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bit with the clock. It was good to see
the movement within the administra-
tion. When Hillary Clinton was Sec-
retary of State, she was the first Sec-
retary of State to participate in an
Arctic Council ministerial meeting. I
think that was probably prompted by
some visits she had made to view the
Arctic, including the U.S. Arctic in
Barrow, when she was a Member of this
body. But as Secretary of State she
traveled to Nuuk, Greenland in 2011. I
accompanied her. Then in 2013 Sec-
retary Kerry went to the ministerial
meeting in Kiruna, Sweden. In 2015
Secretary Kerry will again participate
in this year’s meeting in Canada, where
the Arctic Council chairmanship will
be handed over to the United States.

I started off my comments by talking
about what is going on with the weath-
er and people feeling like we are under
an Arctic siege here right now in Wash-
ington. But I think it is safe to say
that Arctic awareness is at an alltime
high. But unfortunately, the invest-
ment has not matched the interest.
One barometer of your interest when
you are talking about the Arctic is:
How do you move in the Arctic if there
is ice up there? You have to be able to
plow through some ice. This is where
an icebreaker comes into play.

But icebreakers are expensive. The
Coast Guard estimates that it is going
to be about $1 billion. It takes about 10
years to build. If I were to ask anybody
in this body how many icebreakers the
United States has, I think you would
say: Well, of course we have an ice-
breaker up there.

We have one medium-strength ice-
breaker, the Healy, which does a good
job for us. But our only Polar Class
vessel, the Polar Star is on assignment
to Antarctica for the next 5 years. We
will not see her in the Arctic for 5 full
years. The life expectancy, the useful
life of the Polar Star is only 6 to 8
years. It takes 10 years to build a new
one.

We are sitting here as a nation woe-
fully behind when it comes to Arctic
infrastructure, if you define it by
icebreaking capacity. Russia is clean-
ing our clock in terms of the number of
icebreakers they have. They have 2T7.
Our own Coast Guard’s High Latitude
Study says it is going to require six
major icebreakers—three heavy and
three medium-sized icebreakers—to
fulfill its statutory requirements.

Even China has one icebreaker. They
are building six more. India—do you
think of India as an Arctic Nation?
They are considering building an ice-
breaker. Why? Because they see the
Arctic opportunity. They want to be
part of an area on the globe that is
piquing their interest for a host of dif-
ferent reasons.

So as others in the Arctic region,
whether it is Russia or whether it is
Canada, as they continue some pretty
aggressive national plans, combined
with state investment to develop their
Arctic resources and advance com-
merce in the north, the United States
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needs to be a participant. But we need
to be more than a participant. We need
to be a leader. We lead everywhere else.
We led to the moon. We know more
about the mapping of Mars than we
know about mapping in the Arctic.

We need to step it up. It is exciting
to think that we can step it up. I am
hoping that we will be able to focus our
attention on these issues. It is not just
the resources and infrastructure that
will make the Arctic a national pri-
ority. It is not just preparing for a 2-
year chairmanship. It is about what
the vision is—the long-term vision for
the United States’ role in an emerging
part of the globe. It is as dynamic as
anyplace out there.

But we have to be ready. We lack cer-
tain basic infrastructure needs. I men-
tioned the need for an icebreaker. I am
going to be introducing legislation,
hopefully very soon, to develop a solid
foundation and put some building
blocks in place for that investment, in-
cluding a focus on obtaining more ac-
curate data for charting the Arctic. We
simply are so far behind in our hydro-
graphic charting. We need to do better
with our ice forecasting, with our
weather observation stations, with our
weather buoys, with our monitoring
out in our oceans, with just having a
level of communications and under-
standing of what we have. So, as we
look to the area, we have at least to be
able to assess the accuracy of Arctic
weather and water forecasting. We
have to be able to understand whether
we have gaps in Arctic weather and
sea-ice observing networks and the sta-
tus of our sea-ice analysis and fore-
casting services.

So we are going to be having a hear-
ing tomorrow in the energy committee.
We may be the only committee that is
open for business. We may be the only
Senators that are here in the building.
But we are going to be having the first-
ever hearing on the Arctic. I think it is
fair to say that it is not only the first
hearing in the energy committee but
the first-ever hearing on the Arctic as
a whole, instead of just bits and pieces
of it.

