on the Internet—is just one ex-
ample of the kind of issue we are going
to have to zero in on in the days ahead.

I also note that our next speaker,
Chairman HARKIN, has been a great ad-
vocate on these kinds of issues as well.

I thank him for his courtesy so I
could go ahead.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

WORLD DAY AGAINST CHILD
LABOR

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, today,
June 12, 2014, is the day set aside by the
International Labor Organization to
bring attention to the tragic predica-
ment of millions of children across the
globe who continue to be trapped in
forced and abusive labor, often in ex-
tremely hazardous conditions.
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