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CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR
2016—MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to S. Con. Res. 11.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 31, S.
Con. Res. 11, a concurrent resolution setting
forth the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal year 2016 and
setting forth the appropriate budgetary lev-
els for fiscal years 2017 through 2025.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 2016

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 11)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2016 and setting forth the appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2017 through 2025.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time used for
my opening statement not count
against the budget resolution time.

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

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as the Re-
publican leader mentioned, it is hard to
believe that 5 years have gone by since
we passed the Affordable Care Act—but
it is true. It has been 5 years. We recall
back to that cold winter day when we
were able finally to get it done.

But to me it doesn’t seem that long
ago. The memories of what took place
to get where we did to pass that are
very fresh in my mind. It wasn’t an
easy feat. Presidents going back to
Truman and Eisenhower had tried to
pass legislation dealing with health
care, and they were all unable to do it.
So it was really a great accomplish-
ment that Congress could pass this leg-
islation.

It wouldn’t be a stretch to say that
President Obama risked his Presidency
by pushing for health care reform. It
was really a defining moment for many
people.

Republican opposition at the time
was overwhelming. No matter what we
as Democrats did or tried to do, there
was nothing we could do to get Repub-
licans to join us in giving health care
to the American people, even though
the original health care bill we passed
was Dpatterned after Republican pro-
posals. So we worked hard, and we got
it done. We pled for help, and we got
none. Republicans simply were not in-
terested in working with us to fix our
Nation’s health care system.
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Outside the Capitol, a sophisticated
and dishonest public relations cam-
paign costing huge amounts of money
was being waged against ObamaCare by
political operatives, lobbyists, insur-
ance companies, and many others. We
pressed on, and we did the very best we
could, and it was pretty good. Was it
perfect? Of course not. No legislation
is. But what we eventually passed was
and still is good for America.

I was very surprised to hear my
friend, the senior Senator from Ken-
tucky, talk about a woman from Ken-
tucky. That is very unusual, since
400,000 people in Kentucky today have
insurance because of ObamaCare that
they didn’t have before.

Five years later, I am very proud of
the work we did. I am just as proud
today as I was when President Obama
signed the Affordable Care Act into
law. ObamaCare is reducing costs, ex-
panding access, and protecting individ-
uals with preexisting disabilities.

Look at just a few of the things it
has done.

Some 16.4 million Americans now
have quality health care coverage—16.4
million.

The United States has seen the larg-
est decline in the uninsured rate—prob-
ably ever, but we will use just for pur-
poses of illustration—in decades.

In the last 18 months, the uninsured
rate for nonelderly adults has fallen by
35 percent. That is stunning.

Health care costs have grown at their
slowest level in some 50 years.

Now listen to this. Patient safety ini-
tiatives are keeping Americans safe.
Since we passed this legislation, the
number of preventable deaths at hos-
pitals and care centers has dropped by
50,000 people. That is 50,000 people who
are alive today who wouldn’t have been
had it not been for ObamaCare. That is
just one aspect of the people who are
alive today because of ObamaCare who
would not have been otherwise.

But for all of the incredible national
statistics that are available, the best
evidence that the Affordable Care Act
is working can be found in our homes,
our neighborhoods, and our commu-
nities.

This year in Nevada, ObamaCare is
making a real difference in the lives of
about 73,000 people who signed up for
coverage through the health care in-
surance marketplace. Frankly, Nevada
got off to a really slow start because
they had a contract in the State with
Xerox and they did such an awful job.
The Republican Governor of the State
of Nevada—I have applauded him in the
past and I will do it again—was very
courageous. He stepped forward and
has made a huge difference in Nevada.
Not only are Nevadans getting covered,
but they are getting tax breaks, also.
Some 65,000 Nevadans who selected a
plan on the marketplace qualified for
an average tax credit of $242 per
month. No matter what standard we
use, that is real money in the pockets
of Nevadans who are still recovering
from the economic downturn because
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of what happened on Wall Street. There
are stories just like this all across
America.

After b years, it is as clear as ever
that the Affordable Care Act is work-
ing. Americans are benefiting from in-
creased health coverage, lower costs,
and improved efficiency.

Again, 16.4 million Americans have
quality health coverage. Since 2013, the
United States has seen the largest de-
cline in the uninsured rate in decades.
In the last 18 months, the uninsured
rate for nonelderly adults has fallen by
35 percent. Health care costs have
grown at their slowest rate in 50 years.
Patient safety initiatives are keeping
Americans safe. Since 2011, the number
of preventable deaths at hospitals and
care centers has dropped by 50,000.

The ranking member of the Budget
Committee is on the floor today. One of
the great things we do not talk much
about in the Affordable Care Act is
community health centers. The good
man from Vermont, the junior Senator
from Vermont, came to me and talked
to me about community health cen-
ters. As a result of his advocacy, we
put lots of money—about $11 billion—
in the Affordable Care Act for commu-
nity health centers. It has changed the
health care delivery system in America
significantly. We must continue that
program.

The Affordable Care Act, for all the
reasons we have mentioned, is some-
thing that is really important. It is im-
portant that everyone understand how
absolutely fantastic it was for the peo-
ple of this country. After 5 years, it is
clear it is working. Americans are ben-
efitting from increased coverage, lower
costs, and improved efficiency.

I invite my Republican colleagues to
accept that ObamaCare is the law of
the land. Put aside the unrealistic no-
tions of repealing a law of which 16.4
million people now have health care.
Are we going to just drop them, be-
cause the Republican plans would just
basically drop them all?

Instead, Republicans should join with
us to help even more Americans get the
help they need. Perhaps, then, 5 years
from now Democrats and Republicans
can look back with pride, knowing that
together we helped make a good law
even better for all Americans.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I will begin
by propounding some unanimous con-
sent requests. I think these have been
agreed to on both sides.

First, I ask unanimous consent that,
for the duration of the Senate’s consid-
eration of S. Con. Res. 11, the majority
and Democratic managers of the con-
current resolution, while seated or
standing at the managers’ desks, be
permitted to deliver floor remarks, re-
trieve, review, and edit documents, and
send email and other data communica-
tions from text displayed on wireless
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personal digital assistant devices and
tablet devices. I further ask unanimous
consent that the use of calculators be
permitted on the floor during consider-
ation of the budget resolution.

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

Mr. ENZI. For the information of
Senators, this UC does not alter the ex-
isting traditions that prohibit the use
of such devices in the Chamber by Sen-
ators in general, officers, and staff. It
also does not allow the use of videos or
pictures, the transmitting of sound,
even through earpieces, for any pur-
poses, the use of telephones or other
devices for voice communications, any
laptop computers, any detachable key-
boards, the use of desktop computers,
or any other larger devices.

Further, I ask unanimous consent
that the initial debate time on the
budget resolution be allocated as fol-
lows: time until 1 p.m. equally divided
between the managers or their des-
ignees; 1 p.m. to 2 p.m. under the con-
trol of the majority; 2 p.m. to 3 p.m.
under the control of the minority; 3
p.m. to 4 p.m. under the control of the
majority; 4 p.m. to 5 p.m. under the
control of the minority; 5 p.m. to 5:30
p.m. equally divided.

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the time spent in
quorum calls requested during the
budget resolution be equally divided
and come off the resolution.

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, last week,
the Senate Budget Committee took an
important first step in helping to
change the way we do business here in
Washington—by reporting out a bal-
anced budget.

This week, we take the next step as
the Senate begins debating how best to
make the government live within its
means and set spending limits for our
Nation. But we are running out of
time, and unless we do something soon,
our Nation will be overspending nearly
$1 trillion a year. Now, that is actually
$1,000 billion a year. A trillion dollars
makes it sound rather trivial. It is
$1,000 billion a year of overspending.

Hard-working taxpayers are paying
attention. In fact, 24 States have al-
ready passed a constitutional balanced
budget amendment, and there are 10
more that are working on it. If all of
these States pass similar measures, we
will have 34 States needed for a con-
stitutional convention on a balanced
budget and we will be forced to act as
they desire. ““If it isn’t all of you,”
they are saying, ‘it will be all of us.”

Well, we are elected to represent our
constituents. In the face of such de-
mands, we should act or someday it
will be out of our hands.

One of the best ways to balance our
budget is to make our government
more efficient, effective, and account-
able. If Congress does its job, we can
have some flexibility and eliminate
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what is not working, starting with the
worst first. Then we can eliminate
waste and streamline what is left.

But to do this, first Congress must do
something it has not done in the past 8
years; that is, scrutinize every dollar
for which they have responsibility. Ac-
tually, with the billions of dollars we
spend every single year, they will be
lucky to scrutinize every million dol-
lars.

If government programs are not de-
livering results, they should be im-
proved; and if they are not needed,
they should be eliminated. It is time to
prioritize and demand results from our
government programs.

Through the process of getting the
budget together, I discovered that we
had 260 programs that have not been
authorized. What is an authorization?
Well, the committees are the people
who are kind of experts or at least have
a very concentrated concern over that
particular area. They pass the new pro-
grams—the details of the new pro-
grams: the amount that can be spent
on those programs, the way we can
measure whether they are getting
things done.

I discovered that 260 of those pro-
grams that we are still funding have
expired. Their authorization ran out.
One thing that is in those authoriza-
tions is some kind of a sunset date; and
we have passed the sunset date on 260
programs. So what? We are only over-
spending, according to the authoriza-
tion, $293 billion a year on expired pro-
grams.

Yes, some of those programs are ab-
solutely essential. What we need to do,
though, is have those committees that
have the expertise go back and review
them and reauthorize them and set the
new limits and the new matrix for
what they are supposed to be doing so
we can tell if they are doing their job.
Mr. President, 260 programs—one of
them expired in 1983; a whole bunch of
them expired before this century. So
we know this will be a challenge for
every single Member of Congress. But I
believe we are up to the task because
the American people are counting on
us.

This week hard-working taxpayers
will also get to see something they
have been waiting to see; and that is an
open and transparent legislative proc-
ess that will see Members from both
sides of the aisle offering, debating,
and ultimately voting on amendments
to this resolution.

Senate Republicans will offer amend-
ments that will enhance fiscal dis-
cipline, build a strong national defense,
boost our economic growth, tackle
ObamaCare, protect education, and
help make our government more effi-
cient, effective, and accountable to
hard-working taxpayers.

What this budget does do. We will
also hear people say what this budget
does and what it does not do. But here
is what this budget does do: It balances
the budget in 10 years with no tax
hikes. It protects our most vulnerable
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citizens. It strengthens the national
defense. It improves economic growth
and opportunity for hard-working fam-
ilies. It slows the rate of spending
growth.

It preserves Social Security by reduc-
ing spending in other areas to fully off-
set Social Security’s rising deficits and
encourages our Nation’s leaders to
begin a bipartisan, bicameral discus-
sion on how to protect and save Social
Security and avoid the across-the-
board Social Security benefit cuts that
could occur under current law. It pro-
tects our seniors by safeguarding Medi-
care from insolvency and extending the
life of the Medicare trust fund by 5
years. It ensures Medicare savings in
the President’s health care law are
dedicated to Medicare, instead of see-
ing those changes go to other programs
and more overspending.

It continues funding for the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program,
CHIP, and creates a new program based
on CHIP to serve low-income, working-
age, able-bodied adults and children
who are eligible for Medicaid. It in-
creases State flexibility in designing
benefits and administering Medicaid
programs to ensure efficiency and re-
duce wasteful spending and provides
stable and predictable funding so long-
term services and supports are sustain-
able both for the Federal Government
and the States.