So I am encouraging all of my col-
leagues who may be locked out because
they could not jump on a flight quickly
enough or they could not get on the
road soon enough. But we will be hav-
ing, I think, a very informative hearing
tomorrow in the energy committee to
focus on what, again, I am calling Arc-
tic opportunities. I do not know if the
timing of the hearing was just pre-
scient on my part and that we knew
that this was going to happen. If so, I
should also do part-time work as a
weather forecaster. But I do think it is
certainly timely. In fact, it is long past
time that we focus again on an area
that hosts amazing promise and oppor-
tunity for leadership as a nation. I
would encourage all of my colleagues
to join us in this new Senate Arctic
Caucus. Embrace your inner Arctic
self. It really is a good place to be.

With that, I see that my colleague
from Wyoming is here. He has been
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very patient. As I mentioned to the
Senator from Colorado, our Presiding
Officer right now, Colorado enjoys good
benefits from the State of Alaska. For
the fine folks in Wyoming, 28 percent
of their total exports from the State of
Wyoming do go to Arctic nations. So
there is a connection. I look forward to
working with both of my colleagues as
members of the energy committee on
these issues of great importance to our
Nation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, first,
let me congratulate our colleague from
Alaska, who is the chairman of the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee. That committee is in capable
hands under her direction, whether the
Arctic—all energy. She is committed
to affordable energy, available energy,
reliable energy, secure energy, and
American energy.

So we are in good stead with the new
chairman who has taken over in Janu-
ary. As members of that committee, it
is a great opportunity for us to work
with her for affordable energy for all in
America. We have opportunities for ex-
ports, and it is good to see her contin-
ued leadership on this and other topics.

I appreciate her hard work.

————
KING V. BURWELL

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, ear-
lier today the United States Supreme
Court heard arguments in an impor-
tant case, a consequential case. It is
called King v. Burwell. This case was
brought on behalf of millions of Ameri-
cans who have been harmed by the
President’s unlawful expansion of his
unworkable and unaffordable health
care law.

Sometime before the end of June, the
Court will decide if the law passed by
Congress means what it says or if it
means what the President wishes it
said.

It looks at one very specific and very
important part of the President’s
health care law. The law says that
Washington could help subsidize the
premiums of people buying health in-
surance coverage through exchanges
established by the States. President
Obama decided that wasn’t enough. He
wanted to use taxpayer dollars on be-
half of people buying insurance in the
Federal exchange as well. That is it.
That is the legal question.

The law, written by Democrats in
Congress—written behind closed
doors—only authorized subsidies for
one group, but the President paid them
out for another group. The case is not
about the Constitution, it is about the
rule of law.

I was at the Court this morning lis-
tening to the arguments, and I expect
that the Justices will strike down the
way the President expanded the law.

Time after time this administration
has claimed power it did not have and
taken actions it cannot defend. The
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way the administration expanded the
health care law is one of the most bla-
tant of these power grabs, because
when Democrats passed the law, they
got exactly what they wanted. They re-
jected Republican idea after Repub-
lican idea that could have made this
law better. They forced it through Con-
gress with absolutely no Republican
support.

It still wasn’t good enough for the
Obama administration, so it expanded
the law some more. ObamaCare is a
minefield, and the administration re-
fused to give people the information
they need to help them navigate it.

The Obama administration knew this
court case was coming well before the
enrollment period to buy insurance for
this year even started. So did the
American President tell the American
people these subsidies might not be
legal? Did he warn people? What did
the President actually say? Did he
warn anyone signing up in the ex-
changes that they might not be seeing
the real price of any insurance they
picked? No, the President refused to do
S0.

He knew he might lose the case. He
knew it. He knew the risk he was mak-
ing people take, but the President
didn’t say a word—people who were
just trying to make the best choices
for their families. The White House did
not tell people the truth about their
options.

Several Republican Senators wrote
to the Secretary of Health and Human
Services and the Secretary of the
Treasury asking them to warn people.
We said people need this information.
There are thousands of dollars at stake
for families, and the Obama adminis-
tration should at least tell them what
might happen.

