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Iran’s nuclear weapons program and
standing up for Israel, but I sincerely
hope that we can restore regular order
and that this bill can be fully consid-
ered by all the members of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee in due
time.

Finally, there is no emergency. This
deal—if there is one—won’t be con-
cluded until the summer, so there is
plenty of time to wait until March 24,
find out whether we have a deal, and
then act to be able to be in a posture to
opine on that deal and to deal with it
accordingly. There is no reason to ac-
celerate this process in this way, to go
outside of regular order, bypass the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
and come directly to the floor.

I know I cannot object to the rule
XIV process under the rules, but I say
to my colleagues, if this is the process,
then I will have no choice but to use
my voice and my vote against any mo-
tion to proceed. I hope that is not the
case. I have worked too hard to get to
this moment. But if that is the way we
are going to proceed, then I will cer-
tainly have to vote against proceeding
at that time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose S.J. Res. 8, a misguided resolu-
tion that targets workers’ right to or-
ganize and hurts working families in
Hawaii and around the country.

Union election rules haven’t been up-
dated since the 1970s. The National
Labor Relations Board—or NLRB—is
trying to bring union election rules
into the 21st century, but today’s Sen-
ate resolution will block the NLRB’s
commonsense updates.

The right to organize is a crucial
part of our democracy. Unions have
helped build the middle class in Hawaii
and mnationwide. It is disappointing
that instead of working to create jobs
or help the middle class get ahead,
today we are debating whether to make
it harder to join a union.

Workers wishing to join a union al-
ready face many barriers. For example,
companies have significant opportuni-
ties to make their case to employees
about why they should oppose a union.
Meanwhile, unions are not allowed to
visit the worksite to make their case
for joining a union, and they do not
have access to modern contact infor-
mation such as emails and cell phone
numbers—unbelievable as that may
sound—to contact workers.

In addition, companies can delay
union elections with what amounts to
frivolous litigation and appeal after ap-
peal. Nationwide, in contested cases
workers already have to wait an aver-
age of 4 months to vote whether to join
a union.

While most employers in Hawaii
want to support their workers, there
have been those rare cases of compa-
nies exploiting the current system to
prevent workers from having a voice in
the workplace.
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Let me share a situation that hap-
pened in Hawaii where workers had not
been given a raise in 6 years. They
asked a local union for help in orga-
nizing their union. In the runup to the
union elections, the workers were
forced to attend one-on-one or group
meetings on work time where their
management could convince workers
to vote against the union. This com-
pany hired a private security firm and
posted security guards outside the vot-
ing area during the vote. Workers felt
intimidated.

The company appealed election re-
sults and NLRB rulings over and over
again, adding delay after delay and
revote after revote. In July 2005, 40
months after a petition was first filed
to hold an election, the NLRB finally
certified a union for the workers. Still,
the company continued to offer appeal
after appeal of the election results and
even fired 31 union supporters in 2007.
Finally, at the end of 2012, 10 years
later, the certified union reached its
first union contract.

Remember, I noted that where most
workplaces are organized, things are
done in 4 months. That is not always
the case. The NLRB’s updated union
election rules would help reduce this
kind of intimidation and delay, which
happens all too often, and would allow
organizers to contact workers by email
and cell phone. It is pretty astounding
that we had to have a rule change in
order to make this kind of common-
sense change available to organizers—
which, by the way, this resolution
which I ask my colleagues to vote
against disallows.

The rule will make it easier for small
businesses to follow labor election
laws. Currently, big corporations can
use expensive lawyers to litigate and
prevent union elections, while small
businesses don’t have those kinds of re-
sources.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting these modest, commonsense
updates to NLRB rules and voting no
on the resolution. Let’s stand with
working men and women in this coun-
try and support the middle class.

I want to end with a quote from one
of our labor organizers and leaders in
Hawaii, Hawaii Laborers’ business
manager Peter Ganaban. In a recent
piece in Pacific Business News, Mr.
Ganaban explained that ‘‘Hawaii’s
union climate is an extension of our
local culture of helping each other and
caring for our communities.”

Allowing workers a fair choice and a
fair chance to join a union is the least
we can do for our workers in the mid-
dle class.

I yield my time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 95, submitted earlier
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 95) designating March
3, 2015, as ‘“World Wildlife Day.”

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be
agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be considered made and laid upon
the table with no intervening action or
debate.

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

The resolution (S. Res. 95) was agreed
to. The preamble was agreed to.

(The resolution, with its preamble, is
printed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Sub-
mitted Resolutions.’”)