So as we begin this debate this week,
it is worth noting that the strong eco-
nomic growth a balanced budget can
provide will serve as the foundation for
helping all Americans grow and pros-
per. A balanced budget allows Ameri-
cans to spend more time working hard
to grow their businesses or advance
their jobs, instead of worrying about
taxes and inefficient and ineffective
regulations. Most importantly, it
means every American who wants to
find a good-paying job and a fulfilling
career has the opportunity to do just
that.

There are problems, however, with
the family budget. Family income is
not growing as it should, and this has
dire consequences for our future. If
family income does not grow, it be-
comes very difficult for parents to pay
for their children’s education and for
their own training needs. Likewise,
slow family income growth means less
money set aside for retirement, health
care, a downpayment on a house, and
money to get the next generation
started.

Because job growth has been so slow
since the beginning of the recovery, it
is not surprising that income growth
has been slow too. A lot of people fail
to note that when jobs and incomes
slow down together, the real victims
are your hopes, your dreams, and your
aspirations. Moreover, these trends of
slow growth in jobs and incomes are
relatively related and recent.

Hardly anyone listening to me today
would be confused by the term ‘‘family
income.” It clearly means the cash
that families receive from their jobs
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and their investments. It is the stuff
that goes into a savings account, into a
retirement plan, into education for the
kids, into the household rainy day
fund. You can count it, and it is tan-
gible.

One of the other things I discovered
as I was going through this process is
we have some things we call trust
funds. I have discovered that you bet-
ter not trust them. There is no cash in
the trust funds. Normally that would
be investments that can be withdrawn
and the bills paid. I think if we really
were doing a financial statement for
the Federal Government, we would
have to move those trust funds over to
accounts payable because what is back-
ing them is the full faith and credit of
the Federal Government. I hope we can
make it so that is full faith and credit.
That is why we need to change some of
the things we are doing right now.

Last year, we spent $231 billion on in-
terest. That is on an $18 trillion debt.
In the President’s budget, that is pro-
posed to go to $780 billion. That is more
than we are spending on defense, more
than we are spending on education,
more than we are spending on almost
any other function the Federal Govern-
ment does. If $230 billion is 1 percent,
what happens if we go to the normal
rate of 5 percent? Oh, goodness, we
only get to make choices here on $1,100
billion. So virtually all the money we
have would go to interest—no national
defense, no education, no other func-
tion that the Federal Government is
involved in.

Our overspending is killing us. Yes,
there are two ways you can reduce
overspending. One is to cut spending;
the other one is to raise taxes. We are
already collecting more money than we
ever have in the history of the United
States. So how are we going to solve
this problem of the interest itself from
bankrupting us? This budget is de-
signed to put us on a path to do that.
It will not solve everything. We have
only had about 8 weeks to do what has
not been done in the budget for 6 years.
So I hope you will bear with us during
the course of this process.

I am an accountant. I am also chair
of the Senate Budget Committee, and
we have started the monumental task
of confronting America’s chronic over-
spending, tackling our Nation’s surging
debt, and balancing our Nation’s budg-
et.

Incidentally, under the President’s
budget, the overspending this year is
$468 billion. Remember when we used
to make decisions on $1,100 billion? If
the Constitutional Convention that I
talked about that the States are put-
ting together were in place—there are
24 already; another 10 makes it manda-
tory—we would have to cut 50 percent.
We are not able to do that. It was
tough enough to balance the budget
over a 10-year period. That is a tremen-
dous task we have ahead of us if we are
going to take care of balancing our Na-
tion’s debt and bringing it down to
where it is a manageable level, where
we can afford the interest on it.
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Before coming to Congress, I ran a
small business in Wyoming for many
years. I served as a mayor in my home-
town and then served in the legisla-
ture. One of the most important roles I
had was to ensure that my budgets
were balanced every year. In time, we
were even able to build some rainy-day
accounts in Wyoming. So far, there has
never been a crisis so bad that it has
rained. It is time to begin this respon-
sible accounting in Washington be-
cause while we can lie about the num-
bers, the numbers never lie.

The worst kept secret in America is
that this administration is spending
more than ever and taxing more than
ever. The President’s budget increases
taxes dramatically and still doesn’t get
us to a balanced budget. In fact, that
$468 billion in overspending this year—
in the 10th year, he projects $1 trillion,
which is $1,000 billion overspent. It
never goes down. It keeps going up. We
have to reverse that trend.

The Federal Government should
spend your tax dollars wisely and re-
sponsibly and give you the freedom and
control to pursue your future in the
way you choose. Hard-working tax-
payers deserve a government that is
more efficient, more effective, and
more accountable. That should be
something on which both parties can
agree because I never heard anybody
say they wanted a more inefficient, in-
effective, and unaccountable govern-
ment.

Runaway spending habits over the
past 6 years have created a dangerously
growing debt because the habit of
spending now and paying later is deep-
ly ingrained. Actually, under the Presi-
dent’s budget, it isn’t even paying later
that is included. Federal deficits have
hit record highs. We have overspent
nearly $1 trillion a year—that is $1,000
billion. The more Washington spends,
the more debt we owe and the more is
added to what future generations
would have to pay.

Today, America’s debt totals $18 tril-
lion. In fact, every man, woman, and
child now owes more than $56,000 on
that debt. The number is expected to
grow to more than $75,000 over the next
decade unless we make important
changes. Yes, that is every man,
woman, and child. That means some-
body born this morning owes $56,000 on
that debt.

Every dollar spent on interest on our
debt is another dollar we won’t be able
to use for government services, for in-
dividuals in need, or another dollar
that won’t be available to taxpayers
for their own needs.

It is time to stop talking and start
acting. Washington has to live within
its means, just as hard-working fami-
lies do every day. We have to deliver a
more effective and accountable govern-
ment to the American people that sup-
ports them when it must and gets out
of the way when it should. We didn’t
get here overnight, and we won’t be
able to fix it overnight, but we can
begin to solve this crisis if we act now.
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The Republicans put forward a re-
sponsible plan that balances the budget
in 10 years with no tax hikes. It pro-
tects our most wvulnerable citizens,
strengthens our national defense, and
improves economic growth and oppor-
tunity for hard-working families. A
balanced budget means real account-
ability in Washington and ensures that
programs actually accomplish what
they set out to deliver—which goes
back to my statement about 260 pro-
grams that have expired that we are
still funding to the tune of $293 billion.
A balanced budget supports economic
growth for hard-working families and
creates real opportunity for all Ameri-
cans to grow and prosper. A balanced
budget allows Americans to spend more
time working hard to grow their busi-
nesses or to advance their jobs instead
of worrying about taxes and inefficient,
ineffective regulations that drive down
their opportunities. It also means our
job creators can find new opportunities
to expand our economy. Most impor-
tantly, it means every American who
wants to have a good-paying job and a
fulfilling career has the opportunity to
do that. That is what a balanced budg-
et means for our Nation, and it is what
the American people deserve.

Congress is under new management,
and by working together to find shared
ground with commonsense solutions,
we can deliver real results and have
real progress.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you, Madam
President. Let me begin by com-
menting on a few of the thoughts
raised by my good friend Senator ENZI.

Senator ENZI says the economy today
is not where it should be, and he is
right. I don’t think anybody thinks the
economy is where it should be in terms
of low unemployment and high wages—
no debate about that. But I ask the
American people to think back 6%
years ago, at the end of President
Bush’s term, to what the economy was
like. At that point, we were not gain-
ing the 200,000 jobs a month we are
gaining now; we were losing 800,000 jobs
a month. At that point, the deficit was
not at $480 billion, where it is today; it
was at $1.4 trillion. At that point, the
stock market was not soaring, as it is
today; the American and world finan-
cial system was on the verge of col-
lapse. So let’s begin by putting issues
into perspective.

No, nobody I know thinks we are
where we should be economically in
America today, but anybody who does
not understand that despite enormous
Republican obstructionism, we have
made significant gains over the last 6%
years would, I believe, be very mis-
taken.

As we all know, the Federal budget
we are working on now is not an appro-
priations bill. It does not provide ex-
plicit funding for this or that agency.
What it does do is lay the foundation
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for that process, the total amount of
money the appropriations committees
have to spend. In other words, this
budget is more than just a very long
list of numbers. The Federal budget is
about our national priorities and our
values. It is about who we are as a na-
tion and what we stand for. It is about
how we analyze and assess the prob-
lems we face and how we go forward in
resolving those problems. That is the
task the Senate is now about to under-
take, and it is a very serious responsi-
bility.

Let’s be very clear. No family, no
business, no local or State government
can responsibly write a budget without
first understanding the problems and
the challenges it faces. That is even
more true when we deal with a Federal
budget of some $4 trillion.

As I examine the budgets brought
forth by the Republicans in the House
and here in the Senate, this is how I
see their analysis of the problems fac-
ing our country. At a time of massive
wealth and income inequality, perhaps
the most important issue facing this
country—a huge transfer of wealth
from the middle class to the top one-
tenth of 1 percent. My Republican col-
leagues apparently believe the richest
people in America need to be made
even richer.

It is apparently not good enough for
my Republican colleagues that 99 per-
cent of all new income today is going
to the top 1 percent—not good enough.

It is apparently not good enough that
the top one-tenth of 1 percent today
own almost as much wealth as the bot-
tom 90 percent. Clearly, in the eyes of
my Republican colleagues, the wealthy
and the powerful and the big campaign
contributors need even more help. Not
only should they not be asked to pay
more in taxes, not only should we not
eliminate huge loopholes that benefit
the wealthy and large corporations,
some of my Republican friends believe
we should protect these loopholes, not
change them at all or maybe even
make them wider.

It is apparently not good enough that
corporate America is enjoying record-
breaking profits and that the CEOs of
large corporations earn some 290 times
what their average employees make—
290 times more.

It is apparently not good enough that
since 1985, the top one-tenth of 1 per-
cent has seen a more than $8 trillion
increase in its wealth than it would
have if wealth and equality had re-
mained the same as it was in 1985—an
$8 trillion dollar increase in wealth
going to the top one-tenth of 1 percent.
But apparently my Republican col-
leagues not only do not talk about this
issue, they will do nothing to address
the massive wealth inequality this
country faces.

It is apparently not good enough for
my Republican colleagues that the
wealthiest 14 people in this country—14
people—have seen their wealth go up
by more than $157 billion over the past
2 years alone. Fourteen people saw an
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increase in their wealth of $157 billion,
and the Republican budget talks about
cutting food stamps and education and
nutrition, because we are presumably a
poor nation. Well, we are not a poor na-
tion. We just have massive wealth and
income inequality, so that the vast ma-
jority of people are becoming poorer
but the people on top are predomi-
nantly wealthy. That is the reality we
must address.

As manifested in the House and Sen-
ate budgets, my Republican colleagues
are ignoring a very significant reality,
and that is that millions of middle-
class and working families are people
who are often working longer hours for
lower wages and have seen significant
declines in their standard of living over
the past 40 years. My Republican col-
leagues say those people who are strug-
gling, those people who are trying to
feed their families, those people who
are trying to send their kids to col-
lege—those are not the people we
should be helping; rather, we have to
worry about the top 1 percent.

At a time when over 45 million Amer-
icans are living in poverty, which is
more than at almost any time in the
modern history of our country—and
many of these people are working peo-
ple, people who are working 40 or 50
hours a week at substandard wages—
my Republican colleagues think we
should increase poverty by ending the
Affordable Care Act, by slashing Med-
icaid, and by cutting food stamps and
the earned-income tax credit.

At a time when almost 20 percent of
our kids live in poverty—the highest
rate of childhood poverty in the indus-
trialized world—my Republican col-
leagues think that maybe we should
even raise that poverty rate a little bit
among our children by cutting
childcare, by cutting Head Start, by
cutting the refundable child tax credit,
and maybe let’s even go after nutrition
programs for hungry children.