The Secretary has refused to level
with the American people.

Just the other day, the Secretary of
Health and Human Services admitted
she had no plan B. Her letter is clear
and it is consequential. She admits
that if the Supreme Court rules against
the Obama administration, the Presi-
dent does not have the authority—does
not have the authority—to use admin-
istrative actions to undo the Supreme
Court decision. The administration
purposefully waited to admit that until
after the open enrollment period ended.
It didn’t want to take the chance that
warning people might hurt its enroll-
ment numbers.

Today at the Supreme Court, several
Justices were skeptical of the adminis-
tration’s legal defense. I expect the Su-
preme Court to say the President must
enforce the law Congress has passed,
rather than the law the President wish-
es Congress had passed. If it does, it
will help rein in this out-of-control
White House. It will tell the Obama ad-
ministration it must obey the law and
that the President cannot keep making
up the rules as he goes along.

The health care law is clear. The
President was wrong to expand his
health insurance exchanges beyond
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what the law allowed. The President
was wrong to use the IRS to make up
rules and penalties. The Obama admin-
istration was irresponsible for not
warning people.

Republicans will have a plan to pro-
tect the people harmed by the Presi-
dent’s action and to create a path away
from ObamaCare. First, our plan will
help the millions of people who have
been hurt by the White House’s deci-
sion to illegally implement its health
care law. It would be unfair for families
to lose their coverage in the middle of
the year just because they believed the
false promises made by Barack Obama.
So Republicans will help Americans
keep their coverage for a transitional
period.

Second, it will give States the free-
dom and flexibility to create better,
more competitive health insurance
markets, offering more options and dif-
ferent choices at home where people
live, not decisions made in Washington.

We want to allow States to come up
with health care systems that work for
them, not the bureaucrats in the Na-
tion’s Capital. We would give every
State the ability to create a better
market, better opportunities suited to
the needs of that State’s citizens. It is
time for President Obama to stop put-
ting people through all of the pain this
law has created.

The President’s health care law con-
tinues to be unpopular, unworkable,
and unaffordable. He needs to finally
negotiate with Republicans to give peo-
ple the reform they wanted all along,
which is what people asked for—the
care they need from a doctor they
choose at lower cost.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, I
am pleased to follow my distinguished
colleague and friend from the State of
Wyoming, and I rise to talk about ex-
actly the same issue and to differ with
him, respectfully, that the current law
is unworkable, unpopular, and
unaffordable. In fact, history dem-
onstrates that it is certainly working.

In the State of Connecticut we know
well that it is working as it was in-
tended because we have a State-run ex-
change, and we have cut the number of
uninsured by one-half, while improving
health care quality, lowering Medicaid
spending, and making remarkable
achievements across a whole range of
metrics. That same story is true of our
Nation as a whole, whether there are
State-run exchanges or Federal super-
vised exchanges.

Today’s point, whether it is in the
Supreme Court or here, should be ex-
traordinarily encouraging about the
Congress’s approval of the Affordable
Care Act and the fact that it is work-
ing across the country. It is succeeding
in delivering exactly what was in-
tended, what the Congress promised,
what its advocates saw, access for all
Americans to affordable health insur-
ance.
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The ACA is working today to protect
Americans from abuses, and I saw them
literally day in and day out as attor-
ney general: people who lost health in-
surance when they got sick, people who
were denied coverage because of a pre-
existing condition, people who were
charged more because of their gender,
people who were denied the basic care
they needed and deserved for them-
selves, their children, and their fami-
lies, giving them access not only to
health care but also to work and to
family stability.

I saw every day as attorney general
how imperiled and critical health care
is in this country and how much we
need to do more and do better in this
area.

The uninsured rate in this country is
the lowest it has been in 7 years, and
we have lowered it a remarkable 25 per-
cent in just 1 year. Eight million peo-
ple have gained health insurance
through the exchanges who didn’t have
it before, and I know that States with
federally run exchanges have made im-
provements, just as Connecticut has
done, which is fully in accordance with
the absolutely crystal-clear intent of
this Congress and this law to provide
affordable health insurance for all
Americans, regardless of where they
live, what State, what ZIP Code, what-
ever their occupation and background.