——————

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE NATIONAL
LABOR RELATIONS BOARD—Con-
tinued

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
am here for the main purpose of vigor-
ously opposing S.J. Res. 8, and to sup-
port the National Labor Relations
Board’s recent rule to modernize the
process that workers use if they decide
they want to form a union and bargain
collectively.

The new NLRB rule makes modest
but highly important changes to im-
prove the overall consistency and effi-
ciency of the election process, allowing
workers to vote for or against the cre-
ation of a union in a fair and timely
way. This rule is long overdue, and in
Connecticut I have seen—and in my
personal experience with the NLRB—
how important it is.

As I go around Connecticut, I con-
sistently hear of problems when work-
ers seek to gain representation to form
a union. It is cumbersome, costly, time
consuming, and is prone to needless
delays. It involves needless litigation,
and it creates uncertainty for all in-
volved. This rule change—this new
rule—is not only good for working men
and women, it is also good for busi-
nesses by reducing—and in some cases
eliminating—the cost, time, and uncer-
tainty that are aggravating and expen-
sive. It is a small step toward a level
playing field and a guarantee that com-
panies respect workers’ rights to orga-
nize and gain the benefits of union
membership.

Very simply, here is what the rule
does: It removes obstacles to forming
unions and requires businesses to post-
pone litigation over member eligibility
issues until after workers join a union.
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It cuts down on lengthy litigation that
could cause union formation to drag on
for a year or more. It modernizes the
election process. And, very impor-
tantly, it allows for the electronic fil-
ing and transmission of petitions for
union elections. Believe it or not, pre-
viously all of it had been done by fax or
mail—not exactly the latest or least
expensive technology—and it ensures
that unions and employees have
enough information about each other
so they can communicate in advance of
the election.

It streamlines the NLRB’s proce-
dures, and with all due respect to the
NLRB, what is needed there is prac-
tices that are uniform throughout the
regional offices so that organizers can
better interact with the agency. Its ef-
fect is not only on unions and busi-
nesses but also on the NLRB in speed-
ing and streamlining and improving
the way it works.

Its effects are seen in other areas too.
The opponents of this measure forget
to mention that these new rules apply
equally to both elections seeking to
certify a union and elections to decer-
tify a union. These more efficient pro-
cedures will help not only workers who
want to choose a union, it will help
workers who want to get rid of an ex-
isting union. It is a level playing field,
fairness, efficiency, less cost, and less
time.

The rule still gives employers the op-
portunity to inform workers about the
drawbacks of having a union so that
workers have a fair opportunity to de-
cide if they want union representation.
This is the epitome of fair and balanced
and more efficient kinds of rules.

The people in this body know that
the simple fact is—and folks across
America know it—the majority of
American workers want representa-
tion. Fifty-three percent of workers
want a union in their workplace, but
because of the broken election process,
fewer than 7 percent of workers are
represented. That is a stark fact. As
Ronald Reagan said, ‘‘Facts are stub-
born things.”” Thirty-five percent of the
time that workers file a petition for a
union election, they never even get to
an election.

The current election process is full of
delays and costs, and unfortunately in
many cases litigation gives way to out-
right discrimination.

According to a 2011 University of
California-Berkeley study, the longer
the delay between the filing of a peti-
tion and the election date, the more
likely it is that the NLRB will issue
complaints charging employers with il-
legal activity. In other words, basically
the election process is drawn out and
leads to growing dissatisfaction and
contempt and thereby damages every-
one.

This rule is a necessity and will have
a real impact on real people. In Con-
necticut, I have spoken to people and
heard the stories of individuals who
have been deprived or inhibited in exer-
cising their right to vote in the elec-
tion process. This process is broken.
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The new NLRB will prevent frivolous
litigation from delaying an election. I
have spoken to workers who wanted
the election to be held on a date that
was beyond the allowed waiting period.
They told me that they were told if
they didn’t back down, the employer
would ‘‘make sure the process would be
lengthy and difficult.”

The new rule will itself push back on
intimidation. In the face of these kinds
of tactics, some have persevered, but
only through tremendous resolve. They
triumphed in a seriously flawed and
failed NLRB election process.

In short, these rules are an impor-
tant step in the right direction. They
provide for free choice that is fair and
will protect both sides. They will re-
duce costs and time and litigation.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
measure as ill-conceived and ill-consid-
ered, and I hope we will preserve the
NLRB’s new rule.

I thank the Presiding Officer, and I
yield the floor.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:25 p.m.,
adjourned until Wednesday, March 4,
2015, at 9:30 a.m.