To summarize, the rich get much
richer and the Republicans think they
need more help. The middle-class and
working families of this country be-
come poorer and the Republicans think
we need to cut programs they des-
perately need. Frankly, those may be
the priorities of some of my Republican
colleagues, but I do not believe those
are the priorities of the American peo-
ple.

Today, the United States safely re-
mains the only major country on Earth
that does not guarantee health care to
all people as a right. Today, despite the
modest gains in the Affordable Care
Act, we still have about 40 million
Americans who lack health insurance
and millions more who are under-
insured.

What is the Republican response to
the health care crisis? They want to
abolish—do away with completely—the
Affordable Care Act and take away the
health insurance that 16 million Amer-
icans have gained through that pro-
gram.

Here we have 40 million people who
have no health insurance and the Re-
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publican response is: Well, let’s make
it 56 million people. And if you add the
massive cuts they proposed to Medicaid
and the Children’s Health Insurance
Program, even millions more would
lose their health insurance.

Does anybody, for 1 second, think
this vaguely makes any sense in the
real world? People are struggling to try
to find health insurance and the re-
sponse is: Oh, let’s cut 16 million peo-
ple off of the Affordable Care Act and
millions more off of Medicaid.

While the Senate budget resolution
does not end Medicare as we know it,
unlike the House budget last year, it
does make significant cuts. Further,
when you make massive cuts to Med-
icaid, it is not only low-income people
who suffer, you are also cutting the
nursing home care for seniors. These
are elderly people—80, 90 years of age—
in a nursing home, and one might
argue these people are the most vulner-
able people in this country, the most
helpless people, fragile people, and we
are going to cut programs for them.

I have talked a little bit about the
devastating impact the House and Sen-
ate Republican budgets would have on
the American people, but I think it is
equally important, when we look at a
budget, to talk about not only what a
budget does but talk about what a
budget does not do, the serious prob-
lems it does not address.

Poll after poll tells us the American
people, when asked what their major
concerns are, almost always respond: It
is jobs, wages, and the economy. That
is, generally speaking, what Demo-
crats, Republicans, and Independents
respond. It is the economy, jobs, and
wages.

Despite a significant improvement in
the economy over the last 6 years, real
employment today is not 5.5 percent, it
is 11 percent, counting those people
who have given up looking for work
and those people who are working part
time. Youth employment, an issue we
almost never discuss, is at 17 percent,
and African-American youth employ-
ment is much higher than that.

What the American people want—and
what the Republican budget com-
pletely ignores—is the need to create
millions of decent-paying jobs. I think
if you go to Maine, to Vermont, to Wy-
oming, to California and ask people
what they want, they would say: We
need more jobs, and those jobs should
be paying us a living wage.

In my view—and in the view of many
economists—if we are serious about
creating jobs in this country, the fast-
est way to do it is to rebuild our crum-
bling infrastructure, our roads, bridges,
water systems, wastewater plants, air-
ports, rail, dams, levees, broadband in
rural areas.

According to the American Society
of Civil Engineers, we need to invest
over $3 trillion by the year 2020 just to
get our Nation’s infrastructure in good
repair. When we make a significant in-
vestment in an infrastructure, we cre-
ate millions of decent-paying jobs,
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which is exactly what we should be
doing and what our side of the aisle
will fight for, but it is an issue vir-
tually ignored by the Republican ma-
jority. Crumbling infrastructure, need
to create jobs—they don’t talk about
it.

At a time when millions of Ameri-
cans are working for starvation wages
and when the Federal minimum wage
is at an abysmal $7.25 an hour, we need
a budget that substantially increases
wages for low-income and middle-in-
come workers. In the year 2015, no one
who works in this country for 40 hours
a week should be living in poverty. I
would hope that is a tenet all of us can
agree on. No one should be making the
totally inadequate Federal minimum
wage of $7.25 an hour.

Raising the minimum wage to at
least $10.10 an hour—I personally would
g0 higher than that—would not only be
good for low-wage workers, it would re-
duce spending on Medicaid, public
housing, food stamps, and other Fed-
eral programs by some $7 billion a
year.

Sadly, when I offered an amendment
in committee that called for a substan-
tial increase in the minimum wage, not
one of my Republican colleagues voted
for it.

Well, we are going to give them an
opportunity to rethink the error of
their ways. We are going to bring an
amendment onto the floor to do ex-
actly what the American people want;
that is, significantly increase the min-
imum wage in this country, so no one
who works 40 hours a week lives in pov-
erty.

We also need pay equity in this coun-
try so women do not make 78 cents on
the dollar compared to what a man
makes for doing the same work. Fur-
ther, we need to address the overtime
scandal in this country in which many
of our people are working 50 or 60 hours
a week but fail to get time and a half
for their efforts.

I haven’t heard—I sat through all of
the committee meetings, Budget Com-
mittee meetings, I was at the markup
on Thursday—I didn’t hear one Repub-
lican word about the need for pay eq-
uity for women workers, about the
need to address the overtime scandal,
and about the need to address the min-
imum wage. These are the issues the
American people want addressed, but
look high and low in that long Repub-
lican budget, you will not find one
word addressing these issues.

I can stay in Vermont and I suspect
every State in this country, young peo-
ple and their families are enormously
frustrated by the high cost of college
education and the horrendously oppres-
sive student debt that many of them
leave school with. In fact, student debt
today at $1.2 trillion is the second-larg-
est category of debt in this country,
more than credit card debt and auto
loan debt.

Does the Republican budget do any-
thing to lower interest rates on student
debt? No. In fact, their budget would
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make a bad situation even worse by
eliminating subsidized student loans
and increasing the cost of a college
education by about $3,000 for some of
the lowest income students in America.

Does the Republican budget support
or comment on President Obama’s ini-
tiative to make 2 years of community
college free or do they provide any
other initiative to make college afford-
able? Sadly, they don’t. But what they
do is cut $90 billion in Pell grants over
a 10-year period, which would make
college even more expensive for about 8
million low-income college students.

My Republican colleagues say they
are concerned about the deficit—which,
by the way, has been reduced by more
than two-thirds since President Obama
has been in office, and we should be
clear this side of the aisle is concerned
about the deficit.

My Republican colleagues are con-
cerned about an $18 trillion national
debt, which has skyrocketed in recent
years. One of the reasons it has sky-
rocketed is that we went to war in Iraq
and Afghanistan, and the experts tell
us that by the time we take care of the
last veteran, those wars may cost over
$5 trillion, and my deficit hawk friends
on the Republican side, how did they
pay for those wars? What taxes did
they raise? What programs did they
cut? They didn’t. They put it on the
credit card. That is how they paid for
it.

What concerns me very much is that,
unfortunately, two wars unpaid for is
not enough for my Republican col-
leagues. In the committee markup they
put another $38 billion into defense
spending on the credit card—off-budg-
et.

So I think we should ask ourselves
how does it happen that the move to-
ward their balanced budget approach—
they want to cut nutrition, education,
health care, virtually every program
that working families need—but when
it comes to defense spending, another
$38 billion. That is not chump change,
even in Washington. That is off-budg-
et—no problem, just add it to the def-
icit.

When we talk about sensible ways of
addressing our deficit or sensible ways
of addressing our national debt, we
cannot ignore the reality that major
corporation after major corporation, in
a given year, pays what in taxes—20
percent, 5 percent, 10 percent, zero per-
cent. Profitable corporations such as
General Electric, Verizon, Boeing, and
many others have not only paid noth-
ing in Federal income taxes in some re-
cent years, they actually get rebates
from the IRS.

Can we talk about that issue or is the
only way toward a balanced budget to
cut programs for the elderly, the chil-
dren, and the sick and the poor?

A report from the Congressional Re-
search Service: Each and every year
profitable corporations are avoiding
about $100 billion in taxes by stashing
their profits in the Cayman islands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.
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Mr. SANDERS. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ENZI. If the Senator needs a few
more minutes——

Mr. SANDERS. I would be pleased to
split the time.

I thank my colleague. I will take a
few more minutes, and if he has more,
he could take the rest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. SANDERS. The point I was mak-
ing is if we are serious about reducing
the deficit, it is inconceivable that one
does not look at the fact that corpora-
tion after corporation is paying zero in
Federal income taxes. It is inconceiv-
able that we do not recognize that in
1952 corporations contributed about 32
percent of all Federal tax revenue.
Today, they contribute about 11 per-
cent. It is inconceivable that we do not
understand that according to the CRS,
each and every year profitable corpora-
tions are avoiding $100 billion in taxes.

How can we not look at that issue?
How could your only approach be to
make it harder for kids to go to college
or for little children to be in the Head
Start Program?

I look forward to the debate we will
be having over the next several days. I
suspect there will be a lot of amend-
ments being offered. I think it is fair to
say, on this side of the aisle, what the
amendments will be saying is that we
need to create millions of jobs. We need
to raise wages in America. We need a
tax system that is fair and does not
contain 1loopholes that allow the
wealthy and large corporations to
avoid paying their fair share of taxes.

We need a budget that says women
workers should earn the same as male
workers. We need a budget that says
we have to rebuild our crumbling infra-
structure.

I think there will be a lot of very se-
rious debates. I think the differences
between the two sides will become very
apparent, and I hope the American peo-
ple pay strong attention to this discus-
sion.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. I thank the ranking mem-
ber for his comments.

Madam President, I appreciate the
civility with which we went through
the committee process and look for-
ward to having that same civility on
the floor.

Yes, there are some very important
things for us to talk about. I have to
agree, we need to do some things. The
areas that were mentioned were taxes,
wages, health insurance, infrastruc-
ture, and student debt. We just have a
little bit different direction on how to
achieve those things, but I am hoping
we can find the common ground on
those.

The budget itself didn’t get into spec-
ificity on how to do these things be-
cause our Budget Committee—while we
have people who represent a lot of
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those different committees—don’t have
the range of expertise that the commit-
tees themselves do. So what we tried to
do in the budget was set the param-
eters for them to work in and to find
the solutions that would work best
within those parameters.

We are trying to get this budget done
by April 15. That is actually a statu-
tory deadline—it is seldom ever met—
and I intend to meet that deadline.
That is so the appropriators, the people
doing the spending bills, can actually
get started, so that for once maybe we
can have all 12 spending bills debated
on the floor, unlimited amendments, so
we can get as many of the 100 opinions
that we have—it is 300 or 400 opinions
actually—involved in the decisions on
how to best to spend the money the
United States spends.

The Finance Committee that I am
also on is actually dedicated to getting
some tax reform done. I think they will
do it in a bipartisan way. That should
eliminate some of the loopholes that
have been talked about and also clear
up some of the misconceptions there
are about some of the things.

I will conclude by talking a little
about deficit, because I keep hearing
the other side say they have reduced
the deficit in half. Yes, but the word
“deficit” is so misleading. It is not the
debt, it is the deficit. That is the
amount of overspending in any given
year. So they have reduced the amount
of overspending by one-half, but it is
still overspent by one-half. Every time
it is overspent, that adds to the debt.
That is how the $18 trillion gets to $25
trillion in the next 10 years. We have to
stop doing that. So I would appreciate
it if they would use a different word.
Somebody said it is the fiscal gap.
Well, maybe ‘‘fiscal gap” is a better
word, but it is overspending.

Now overspending can be changed in
two different ways: We can either in-
crease taxes or we can reduce our
spending on things or we can do a com-
bination of those things. Until we start
talking to each other, we won’t be
doing any combinations of anything,
probably.

So I am hoping we can have the civil-
ity we had in the committee here on
the floor and come up with solutions
for America and Americans and the
hard-working taxpayers of this coun-
try, who are really interested in all of
these topics and feel we ought to do
something about it and that we
shouldn’t just be taking a lot of lati-
tude and putting in details that maybe
aren’t there in the other’s provisions.
So I look forward to the debate.