Let’s be clear. As with any big law
there are kinks that need to be ironed
out, there are glitches that need to be
resolved, but the Affordable Care Act is
working now and working better every
month, every year.

The legal issue before the Court has
been debated today in depth, and I be-
lieve with the great persuasiveness—
similar to the Presiding Officer, I had
the honor to serve as a law clerk to the
Supreme Court and watch many argu-
ments. To say that today is historic I
think is true, but in my view almost
every argument before the Supreme
Court is historic in its consequences—
some more than others, but every one
is consequential because cases don’t
reach the U.S. Supreme Court unless
they are difficult and consequential,
and issues of statutory interpretation
that are said to be simple often are
more complicated than they may seem.

But I know, without a doubt, having
read this statute, that the text and
structure of the Affordable Care Act
clearly demonstrate—in fact, they un-
mistakably demand—that Federal tax
credits be available to every eligible
taxpayer in every State in this coun-
try.

I have done arguments in the U.S.
Supreme Court, and I had the honor to
be attorney general of the State of
Connecticut as well as a U.S. attorney.

Having looked at this statute as a
whole, having read the words that need
to be interpreted by the Supreme
Court, I have reached this conclusion:
Contrary to the argument of partisan
opponents, both the act itself and the
plainly overwhelming evidence from its
consideration and passage demonstrate
its nationwide scope.
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I wasn’t here at the time it was
passed, but from the legislative history
and, most important, from the struc-
ture and language of the act itself,
there seems to be irrefutably and in-
controvertibly an understanding that
tax credits would be available regard-
less of which governmental agency set
up an exchange. The act simply would
not have worked any other way and
courts have an obligation to read stat-
utes in a way that makes the most
sense in terms of the overriding intent
and purpose of the Congress.

The financial support simply, for uni-
versal coverage, would not be there
without this interpretation, a common-
sense interpretation that makes sense
of congressional intent, purpose, and
the law as a whole.

The law has given so many families
across the country access to care for
the first time. There has been an effort
to repeal this act legislatively. There
has been an effort to overturn it in the
courts. Both have failed because it is
working and because it is constitu-
tional.

A ruling for the plaintiffs in this case
that is now before the Court would not
only be contrary to law, it would be
catastrophic to millions of families
who owe their health insurance to the
structure the ACA has established. It
would be, in fact, a human tragedy as
well as a legal travesty.

There is simply no alternative that
has been offered by opponents to this
law. It is difficult therefore to see how
this misguided lawsuit is anything
other than one more cynical attempt
to repeal or overturn this law—or tor-
pedo it by any means necessary, re-
gardless of the collateral damage to
millions of innocent people who would
suffer loss of health care insurance and
health care. And the tragedy would be
not only for them but for our entire
Nation because the cost would ripple
throughout our society—the cost in
lost work; the cost in families suffering
from the consequences of bankruptcy,
which is caused most frequently by
health care-related financial issues;
the cost in the ability of our workforce
to function at the height of efficiency
that we all need; and the cost ulti-
mately in diseases that have to be
treated and ailments that have to be
addressed and preventable health care
consequences for our children. Preven-
tion is one of the most cost-effective
goals of the Affordable Care Act.

So I will work with my colleagues to
support this act and to determine what
other efforts can make progress toward
the ultimate goal that we all should
share—an America that is free from
disease or injury that will bankrupt
our families, an America that is
healthier and better able to afford
health care, and quality and timely
health treatment.

The lack of standing on the part of
these plaintiffs seems clear, but put-
ting aside all of the technical issues
and the legal debate, the Affordable
Care Act has allowed America to make
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huge, exciting strides in the direction
of better health care. So we should be
proud of the act passed by this body.
Even many of us perhaps who were not
here at the time can look forward to
how much further we can go, and
America has that fundamental obliga-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

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

——
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am back now for the 91st consecutive
week the Senate has been in session to
urge my colleagues to wake up and pay
attention to the threat of climate
change. I am delighted and proud to be
joined today by my colleague and
friend Senator BALDWIN from Wis-
consin to consider the effects of carbon
pollution in her State.