———

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate March 3, 2015:

IN THE ARMY

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED
WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND
RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 601:

To be lieutenant general
LT. GEN. KENNETH E. TOVO
IN THE AIR FORCE

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF MARK E. HEATHERLY, TO
BE COLONEL.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH KARIS K.
GRAHAM AND ENDING WITH MARVIN WILLIAMS, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY
26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JESUS A.
FLORES AND ENDING WITH ROBERT C. GOLDTRAP, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY
26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ERICA R.
AUSTIN AND ENDING WITH RICHARD G. STEPHENSON,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GERARD
IRVELT BAZILE AND ENDING WITH FREDERICK L. YOST,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF STEPHEN L. NELSON, JR.,
TO BE COLONEL.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MARY J.
ABERNETHY AND ENDING WITH KAREN B. STEINER,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH MICHAEL D.
AYRES AND ENDING WITH MICHELLE L. WAGNER, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY
26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH LAURA J.
MCWHIRTER AND ENDING WITH GREGG E. WENTWORTH,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF NICHOLAS J. ZIMMERMAN,
TO BE MAJOR.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF ERIC M. CHUMBLEY, TO BE
LIEUTENANT COLONEL.
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AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF SCOTT L. WILSON, TO BE

MAJOR.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF KIRSTEN E. DELAMBO, TO
BE MAJOR.

AIR FORCE NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH

SALVATORE PELLIGRA AND ENDING WITH REBECCA A.
BIRD, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON JANUARY 29, 2015.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF DELL P. DUNN, TO BE
MAJOR.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF LATRISE P. SEARSON-NOR-~
RIS, TO BE MAJOR.

AIR FORCE NOMINATION OF JEFFREY B. KRUTOY, TO
BE MAJOR.

IN THE ARMY

ARMY NOMINATION OF JOHN P. HARTKE, TO BE COLO-
NEL.

ARMY NOMINATION OF FRED J. BURPO, TO BE COLO-
NEL.

ARMY NOMINATION OF PAUL A. BRISSON, TO BE COLO-
NEL.

ARMY NOMINATION OF MIKELLE J. ADAMCZYK, TO BE
MAJOR.

ARMY NOMINATION OF ROBERT G. HALE, TO BE COLO-
NEL.

ARMY NOMINATION OF JOHN M. GILLIS, TO BE MAJOR.

ARMY NOMINATION OF ANDRE M. TAKACS, TO BE
MAJOR.

ARMY NOMINATION OF INES H. BERGER, TO BE LIEU-
TENANT COLONEL.

IN THE MARINE CORPS

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH
JERMAINE M. CADOGAN AND ENDING WITH AUSTIN E.
WREN, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH AN-
THONY K. ALEJANDRE AND ENDING WITH JONATHAN R.
RISSER, WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE
SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD ON JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH PAUL
M. HERRLE AND ENDING WITH ROBERT W. PUCKETT,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JAY B.
DURHAM AND ENDING WITH ANDREW K. LAW, WHICH
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY
26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH DAN-
IEL H. CUSINATO AND ENDING WITH WILLIAM C. VOLZ,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF RYAN M. CLEVELAND,
TO BE MAJOR.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH NICH-
OLAS K. ELLIS AND ENDING WITH KOLLEEN L. YOUNG,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF JONATHAN L. RIGGS,
TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH BRETT
D. ABBAMONTE AND ENDING WITH JASON E. ZELLEY,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF DAVID C. WALSH, TO
BE COLONEL.

MARINE CORPS NOMINATION OF SCOTT W. ZIMMER-
MAN, TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONEL.

IN THE NAVY

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH ALYSSA B. Y.
ARMSTRONG AND ENDING WITH KARI E. YAKUBISIN,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.

NAVY NOMINATION OF RACHEL A. PASSMORE, TO BE
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH JUSTIN R. MIL-
LER AND ENDING WITH JAMES R. SAULLO, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON JANUARY
29, 2015.

NAVY NOMINATION OF CANDIDA A. FERGUSON, TO BE
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF RICHARD R. BARBER, TO BE
COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF BENIGNO T. RAZON, JR., TO BE
LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF DONNA L. SMOAK, TO BE LIEU-
TENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF FABIO O. AUSTRIA, TO BE LIEU-
TENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF SHAWN D. WILKERSON, JR., TO
BE LIEUTENANT COMMANDER.

NAVY NOMINATION OF BUDD E. BERGLOFF, TO BE CAP-
TAIN.

IN THE COAST GUARD

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WITH GEORGE
F. ADAMS AND ENDING WITH ANDREW H. ZUCKERMAN,
WHICH NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE
AND APPEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON
JANUARY 26, 2015.
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