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. BARRASSO. Madam 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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OBAMACARE

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 5
years ago today, President Obama
signed his health care bill into law.
Since then Americans have watched
their paychecks shrink because of the
law. Hard-working American taxpayers
have paid billions of dollars in higher
taxes because of the law. They have
had less health care choice because of
the law.

So what does the President say about
all of this? What does the President say
to the millions of Americans who have
had to suffer—suffer—through a long
list of costly and appalling side effects
of the President’s health care law?
Well, last week he gave a speech in
Cleveland and he said, ‘‘It’s working
even better than I expected.” He re-
peated the same thing this weekend,
saying, ‘‘It’s working even better than
I expected.”

Has the President not seen what has
happened to workers’ paychecks over
the last b years? Maybe the President
missed an article by the Associated
Press last Wednesday. The headline
was: ‘“‘Health care law paperwork costs
small businesses thousands.”” The arti-
cle said, ‘“‘Complying with the health
care law is costing small businesses
thousands of dollars that they didn’t
have to spend before the new regula-
tions went into effect.”

The article gives the example of
Mike Patton, who has a flooring com-
pany in the San Francisco Bay area.
All of the extra ObamaCare paperwork
is costing him about $25,000 a year. To
pay for it, the article said, Mike had to
“‘cut back on workers’ bonuses and
raises.” He told the Associated Press,
“They understand it didn’t emanate
from us . . . They’re just disappointed
that $25,000 could have gone into a
bonus pool.”

Mike Patton’s employees will get
less money in their paychecks because
of all the complex and costly redtape of
ObamaCare. Is that even better than
the President expected?

People are getting smaller paychecks
and they are also paying higher taxes
because of this health care law. Ac-
cording to the latest estimate by the
Congressional Budget Office,
ObamaCare will increase Washington’s
spending on health care by $1.7 trillion
over the next decade. About half of
that is for subsidies in the ObamaCare
exchanges and about half is to pay for
all of the people who have been dumped
onto a broken Medicaid system. The
$1.7 trillion has to come from some-
where, and a lot of it is coming from
hard-working American taxpayers.

ObamaCare included more than 20
tax increases on things such as medical
devices, prescription drugs, and even
on the very insurance policies that
Washington Democrats said everyone
has to buy. Why so many taxes? Why is
ObamaCare so expensive? Well, an out-
rageous amount of the money has been
wasted over the last b years.

Just the other day there was another
example that came out of Massachu-
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setts. There was a Boston Herald arti-
cle last Wednesday, March 18. The
headline was: ‘‘Health Connector offi-
cials spent $170G on perks.” The article
talks about Federal taxpayer money—
Federal taxpayer money—that was
given to Massachusetts to set up the
State’s ObamaCare exchange. The arti-
cle says:

Massachusetts Health Connector officials

behind the state’s failed health care
website—
Now, remember, the health care Web
site in Massachusetts completely
failed.

Massachusetts Health Connector officials
behind the state’s failed health care website
have racked up more than $170,000 in tax-
payer-funded expenses, including a Boston
Harbor summertime boat cruise, luxury
hotel stays, ‘‘appreciation’ meals for staff-
ers and contractors—and a $285 Obamacare
cake commemorating the launch of the Af-
fordable Care Act. . . .

According to the article, ‘‘the Con-
nector’s staff and board members
scored numerous perks even as they
spent hundreds of millions [of dollars]
to fix the state portal during its
botched Obamacare rollout.”

What does the State have to say
about this—about the kind of waste
and misuse of taxpayer money? Well,
the article actually quotes a spokes-
man for the exchange saying ‘‘we were
happy to do it.”” Does President Obama
think that kind of waste is even better
than he expected?

It seems as though the American peo-
ple see headlines like this every day
and every day they see more ways the
President’s health care law has failed
us over the last 5 years.

Let me cite one more example, and
this one concerns one of the ways
ObamaCare has meant less choice for
Americans when it comes to their own
health care. President Obama promised
you could keep your doctor. Millions of
Americans over the past 5 years have
lost access to their doctor because in-
surance plans have had to limit the
network of doctors those patients can
see. That can generate and create real
problems for people trying to use their
coverage to actually get medical care.

This is about a woman by the name
of Pam Durocher from Roseville, CA.
An article by Kaiser Health News on
February 18 told her story. The head-
line was: ‘“Even Insured Consumers Get
Hit With Unexpectedly Large Medical
Bills.” And she is insured. The article
continued: ‘‘After Pam Durocher was
diagnosed with breast cancer, she
searched her insurer’s website for a
participating surgeon to do the recon-
structive surgery.” The article said she
did her homework, so ‘‘she was stunned
to get a $10,000 bill from the surgeon. ‘I
panicked when I got the bill’”>—no sur-
prise that she panicked when she got
the bill—‘‘said the 60-year-old retired
civil servant. . . . ”

It turns out the surgeon had two of-
fices and only one of those was in the
very narrow network of the insurance
plan. The office Pam went to wasn’t in
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the network so she got a bill for $10,000.
According to this article: ‘‘Consumer
advocates say that the sheer scope of
such problems undermine promises”—
undermine promises—‘‘made by pro-
ponents of the Affordable Care Act that
the law would protect against medical
bankruptey.” It says that, ‘“‘Advocates
believe a growing number of consumers
are vulnerable.”

Let me repeat that: Advocates of the
health care law, people who voted for
it, believe a growing number—now with
the fifth anniversary of the health care
law—are vulnerable. And President
Obama said that was exactly the type
of situation his law was supposed to
prevent. Instead, it is exactly the kind
of situation his devastating health care
law has created.

The Obama administration is brag-
ging—bragging—about the number of
people covered by ObamaCare. Is this
what those people have to look forward
to? Does President Obama really think
that making people such as Pam panic
means his law is working even better
than he expected? It may be better
than he expected, but it is a lot worse
than what the American people ex-
pected. It is also a lot worse than what
they were promised.

As a doctor who has practiced medi-
cine for 25 years, I know Americans
have always wanted affordable care in-
stead of expensive Washington-man-
dated coverage. The American people
expected health care reform to give
them the care they need, from a doctor
they choose, at lower cost. Five years
ago too many Americans were paying
higher premiums. Here we are 5 years
later and Americans are paying even
higher premiums and finding it harder
to see their doctor. This isn’t what
President Obama promised and it is not
what the American people deserve.

In the coming months the Supreme
Court will rule on whether the Presi-
dent violated his own law with an un-
authorized spending and taxing
scheme. This will be a major blow to a
law that has failed Americans for more
than 5 years and will be an opportunity
to finally focus on affordable health
care. Republicans are committed to
helping the millions of Americans who
have been hurt by this law. We are
working on a plan that will deliver
freedom, flexibility, and choice to
Americans.

Five years later, the law has been
bad for patients, it has been bad for
providers, and it has been terrible for
the American taxpayers. This anniver-
sary today is not a cause for celebra-
tion. It is a call for action.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
the following articles from the Boston
Herald, the Associated Press, and Kai-
ser Health News.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Boston Herald, March 18, 2015]
HEALTH CONNECTOR OFFICIALS SPENT $170G
ON PERKS
(By Chris Cassidy, Erin Smith and Matt
Stout)

Massachusetts Health Connector officials
behind the state’s failed health care website
have racked up more than $170,000 in tax-
payer-funded expenses, including a Boston
Harbor summertime boat cruise, luxury
hotel stays, ‘‘appreciation’ meals for staff-
ers and contractors—and a $285 Obamacare
cake commemorating the launch of the Af-
fordable Care Act, a Herald review has found.

Under the Patrick administration, the
Connector’s staff and board members scored
numerous perks even as they spent hundreds
of millions to fix the state portal during its
botched Obamacare rollout. Among them:

$663 for a harbor cruise for an employee
celebration in September 2013, part of a
$1,495 total expense item that also covered
costs for Sam LaGrassa’s sandwiches and
Lizzy’s Ice Cream.

A $236 one-night stay at the Palms Hotel in
Miami, which bills itself as a beachside oasis
with ‘‘spa-inspired’” bathrooms, an on-site
spa and ‘“‘impressive views of the ocean,”
plus $944 in stays at Nine Zero and Millen-
nium Bostonian, and $352 at the Omni
Parker House.

A $285 Obamacare cake in October 2013, and
thousands for employee ‘‘appreciation’ des-
serts and catered meals for staffers and con-
tractors, including a $236 ‘‘cookie tray’ from
Metro Catering, $298 for Lizzy’s Homemade
Ice Cream, $134 for pastries from Fratelli’s
Pastry Shop and an unspecified amount from
Dandy Donuts for call-center employees in
Illinois.

About $20,400 in parking costs that officials
say the state’s taxpayer-funded Medicaid
program will ultimately cover.

All told, Connector officials ran up $171,030
in expenses in the 19 months from July 2013
through January 2015, the review found.

Connector spokesman Jason Lefferts de-
fended the expenses, noting they also include
trips to Maryland and Washington, D.C., to
meet with Obama administration officials at
an important time in the relaunch of the
website.

“We found the right path and we got a
website that worked,” said Lefferts. “In
terms of the food and the appreciation, obvi-
ously not just for staff here, but for the ven-
dors that worked for us and the navigators
that were helpful to us. If we bought them a
bagel or a sandwich in appreciation, we were
happy to do it.”

From the start, the Connector’s
Obamacare portal was plagued by embar-
rassing glitches that, among other things,
blocked people with hyphenated last names
from signing up for plans, and forced others
to falsely claim to be prison inmates or men-
tal patients before they could finish their ap-
plications. Others complained about frequent
computer crashes and long waits on the
phone.

Travel costs for board members to attend
meetings also ran high, the review found.
Former board member Ian Duncan—a Uni-
versity of California at Santa Barbara pro-
fessor—was reimbursed $16,584 for travel.

Board member Lou Malzone, who lives on
Cape Cod, expensed $11,196 for travel and ho-
tels. Malzone chalked up the costs to times
he stays overnight ahead of a board meeting,
instead of making the 75-mile, one-way trip
to and from the Cape.

‘“You tell me if you can find (a hotel) for
under $200 or $300 a night in Boston,”
Malzone said.

Other larger expense reports, he said—in-
cluding at least four that topped $1,000—are
from times he was out of town on business or
vacation and flew back for a board meeting.
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“I have a pretty good attendance record,”
he said, estimating he’s missed just four
meetings over nine years. ‘“If you’re out of
town and there’s a business meeting, I go
back, rather than do conference calls.”
[From the Associated Press, March 18, 2015]
HEALTH CARE LAW PAPERWORK COSTS SMALL

BUSINESSES THOUSANDS
(By Joyce M. Rosenberg)

NEW YORK.—Complying with the health
care law is costing small businesses thou-
sands of dollars that they didn’t have to
spend before the new regulations went into
effect.

Brad Mete estimates his staffing company,
Affinity Resources, will spend $100,000 this
year on record-keeping and filing documents
with the government. He’s hired two extra
staffers and is spending more on services
from its human resources provider.

The Affordable Care Act, which as of next
Jan. 1 applies to all companies with 50 or
more workers, requires owners to track
staffers’ hours, absences and how much they
spend on health insurance. Many small busi-
nesses don’t have the human resources de-
partments or computer systems that large
companies have, making it harder to handle
the paperwork. On average, complying with
the law costs small businesses more than
$15,000 a year, according to a survey released
a year ago by the National Small Business
Association.

“It’s a horrible hassle,” says Mete, man-
aging partner of the Miami-based company.

But there are some winners. Some compa-
nies are hiring people to take on the extra
work and human resources providers and
some software developers are experiencing a
bump in business.