According to scientists at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison, weather
stations around the State show that
average temperatures in Wisconsin in-
creased by about 1.1 degrees Fahr-
enheit between 1950 and 2006. During
the same period Wisconsin got wetter.
Annual average precipitation increased
by almost 3 inches. These changes are
likely to continue and intensify as car-
bon pollution continues to pile up in
the atmosphere. Researchers at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison esti-
mate that by midcentury the State
could warm by 4 to 9 degrees Fahr-
enheit. By the end of the century the
climate in Wisconsin may look more
like that of present-day Missouri or
Oklahoma, raising the possibility of a
dramatic shift in the Wisconsin econ-
omy and way of life.

This winter has been pretty cold in
the BEastern United States and in Wis-
consin. So was last year. Cold arctic
air dipping down over North America
drops the mercury. As we continue into
a time of what has been called global
weirding, scientists say that climate
change may make these cold blasts
more common as it alters patterns in
the atmosphere. In a nutshell, on top of
the long-term warming trend lies
weather disorder. But the long-term
warming trend is apparent. New re-
search from UW-Madison’s Professor
Jonathan Martin shows that last year
the so-called cold pool of frigid air that
accumulates in the Northern Hemi-
sphere each winter was the smallest
since records began in the winter of
1948 to 1949. This year it is on track to
be even smaller.

Sadly, some of our colleagues just
can’t face up to the role that human
activity—such as our carbon pollution
from burning fossil fuel—plays in the
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changes we are seeing around us. One
colleague—indeed, the senior Senator
from Wisconsin—is among this group.
In January he voted against amend-
ments to the Keystone XL bill stating
that climate change is real and that
humans contribute to it. Well, in 2013
the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel—his
State’s largest paper—noted that this
type of denial was at odds with both
Wisconsin opinion and Wisconsin sci-
entific evidence. The senior Senator
from Wisconsin, wrote the paper’s edi-
torial board, ‘‘is just flat-out wrong.”’
The paper went on to say, ‘“We elect
politicians to make tough decisions
and find solutions, not to shut their
eyes and cover their ears, as Johnson
repeatedly has done on this issue.”” The
article continued: ‘‘[S]tubbornly deny-
ing the facts on climate change may be
akin to denying the facts on evolution
or whether the Earth is flat.”

Professor John Kutzbach of the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin—an elected mem-
ber of the National Academy of
Sciences—was among a group of cli-
mate scientists who in 2011 wrote to us
in Congress imploring us to take action
on climate change. Here is what the
letter said:

Congress needs to understand that sci-
entists have concluded, based on a system-
atic review of all of the evidence, that cli-
mate change caused by human activities
raises serious risks to our national and eco-
nomic security and our health both here and
around the world. It is time for Congress to
move on to the policy debate.

Well, I welcome that debate. Indeed,
the chairman of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources, Senator
MURKOWSKI, recently said on the floor
of the Senate that she hopes we can
“get beyond the discussion as to
whether or not climate change is real
and talk about . . . what do we do.” So
where is that debate? Where are the
other Republicans? Let’s finally talk
about the cost of action and the cost of
inaction.

The Wisconsin Initiative on Climate
Change Impacts was formed in 2007 by
the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources and the University of Wis-
consin Nelson Institute for Environ-
mental Studies. The scientists and pub-
lic officials in this program are doing
important work to help the State of
Wisconsin understand and prepare for
climate change. They are studying how
it will affect wildlife, water resources,
public health, and important Wisconsin
industries such as forestry, agri-
culture, and shipping and tourism on
the Great Lakes.

Climate change threatens iconic as-
pects of the Wisconsin environment
and economy. The Wisconsin Initiative
on Climate Change Impacts Agri-
culture Working Group reports that
higher summer temperatures and in-
creasing drought will create significant
stress on livestock, even touching—
dare I say it—Wisconsin’s famed cheese
industry. Victor Cabrera, an assistant
professor in the University of Wis-
consin-Madison Dairy Science Depart-
ment—they have one—says heat stress
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