Companies must track workers’ hours ac-
cording to rules created by the IRS to deter-
mine whether a business is required to offer
health insurance to workers averaging 30
hours a week, and their dependents. Compa-
nies may be penalized if they’re subject to
the law and don’t offer insurance.

Businesses must also track the months an
employee is covered by insurance, and the
cost of premiums so the government can de-
cide if the coverage is affordable under the
law.

Many companies have separate software
for payroll, attendance and benefits manage-
ment and no easy way to combine data from
all of them, says John Haslinger, a vice
president at ADP Benefits Outsourcing Con-
sulting. And early next year, employers
must complete IRS forms using information
from these different sources. The process is
more complex for businesses with operations
in different states.

Mike Patton’s health insurance broker is
handling the extra administrative chores for
his San Francisco Bay-area flooring com-
pany DSB Plus, but he’s paying for it
through higher premiums—about $25,000 a
year.

To pay for the extra services the business
is getting from his broker, Patton cut back
on workers’ bonuses and raises.

“They understand it didn’t emanate from
us,” Patton says. ‘“‘They’re just disappointed
that $25,000 could have gone into a bonus
pool.”

That kind of spending has led to a surge in
business for payroll providers, human re-
sources consultants and health insurance
brokers that track hours and keep records
for small businesses, and even file documents
with the government.

Sales have more than doubled in the last
year at human resources provider Engage
PEO. Many of its clients are small compa-
nies.

“They want to comply with the law and
don’t want to be subject to an unintended
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penalty,” says Dorothy Miraglia King, exec-
utive vice president of the St. Petersburg,
Florida-based company.

Businessolver, a company whose primary
business is creating software to help compa-
nies administer benefits, also reports an up-
tick in demand. In 2013, when clients started
becoming aware of the law’s paperwork re-
quirements, they asked for software that
could take care of all their needs, says Rae
Shanahan, a human resources executive at
the West Des Moines, Iowa, company.

““The traditional systems that people have
can’t handle it,” she says.

[From Kaiser Health News, Feb. 18, 2015]

EVEN INSURED CONSUMERS GET HIT WITH
UNEXPECTEDLY LARGE MEDICAL BILLS
(By Julie Appleby)

After Pam Durocher was diagnosed with
breast cancer, she searched her insurer’s
website for a participating surgeon to do the
reconstructive surgery.

Having done her homework, she was
stunned to get a $10,000 bill from the sur-
geon.

“I panicked when I got that bill,” said the
60-year-old retired civil servant who lives
near Roseville, Calif.

Like Durocher, many consumers who take
pains to research which doctors and hos-
pitals participate in their plans can still end
up with huge bills.

Sometimes, that’s because they got incor-
rect or incomplete information from their
insurer or health-care provider. Sometimes,
it’s because a physician has multiple offices,
and not all are in network, as in Durocher’s
case. Sometimes, it’s because a participating
hospital relies on out-of-network doctors, in-
cluding emergency room physicians, anes-
thesiologists and radiologists.

Consumer advocates say the sheer scope of
such problems undermine promises made by
proponents of the Affordable Care Act that
the law would protect against medical bank-
ruptcy.

“It’s not fair and probably not legal that
consumers be left holding the bag when an
out-of-network doctor treats them,” said
Timothy Jost, a law professor at Washington
and Lee University. Jost said it’s a different
matter if a consumer knowingly chooses an
out-of-network doctor.

Durocher learned only after getting her
surgeon’s bill that just one of his two offices
participated in her plan and she had chosen
the wrong one. She said the doctor’s staff
later insisted that they had raised the issue
during her initial consultation, but she
doesn’t recall that, possibly because she was
distracted by her cancer diagnosis.

Adding insult to injury, insurers are not
required to count out-of-network charges to-
ward the federal health law’s annual limit on
how much of their medical costs patients can
be asked to pay out of their own pockets.

Efforts by doctors, hospitals and other
health providers to charge patients for bills
not covered by their insurers are called ‘‘bal-
ance billing.”” The problem pre-dates the fed-
eral health law and has long been among the
top complaints filed with state insurance
regulators.

Because the issue is complex and pits pow-
erful rivals against one another—among
them, hospitals, doctors and insurers—rel-
atively few states have addressed it. What
laws do exist are generally limited to spe-
cific situations, such as emergency room
care, or certain types of insurance plans,
such as HMOs.

The federal health law largely sidesteps
the issue as well. It says insurers must in-
clude coverage for emergency care and not
charge policyholders higher copayments for
ER services at non-network hospitals, be-
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cause patients can’t always choose where
they go. While the insurer will pay a portion
of the bill, in such cases, doctors or hospitals
may still bill patients for the difference be-
tween that payment and their own charges.

That means that in spite of having insur-
ance, a consumer involved in a car wreck and
taken to a non-network hospital might re-
ceive additional bills, not just from the hos-
pital, but from the radiologist who read his
X-rays, the surgeon who repaired his broken
leg and the laboratory that processed his
blood tests.

NETWORKS GET NARROWER

Advocates believe a growing number of
consumers are vulnerable to balance billing
as insurance networks grow smaller in the
bid to hold down costs.

For example, there were no in-network
emergency room physicians or anesthesiol-
ogists in some of the hospitals participating
in plans offered by three large insurers in
Texas in 2013 and 2014, according to a survey
of state data by the Center for Public Policy
Priorities, a Texas advocacy group.

Smaller networks are also becoming more
common in employer-based insurance: About
23 percent of job-based plans had so-called
“narrow networks’ in 2012, up from 15 per-
cent in 2007, according to a May report from
the Urban Institute and Georgetown Univer-
sity Center on Health Insurance Reforms.

To protect consumers, advocacy groups, in-
cluding Consumers Union and the American
Cancer Society Cancer Action Network,
want regulators to strictly limit balance
billing when an insured person gets care in a
medical facility that is part of an insurer’s
network.

‘“Without protection from balance billing,
the cost of out-of-network care can be over-
whelming,” wrote Consumers Union in a re-
cent letter to the National Association of In-
surance Commissioners (NAIC), which is up-
dating a model law that states could adopt
to regulate insurance networks.

NAIC’S current draft does not directly ad-
dress the issue of balance billing and con-
sumer efforts have drawn sharp opposition
from insurers, hospitals and doctors.

Some states have taken other steps to pro-
tect consumers:

Earlier this month, California set out new
rules requiring some insurers to provide ac-
curate lists of medical providers in their net-
works.

New Jersey specifies that insurers guar-
antee that certain providers be available
“within 20 miles or 30 minutes average driv-
ing time.”

Colorado insurers must pay non-network
medical providers their full charges, not dis-
counted network rates, for care at in-net-
work hospitals.

In Maryland, insurers must pay for ‘‘cov-
ered services,”” which includes emergency
care, but the state sets standardized pay-
ment rates.

Starting in April, New Yorkers won’t face
extra bills for out-of-network emergency
care, when an in-network provider is un-
available or when they aren’t told ahead of
time that they may be treated by a non-par-
ticipating provider. Instead, the bills must
be settled in arbitration between the pro-
viders and the insurance companies.

COST TRADE-OFFS

Insurers defend the move to smaller net-
works of doctors and hospitals as a way to
provide the low-cost plans that consumers
say they want. Since insurers can no longer
reject enrollees with health problems or
charge them more, the plans are using the
tools left to them to reduce costs.

If regulators required them to fully cover
charges by out-of-network doctors, that
could reduce ‘‘incentives for providers to

S1683

participate in networks” and make it harder
to have adequate networks, America’s
Health Insurance Plans, the insurers’ trade
group, and the Blue Cross Blue Shield Asso-
ciation wrote in a joint letter to the NAIC.

It would also raise premiums.

Instead, AHIP says, states could require
out-of-network doctors to accept a bench-
mark payment from insurers, perhaps what
Medicare pays, rather than balance billing
patients.

Physicians, meanwhile, blame insurers for
inadequate networks.

“It is the limited coverage, not the physi-
cian bill, which is the cause of the unfair-
ness,” the Texas Medical Association wrote
to the NAIC.

At the very least, doctors and hospitals say
insurers need to do a better job of educating
policyholders that their plans may not cover
care provided by some doctors and hospitals.

“There’s no ‘free’ anywhere,” said Lee
Spangler, vice president of medical econom-
ics with the Texas Medical Association.
“You either pay for the coverage through
premiums, or you pay for service when you
receive it.”

Doctors choose whether to balance bill, he
added—and some don’t.

But he noted that patients ‘‘have received
professional services in the expectation that
they will get alleviation of what ailed them,
and the physicians provided it in the expec-
tation they would be paid. There’s no in be-
tween,’”’ Spangler said.

For patients like Durocher, who got billed
even after doing everything she was told, the
only recourse is to negotiate with the physi-
cian or hospital to ask them to lower or drop
the charges.

“Fortunately for me,”” Durocher said, ‘‘this
doctor was very nice and wrote off almost
$7,000 of the bill.”

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

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

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, today
marks the fifth anniversary of the
signing of the so-called Affordable Care
Act. Of course, few people are actually
celebrating.

Five years—that is a long time, more
than long enough for us to evaluate the
impact of the law to determine if it is
working. On that question, I think the
answer is clear: The President’s health
care law is not working—mot even
close.

Most Americans recognize this. They
have seen how the law has failed to de-
liver on the many promises that were
made at the time it was passed, and
they want a change. I will have more
to say on the change in just a few min-
utes. For now, I would like to take
some time to talk about the lessons we
have learned over the last 5 years.

If we think back to 2009 and early
2010, when ObamaCare was being de-
bated in Congress, we will remember a
number of promises that the law would
actually reduce the cost of health care
in this country. Those were big prom-
ises. After all, costs represent the big-
gest barrier to health care in the
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United States and are, by almost all
accounts, the top concern for health
care consumers. We simply cannot ade-
quately reform health care without re-
ducing costs, and on that count alone
ObamaCare is a miserable failure.

For example, under the law, we have
seen premium hikes. Studies have
shown the health care law increased
costs in the individual insurance mar-
ket by as much as 50 percent in 2014
alone. This year, we have already seen
a 4-percent increase for benchmark
plans in the health insurance ex-
changes. Moreover, a recent report by
Avalere Health found premiums in the
most popular exchange plans increased
by an average of 10 percent in 2015.

In addition to these spikes, which
some might try to write off as isolated,
premiums have increased faster overall
under ObamaCare. According to a re-
cent report by the National Bureau of
Economic Research, 2014 premiums in
the nongroup health insurance market
grew by 24.4 percent, on average, com-
pared to what they would have been
had the law never been passed.

Looking to the future, costs are pro-
jected to continue going up. According
to the Congressional Budget Office,
premiums will increase by about 6 per-
cent per year over the next 10 years.
This increase can be attributed to a
number of factors, including high de-
mand for expensive medical care, high-
er provider rates as enrollment in-

creases, uncertainty created by hap-
hazard regulatory changes under
ObamaCare, and the failure of the

plans to attract enough young and
healthy consumers.

Of course, none of these increased
costs are surprising. Despite the prom-
ises made by the President and his al-
lies in Congress that ObamaCare would
actually reduce costs, numerous stud-
ies and projections indicated that costs
would be on the rise after the law was
implemented. Indeed, those of us who
opposed the law have been noting this
almost nonstop for the last 5 years.

As we can see, the President’s health
care law is a failure on its own terms.
The law is named the ‘‘Affordable Care
Act.” The promise to reduce the cost of
health care is right there in the name,
and, by any measure, the law has failed
to live up to this promise.

Of course, the failure to bring down
costs isn’t the only problem we have
seen with regard to ObamaCare. An-
other major problem is the lack of se-
curity and failed oversight of the on-
line marketplace, which has put con-
sumers’ personal information at risk of
fraud or theft.

It started with a lack of preparation.
Two government watchdogs—the GAO
and HHS Office of Inspector General—
found that healthcare.gov was given a
green light to launch, even though it
was not adequately secure. It contin-
ued with weak security.

Shortly after the launch of the ex-
changes, GAO found security problems
in State computer systems that link to
the Federal network and warned ‘‘in-
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creased and unnecessary risks remain
of unauthorized access, disclosure, or
modification of information collected
and maintained by HealthCare.gov.”’

CMS did take action to lower those
risks, but even with those changes in
place, the HHS OIG—Office of Inspector
General—remained concerned about se-
curity issues, including the use of
encryption technology that did not
meet government standards.

I was one of the first Members of
Congress to note these security prob-
lems, and I introduced legislation to
address some of them. Sadly, with the
Democrats in charge of the Senate, the
legislation did not go anywhere, and
the results were predictable.

In late 2013 and early 2014, cyber se-
curity experts warned the
healthcare.gov Web site was vulnerable
to hacking, and, sure enough, in July
of last year, the site was hacked, re-
sulting in the upload of malicious code.

These security problems are a prime
example of how careless and haphazard
the Obama administration has been as
it has tried to implement the Afford-
able Care Act. Sadly, there are even
more examples, many of which directly
impact the lives and livelihoods of the
American people.

As this tax session has commenced,
we have seen how the health care law—
and the administration’s poor manage-
ment of it—has resulted in frustration
and delay for hard-working taxpayers.
Let’s talk about that frustration.

According to H&R Block, in the first
6 weeks of this tax-filing season, 52 per-
cent of customers who enrolled in in-
surance through the State or Federal
exchanges had to repay a portion of the
advanced premium tax credit they re-
ceived under ObamaCare. That same
report found that individuals, on aver-
age, are having to repay about $530,
which is decreasing their tax refunds
by an average of roughly 17 percent.

Now let’s talk about delay.

On February 20, 2015, the Obama ad-
ministration announced that due to an
error in the health care law, they sent
out about 800,000 incorrect tax state-
ments relating to form 1095-A, meaning
that hundreds of thousands of Ameri-
cans may be seeing delays in their tax
refunds this year.

These are just some of the problems
hard-working taxpayers are facing as
they try to deal with ObamaCare dur-
ing this tax season.

While the ramifications to taxpayers
are significant, the overall impact on
America’s budget is even greater. The
total overall cost of ObamaCare so far
has numbered in the tens of billions of
dollars, and we are barely through the
first phases of implementation.

In numerous areas, taxpayers have
been left on the hook for funds that
were doled out for ObamaCare to
States, corporations, and contractors
with little or no accountability. Unfor-
tunately, a significant portion of that
money resulted in no benefit whatso-
ever to the taxpayers.

Last week, the Finance Committee
held a hearing on the anniversary of
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ObamaCare, where I noted five specific
misuses of taxpayer funds that have re-
sulted from ObamaCare. In just these
five areas, roughly $5.7 billion went to
projects that added absolutely no
value. Those examples of wasteful
spending bear repeating.

No. 1, failed State exchanges. Accord-
ing to CRS—the bipartisan Congres-
sional Research Service—$1.3 billion in
taxpayer funds have been spent on
State exchanges that failed and were
never operational.

No. 2, consumer-oriented and oper-
ated plans or co-ops. CMS has loaned
$2.4 billion to 24 co-ops, one of which
failed before it enrolled anyone. When
all is said and done, nearly half of this
money will be lost due to defaults or
artificially low interest rates, and CMS
has no plans to recoup any of these
funds, meaning a total cost to tax-
payers of around $1 billion.

No. 3, healthcare.gov Web site. The
failures of the Federal insurance mar-
ketplace are well documented. Despite
fixes that eventually came to the Web
site, the total cost of the failed enroll-
ment system surpassed $2 billion.

No. 4, Serco. This contractor was
awarded $1.2 billion to manage paper
applications during the first enroll-
ment period of the health care law. Of
course, very few of the applications re-
ceived were on paper, and Serco em-
ployees had little to do. One former
employee felt ashamed after leaving
the company and reached out to the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch, saying:

I feel guilty for working there as long as I
did. It was like I was stealing money from
people.

No. 5, marketplace navigators. The
administration has spent over $120 mil-
lion on the Navigator Program for the
2014 and 2015 open enrollment periods.
With enrollment in the exchanges sur-
passing 11 million individuals, the effi-
cacy of the Navigator Program has yet
to be determined. The overall value of
the Navigator Program is, at best, in-
conclusive, and, at worst, it represents
more wasted taxpayer dollars.

These are just five examples of the
misguided, poorly defined, and improp-
erly managed aspects of the health
care law. There are, of course, many
others.

Finally, there are the unilateral
changes the administration has made
to delay, extend or modify elements of
the Affordable Care Act without action
or even input from Congress. I have
been on the floor a number of times to
talk about the overreach on the part of
the administration when it comes to
implementing ObamaCare, so I will not
go into excruciating detail today.

We all know those abuses have taken
place. It is no secret. Without statu-
tory authority, the administration
twice delayed the employer mandate.
They created a transition period out of
thin air so the President could pretend
that his promise that ‘‘if you like your
health care plan, you can keep it was
not a lie. There have been numerous
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other exemptions and special enroll-
ment periods created to help the ad-
ministration avoid negative fallout
from patients and the business commu-
nity—and it wasn’t true that ‘‘if you
like your health care plan, you can
keep it.”

All told, the Obama administration
has made literally dozens of unilateral
changes to the health care law, appar-
ently recognizing that, as drafted, the
law is as problematic as its critics have
said.

I could go on, but I think I have suffi-
ciently made some of the points that
need to be made. The so-called Afford-
able Care Act is, by any objective
measure, a dismal failure. While its
proponents continue to cherry-pick fa-
vorable data points in order to fool the
American people into thinking the law
works, the majority of us know the
truth: It is time for a change.

It is no secret that I support a com-
plete repeal of the President’s health
care law, but a simple repeal isn’t good
enough. We need to replace ObamaCare
with health care reforms that will ac-
tually work.

That is why I have joined my col-
leagues Senator BURR and Chairman
UpTON of the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee in unveiling the Pa-
tient CARE Act, a legislative proposal
that will actually reduce the costs of
health care in this country, while giv-
ing people more rights to choose what
kind of health care for which they
want to pay money.

Our proposal is a serious, workable
solution to the problems caused by the
Affordable Care Act. It is out there for
everyone to see. I, once again, encour-
age all of my colleagues to look it over
and provide us with your thoughts and
input on our ideas. We would be inter-
ested in hearing from you. If those
ideas can be improved, we are certainly
interested in improving them.

Once again, the 5-year anniversary of
the Affordable Care Act is hardly cause
for celebration, but it should be a time
for all of us—particularly those who
supported the law at the outset—to re-
flect on the last 5 years and decide how
we want to move forward when it
comes to the Nation’s health care sys-
tem. I hope our colleagues will think
about that. This bill was passed
through both bodies on a totally par-
tisan vote, with 100 percent of the
Democrats voting in each body.

I think I have made a pretty compel-
ling case for why the current law isn’t
working and why we need to go in a
different direction. I hope eventually
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle will reach this same conclusion so
we can work together to come up with
a health care system and health care
set of laws that will work, do good for
the American people, and give us some
element of respectability in the Con-
gress that I think the Congress needs
at this particular time.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The Senator is recognized.

NEGOTIATIONS WITH IRAN

Mr. COTTON. Madam President, this
week we will debate the budget. The
key part is the military budget, one
part of our government where the
strategy and threats must drive the
budget, not vice versa. The greatest
threat to our national security is a nu-
clear-armed Iran, and this man, Aya-
tollah Khomeini, the Supreme Leader
of Iran.

Last week marked Nowruz, the be-
ginning of the Persian New Year. On
the occasion we were treated to speech-
es by President Obama and Iran’s Su-
preme Leader, Ayatollah Khomeini. I
have to say, President Obama’s speech
was ill-advised. He spoke to the Iranian
people directly, asking them to press
their leaders and speak up in support of
a nuclear agreement.

Let’s be clear about one thing: Ira-
nians who speak up tend to disappear
into secret prisons or wind up hanging
from cranes by the neck. Worse, by act-
ing as if public opinion matters to the
Ayatollahs, President Obama is treat-
ing Iran as if it were a legitimate de-
mocracy, not a brutal theocratic dicta-
torship. No President should legitimize
such a regime, which emboldens the
dictator and undermines the Iranian
people struggling under his yoke.

But today I want to focus on the
speech of this man, Ayatollah Kho-
meini, the Supreme Leader of Iran. The
Ayatollah gave his speech on Saturday,
just 2 days ago. It may have escaped
your attention, but it was not exactly
a New Year’s message filled with bless-
ings of hope and peace.

Ayatollah Khomeini has never been a
great admirer of America, of course. He
sometimes likes to refer to us as the
“Great Satan.” During his Nowruz
speech, he whipped the crowd into fren-
zied chants of ‘‘death to America.”
What was his response to that chant?
He said, ‘“Yes, certainly, death to
America.”” Death to America. That was
just 2 days ago.

Remember, this is the leader with
whom the United States is negotiating
today, a theocratic tyrant who, in the
middle of nuclear negotiations, chants
““‘death to America.” I suggest that we
rethink the wisdom of granting nuclear
concessions to such a man.

Unfortunately, Ayatollah Khomeini
may know his negotiating partners
somewhat better than they know
themselves, for the Ayatollah also ob-
served, ‘‘Iran’s enemies, particularly
America, are moving forward with pru-
dence and diplomacy. I understand
them. They know what they are doing.
They need these negotiations. America
needs the nuclear negotiations.”

Regrettably, he is right when he says
he understands his enemies, since the
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West, especially the President, acts as
if we need these negotiations more
than Iran does. After all, we had Iran
on its knees in 2013 when President
Obama gave Iran billions of dollars in
sanctions relief for merely starting ne-
gotiations. The West has extended ne-
gotiations twice in exchange for noth-
ing. The President has also made a se-
ries of one-sided concessions from
Iran’s uranium enrichment capabilities
to the length of a nuclear agreement.
So, yes, unfortunately, Ayatollah Kho-
meini is correct when he says he under-
stands his enemies.

Let’s consider what he said about the
negotiations in this light. This past
weekend, the Ayatollah emphasized,
“We are absolutely not negotiating or
holding discussions with the Americans
over regional or domestic issues and
neither over weapons capabilities.”
Again, he is absolutely right. Iran has
a ballistic missile program, which it
only needs if it wants to strike the
United States or our European allies,
because it already has missiles capable
of striking Israel or anywhere else in
the Middle East. Yet we have removed
its missile program from the negoti-
ating table, just as we have removed
the possible military dimensions of its
nuclear program from the table, even
though that is critical to under-
standing how far they have progressed
toward a bomb.

It is not just their weapons capabili-
ties. Note that the Ayatollah also said
Iran is not negotiating over regional
issues. He made this point repeatedly,
saying also, ‘“We are not negotiating
with the Americans over regional
issues. U.S. goals in the region are in
complete contrast with our goals,”
and, ‘‘Negotiations with the U.S. are
only over the nuclear issue, and noth-
ing else. Everyone should be aware of
this.”

By ‘‘regional issues’” and ‘‘our
goals,” to be clear, Ayatollah Kho-
meini means Iran’s drive for regional
hegemony. The outlaw Assad regime in
Syria is more beholden to Iran than
ever. Iranian-aligned militants have
seized the capital of Yemen, causing
the American Embassy to close and our
troops to evacuate. Iranian-backed and
Iranian-led Shiite militias are slowly
taking over Iraq, and Lebanon remains
subject to Hezbollah, Iran’s terrorist

proxy.
Despite this multifront aggression,
President Obama is compartmen-

talizing the nuclear negotiations as if
Iran’s drive for hegemony and its pur-
suit of nuclear weapons are distin-
guishable and unrelated rather than
springing from the regime’s revolu-
tionary mnature. In fact, President
Obama reportedly wrote a private let-
ter to Ayatollah Khomeini—his fourth
private letter to the Ayatollah—in part
reassuring him that the United States
would not undermine Assad’s regime in
Syria. Is it any wonder then that the
Ayatollah boasts the negotiations are
so limited? Is it any wonder what Aya-
tollah Khomeini said this weekend
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about sanctions relief? President
Obama and Secretary Kerry keep in-
sisting that sanctions can only be lift-
ed gradually as Iran demonstrates com-
pliance with any deal. The Ayatollah is
having none of that. He said this past
weekend: ‘‘The lifting of the sanctions
is part of the issues being negotiated
and not the outcome of the negotia-
tions.” In other words, in exchange for
the Ayatollah’s ephemeral and easily
reversed promises, ‘‘sanctions must be
lifted immediately following an agree-
ment.” That is not a splittable dif-
ference. And let’s just say our side’s
history of one-sided concessions in
these negotiations does not inspire
confidence that we will preserve a
sanctions regime that we took decades
to assemble fully.

Finally, Ayatollah Khomeini wants
the world to know that Iran will not be
bound in perpetuity by any deal, no
matter its terms. He said: ‘““The Ameri-
cans keep saying that there should be
irreversibility in the terms Iran ac-
cepts and the decisions it makes. We do
not accept that.” The Ayatollah is
happy to pocket concessions now for
billions of dollars in sanctions relief
and international legitimacy while pre-
serving the option of going nuclear in
the future, much as North Korea did
after the 1994 Agreed Framework. I un-
derstand why Ayatollah Khomeini
would want that deal, but why would
we?

This is the man with whom we are
negotiating. Evil men rarely cloak
their wicked intent, and I urge my fel-
low Senators and all Americans to pay
careful attention to Ayatollah Kho-
meini’s words both this past weekend
and more generally. When someone
chants, ‘“Yes, certainly, death to Amer-
ica,” we should take him at his word
and we should not put him on a path to
a nuclear bomb. Those words are ap-
palling enough. Let’s not give him the
ability to act on them.

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

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

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I was
in the House of Representatives for 16
years, and I have been in the Senate
now for 8 years. During all of that
time, this country faced and still faces
a major health care crisis.

As the Presiding Officer knows, the
United States is the only major coun-
try on Harth that does not guarantee
health care to all of our people. Today,
despite the modest gains of the Afford-
able Care Act, which I will discuss in a
moment, we still have about 40 million
Americans without any health insur-
ance. By the way, despite so many un-
insured and so many underinsured, we
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end up paying, by far, per capita the
highest costs of any country.

How does it happen? Millions of peo-
ple are uninsured, millions more are
underinsured, and we end up paying per
capita almost double what any other
Nation faces.

Now, I was in the Congress during the
yvears of the Bush administration, and I
waited eagerly to hear what my Repub-
lican colleagues had to say about tens
of millions of people without any
health insurance and about the cost of
health care being so expensive. I waited
and I waited, and my Republican col-
leagues had nothing to say. Appar-
ently, the private insurance companies
were doing just great under that sys-
tem. Drug companies were charging
our people the highest prices in the
world under that system. What is there
to complain about? What is there to
worry about? So 40 million, 50 million
people have no health insurance and
people can’t afford health care, but it
is no problem for my Republican col-
leagues.

Five years ago, the Congress, with no
Republican support, passed the Afford-
able Care Act. Let me be very clear. I
voted for the Affordable Care Act. I
will be the first to say that the Afford-
able Care Act has many problems and,
in fact, in many ways, it did not go
anywhere near as far as it should have
gone. By far, it is not a perfect piece of
legislation. Yet I still wait to hear
what my Republican colleagues have to
say about how we address the health
care crisis, other than doing what they
are doing in this budget, which is to re-
peal the Affordable Care Act com-
pletely.

Let’s take a look at what the Afford-
able Care Act—ObamaCare—has ac-
complished, which they want to end
completely. After 5 years of the Afford-
able Care Act, more than 16 million
Americans have gained health cov-
erage. Many of those people never had
health insurance in their entire lives.
Many of those people were getting
their health care through the emer-
gency room at outrageously high costs.
Since 2013, we have seen the largest de-
cline in the uninsured rate in decades,
and the Nation’s uninsured rate is now
at the lowest level ever recorded.

Just since October 2013, the unin-
sured rate for nonelderly adults has
fallen by 35 percent, and 16 million
more Americans have health insurance.

Republican response: Get rid of the
ACA; throw 16 million Americans off of
health insurance.

Since the Affordable Care Act was
enacted, health care prices have risen
at the slowest rate in nearly 50 years.
All of us can remember 7, 8, 10 years
ago health care insurance rates with
increases of 20, 30 percent. Since the
Affordable Care Act was enacted,
health prices have risen at the slowest
rate in nearly 50 years. Are they going
up? Yes, they are, but at the slowest
rate in nearly 50 years.

Thanks to exceptionally slow growth
in per-person costs throughout our
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health care system, national health
care expenditures grew at the slowest
rate on record—on record—from 2010
through 2013. Are we making progress
in controlling the growth in health
care costs? Yes, we are.

Republican response: Throw it out.

Ten million low-income Americans
are now able to get health insurance
through Medicaid. And if one is a low-
income American struggling to make
ends meet and not able to afford health
care, in many instances, this is health
insurance that saves one’s life. It saves
one’s life because they now have the
opportunity—maybe for the first time
in years—to be able to go into a doc-
tor’s office because they have Med-
icaid.

Republican response: Throw it out; 10
million low-income Americans no
longer have health insurance.

All of us remember not so many
years ago, before the ACA. You have
health insurance for your family, and
when your child reaches the age of 21,
that child is now off of your health in-
surance plan. So we have huge unin-
sured numbers for young people in this
country who are no longer able to be
on their parents’ health insurance
plan.

Under the Affordable Care Act, some
5.7 million young adults have been able
to stay on their parents’ policies. The
uninsured rate for young adults has
dropped by 40 percent. I would like to
see it drop even more than that, but 40
percent is nothing to sneeze at.

The Republican response: Let’s make
sure all of these young people from 21
to 26 rejoin the ranks of the uninsured.

One of the great scandals that ex-
isted in this country before we had the
Affordable Care Act—when we think
back on it, people find it hard to be-
lieve—somebody was diagnosed with
diabetes, with cancer, with heart dis-
ease, with AIDS, or whatever it may
be, and that person walked into an in-
surance company and said: I need some
insurance. They filled out forms. The
insurance company said: Oh, you had
breast cancer 3 years ago; we are not
going to insure you. You had diabetes;
you are not going to get insurance. So
the people who needed insurance the
most were the people least likely to be
able to get insurance. Can we imagine
that—for people who had a history of
heart disease, a history of cancer,
scared to death it may reoccur, in ab-
solute need of insurance, insurance
companies said: No. We can discrimi-
nate against you. You are sick, you
may get sick again, and we will have to
pay out money. We don’t want your
business. Well, the ACA did something
about that. It should have never been
allowed to happen in the first place. It
provides protections for people with
preexisting conditions.

Republicans want to end the ACA.
That is in this budget. They want to
get rid of it. So for those people who
have serious illnesses, understand that
if the Republicans succeed, people may
not be able to get health insurance, be-
cause we will go back to a time when
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companies could discriminate against
people with serious illnesses.

Before the ACA, many individuals
couldn’t gain access to health insur-
ance for a variety of ‘‘illnesses,” in-
cluding pregnancy. I guess pregnancy
is an illness for which a person doesn’t
deserve insurance. It doesn’t make a
lot of sense to most Americans, but
that is what will reoccur if the Repub-
licans are successful.

Millions of seniors in this country
are struggling in terms of how to pay
for their medicines. The cost of medi-
cine in America is very high—the high-
est of any country on Earth. The Af-
fordable Care Act moves to close the
doughnut hole, which means money
that has to come out of seniors’ own
pockets. If the Republican budget gets
passed and if that gets implemented
into law, seniors will now be paying
significantly more for their prescrip-
tion drugs. The Affordable Care Act in-
cludes important health care for sen-
iors in the doughnut hole, including 45-
percent discounts on the cost of their
drugs, but allowing the full price of the
drug to be counted toward the amount
they need to spend to get out of the
hole.

The Affordable Care Act gives people
access to free preventive care that
keeps them healthy and out of the hos-
pital.

The Affordable Care Act ends dis-
crimination against women by health
insurance companies so that they don’t
have to pay more for health insurance
simply because they are a woman. Are
we going to go back to the days when
because a patient was a woman, she
had to pay more for health insurance
than a man? I certainly hope not. But
that is what happens if we end the Af-
fordable Care Act.

The Affordable Care Act protects
against a practice by insurance compa-
nies of including lifetime limits in
their policies. Prior to the ACA, many
insurance plans included lifetime lim-
its—a limit on the amount of coverage
that plan would provide an individual
or a family in their lifetime. So, in
other words, if somebody was racking
up large claims because they were seri-
ously ill, the insurance company said:
Sorry, that is it. We are not going to
pay any more. Are those the days we
want to go back to?

I think we can all agree the Afford-
able Care Act is far from perfect. In my
own view, we should provide health
care to every person in this country as
a right, and I would do it through a
Medicare-for-all program. Other people
have different ideas. But it is hard for
me to imagine anyone thinking that
the solution to America’s health care
problems today is simply to eliminate
the Affordable Care Act.

Let me change topics and take a
broader look at the Republican budget
going beyond the Affordable Care Act,
which they want to abolish.

The question we have to ask our-
selves is whether we are such a poor
country that we should move toward a
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Republican budget which forces more
and more people to have no health in-
surance; which makes it harder for
working families to send their kids to
college; which makes it harder for low-
income families to send their kids to
Head Start; which cuts back on nutri-
tion programs, whether it is the Food
Stamp Program, the Meals on Wheels
program, the WIC Program; which
helps people who are struggling, lit-
erally, to try to come up with the in-
come to adequately feed themselves.
We have many people in this country
who are actually hungry, and the Re-
publican budget cuts those programs.
Are we such a poor country that those
are the choices that stand before us? I
think not. I think the facts are quite
the opposite. I think the facts tell us
that the United States of America is,
in fact, the wealthiest country on this
planet. In fact, we have never been a
more wealthy country. We are not a
poor country. We are an extremely
wealthy country.

The problem we face is that we have
a grotesque level of income and wealth
inequality such that tens of millions of
families are struggling economically
and many are hungry, while at the
other side, people on top are doing phe-
nomenally well. But when you add it
all together, it turns out that we are a
very wealthy country. And the idea
that people would come forward and
say: We are going to make it harder for
low-income families to feed their kids,
we are going to make it harder for
working-class families to send their
kids to college, and we are going to
make it harder for working families to
get their kids into childcare is a to-
tally absurd argument. We are not a
poor country.

Let me demonstrate how we are not
a poor country. When some of us talk
about the rich getting richer, that is a
general statement. Let me be more
specific. From the year 2013 to the year
2015, the wealthiest 14 Americans—14
people—increased their net wealth by
more than $157 billion over the last 2
years. The wealthiest 14 billionaires in
America saw their net wealth increase
by more than $157 billion from 2013 to
2015.

Let me be even more specific, and
tell me whether this is a poor nation
that cuts kids off of health insurance,
a poor nation that denies nutrition to
families who need it, a poor nation
that cuts back on Meals on Wheels for
elderly, low-income seniors. Here is
what is going on in this ‘‘poor nation.”
From March of 2013 to March of 2015,
Bill Gates, the wealthiest person in
America, saw his wealth increase by
$12.2 billion, going from $67 billion to
$79 billion in 2015. During that period,
Warren Buffett saw his wealth increase
by $19 billion—one guy in 2 years.
Larry Ellison saw his wealth increase
by $11 billion. The Koch brothers saw
their wealth increase by almost $18 bil-
lion in a 2-year period. The Waltons
saw huge increases in their wealth—
they are the wealthiest family in
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America—Christy Walton by $13.5 bil-
lion, Jim Walton by $13.9 billion, and S.
Robson Walton by $13 billion. Michael
Bloomberg saw his wealth increase by
$8.5 billion. Jeff Bezos’s wealth went up
by $9.6 billion. Mark Zuckerberg’s
wealth went up by $20 billion, Sheldon
Adelson’s by $9.5 billion, Larry Page’s
by $7.6 billion, and Sergey Brin’s by
$6.4 billion. These are just the top 14.
Added together, their wealth increased
by $157 billion.

This is a reality my Republican
friends don’t want to deal with. They
do not want to ask the wealthiest peo-
ple in this country—many of whom are
paying an effective tax rate lower than
that paid by truckdrivers and nurses—
to start paying their fair share of
taxes. Their solution to the deficit
problem is to cut programs for working
families, the elderly, the children, the
sick, and the poor.

Despite the fact that the billionaires
of this country are doing phenomenally
well, their view is, oh no, we can’t go
to those guys. They may be potential
campaign contributors. We are going to
go after the elderly—they don’t con-
tribute a whole lot. Elderly people on
the Meals on Wheels program, elderly
people making $14,000 a year—they
have no political power here in Wash-
ington. They have no lobbyists out
there. We will just go after the working
families, the poor, the elderly, the chil-
dren, the sick. They are easy. They are
not actively involved. Many of them
don’t even vote. We can go after them,
but we have to protect the interests of
the wealthy and the powerful.

At a time when the richest 400 Amer-
icans paid a tax rate of just 16.7 per-
cent in 2012—the second lowest on
record—the Republican budget does
nothing to ask the wealthiest Ameri-
cans to pay their fair share of taxes to
create jobs or reduce the deficit. They
are immune. The rich get richer, but
leave them alone. No problem. Working
families pay a higher effective tax rate
than billionaires—not a problem be-
cause we are going to cut the deficit by
going after the most vulnerable people
in this country, the people who don’t
have a lot of political power.

While the effective tax rate of large,
profitable corporations was just 12.6
percent in 2010 and corporate profits
are at an alltime high, the Republican
budget does nothing to end the out-
rageous loopholes that allow major
corporations to avoid $100 billion a
year in taxes by shifting their profits
to the Cayman Islands and other off-
shore tax havens.

Now, why would you ask large, prof-
itable corporations that in some cases
pay zero in Federal income taxes to
start paying their fair share of taxes?
These are powerful people. These are
people who have lobbyists all over Cap-
itol Hill. These are people who make
campaign contributions. Why would we
ask them to start paying their fair
share of taxes?

At a time when billionaire hedge
fund managers on Wall Street pay a
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lower effective tax rate than a truck-
driver or a nurse, the Republican budg-
et does not eliminate the carried inter-
est loophole that will cost the Federal
Government $16 billion in lost revenue
over the next 10 years. The Republican
budget protects over $40 billion in un-
necessary and expensive tax breaks and
subsidies for oil and gas companies
even as the five largest oil companies
alone made more than $1 trillion in
profits over the last decade. Ask large,
profitable oil companies to pay more in
taxes? Don’t be ridiculous—not when
you can cut programs for hungry kids
or cut Head Start or cut Pell grants for
working-class young people.

Let me tell you what this budget
does do. At a time when millions of
Americans are working longer hours
for lower wages, the Republican budget
paves the way for a tax hike averaging
over $900 per person for 13 million fami-
lies—3$900 apiece for more than 13 mil-
lion families with 25 million children—
by allowing the expansions of the
earned-income tax credit and the child
tax credit to expire.

So we can’t ask billionaires who are
doing phenomenally well to pay more
in taxes. That we don’t do. We can’t
ask corporations that stash their
money in tax havens in the Cayman Is-
lands to start paying their fair share of
taxes. We can’t do that. But what we
can do is impact the lives of millions of
working families by allowing the
earned-income tax credit and the child
tax credit to expire. In other words, we
raise taxes for low-income Americans
and working-class Americans and the
middle class, but we do not ask the
wealthy and large corporations to pay
a nickel more in taxes.

Further, the Republican budget paves
the way for a tax hike of about $1,100
for 12 million families and students
paying for college by allowing the
American opportunity tax credit to ex-
pire. So if you are a family trying to
send your kid to college, you are going
to have to pay more because our Re-
publican colleagues are allowing the
American opportunity tax credit to ex-
pire.

The Republican Senate budget would
balance the budget on the backs of the
elderly, the children, the sick, and the
most vulnerable people in our society.
It would slash investments in edu-
cation, health care, nutrition, and af-
fordable housing, while paving the way
for another unpaid war by significantly
increasing defense spending. It also
would not ask millionaires, billion-
aires, and profitable corporations to
contribute one penny for deficit reduc-
tion. No, it is only working families,
the middle class, and low-income peo-
ple who have to help us with deficit re-
duction, not billionaires or large cor-
porations.

As we all know, the budget we are de-
bating today is not an appropriations
bill; it is a budget bill, which, by the
way, is filled with magic asterisks—
those little asterisks which tell us
nothing about how Republicans are
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going to be moving toward a balanced
budget. But by making over $5 trillion
in budget cuts over the next decade—$5
trillion—reasonable estimates have
been made about the harm those cuts
would do to the American people.

At a time when the cost of college
education is becoming out of reach for
millions of Americans, the Republican
budget would eliminate mandatory
Pell grants, cutting this program by
nearly $90 billion over 10 years, which
would increase the cost of a college
education to more than 8 million
Americans.

Take a deep breath and think about
this. Young people all over this coun-
try—and I know this because at a lot of
Vermont high schools, when you talk
to kids, they are wondering how they
are going to be able to afford to go to
college. They are worried about the
high cost of college. The Republican
solution is to cut—eliminate manda-
tory Pell grants, cutting this program
by over $90 billion during a 10-year pe-
riod. So what they are doing is making
a very difficult situation even more
difficult in terms of enabling the mid-
dle-class and working families in this
country to be able to send their kids to
college.

I think everybody who has children
or grandchildren understands that we
have a major preschool and childcare
crisis in this country, and in Vermont
and all over this Nation, it is very dif-
ficult for middle-income Americans to
find decent, quality, affordable
childcare or preschool education for
their kids. Within that context of a cri-
sis in childcare, the Republican solu-
tion is to give us a budget that would
mean that 110,000 fewer young people,
young children, would be able to enroll
in Head Start over the next 10 years.

So we have a crisis in terms of higher
education, and what they do is cut
back on Pell grants, making it harder
for families to send their kids to col-
lege. We have a crisis in childcare, and
what the Republicans do is cut back on
Head Start, meaning that 110,000 fewer
young children would be able to get
into the Head Start Program. Under
the Republican budget, 1.9 million
fewer students would receive the aca-
demic help they need to succeed in
school because of some $12 billion in
cuts to the title I education program.
The Individuals With Disabilities Edu-
cation Act would be cut by $10 billion
over the next decade, which would shift
the cost to States and local school dis-
tricts and could lead to increased prop-
erty taxes for millions of Americans.

At a time when there are more than
20 million hungry Americans, peobple
who in the course of the week are not
quite sure how they are going to get
the food they need to survive, when
many working families are running to
emergency food shelters in order to get
the help they need to feed their fami-
lies, the Republican budget would take
some 1.2 million women, infants, and
young people from the WIC Program,
or the Special Supplemental Nutrition
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Program for Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren, which goes to pregnant women
and new mothers. They would cut that
by $10 billion over a 10-year period, im-
pacting some 1.2 million women, in-
fants, and young children.

Once again, we do not ask billion-
aires to start paying their fair share of
taxes, but we tell the pregnant mother
or the mother of a young child that the
nutrition programs she has been re-
ceiving to make sure her kids are eat-
ing well are going to be cut by $10 bil-
lion over a 10-year period.

I come from a cold-weather State,
and we have had a very rough Feb-
ruary. Only yesterday, the weather in
my hometown was about 10 degrees.

Under the Republican budget, up to
900,000 families would be denied the
help they need to stay warm in the
winter and cool in the summer by cuts
to the LTIHEAP program, or the Low In-
come Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram—a $5 billion cut over the next
decade impacting some 900,000 families.
Many of the people on LIHEAP are sen-
iors—a good percentage of them. These
are elderly people without a lot of
money in cold-weather States trying to
keep warm in the wintertime. We are
going to see a $5 billion cut in that pro-
gram over the next decade.

In Vermont, and I think in many
parts of this country, we have a real
housing problem for low-income peo-
ple. The cost of rent in many cases is
much more than people can afford.
People are spending 40, 50 percent of
their limited incomes on rent.

To address that problem, the Repub-
lican budget would kick nearly half a
million families off the section 8 af-
fordable housing program and out of
their homes by cutting section 8 by $46
billion over a 10-year period.

So you have low-income people all
over this country—and I see it every
day in Vermont—paying 40, 50, 60 per-
cent of their income for rents, and
what the Republican budget does is it
cuts $46 billion over 10 years from sec-
tion 8 housing, again, making a bad sit-
uation worse.

At a time when real unemployment
is 11 percent, the Republican budget
cuts job training and employment serv-
ices for more than 2 million Americans.

So what we have is a budget which in
many ways is a Robin Hood budget in
reverse. At a time when the rich are
getting richer and the middle class is
getting poorer, the Republicans take
from the middle class and working
families to give more to the rich and
large corporations.

The Republican budget has a set of
priorities that are way, way, way out
of touch with where the American peo-
ple are.

During the next week, there are
going to be a number of amendments
being offered by Members on our side
which will create jobs for the unem-
ployed, raise wages for low-income
workers, address the overtime -crisis
facing millions of Americans who are
not getting time and a half when they
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should, provide pay equity for women
workers, address this issue of tax
breaks for the rich and large corpora-
tions, which are unconscionable and
unsustainable. That is what we will be
doing. I look forward to that debate
and those amendments.

I note that Senator MARKEY is on the
floor and has asked for 10 minutes.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I wish
to follow on the comments that were
being articulated by the Senator from
Vermont. He has done an excellent job
laying out these issues for the Amer-
ican people to deliberate upon this
week as we debate the budget of the
United States of America.

Right now, millions of Americans are
gripped by March Madness and the
Final Four showdown, but for our Na-
tion’s seniors and the middle class, the
real March madness is happening in
Congress with the proposed Republican
budget.

Our country isn’t like the big dance.
Our country was not built on a zero-
sum game, where one side wins and the
other side loses. But that is exactly
what this Republican budget does. It
picks winners, and it picks losers.

Let’s take a look at the GOP’s budg-
et brackets. The Republican final four
features their perennial favorites. In
the first game, they have seniors
versus special interests.

Well, in this Republican budget, it re-
moves 11 million families from Med-
icaid, including 400,000 seniors in my
State of Massachusetts alone. It turns
Medicare into a voucher program. It
forces millions of seniors, including
80,000 in Massachusetts who receive
Medicare, to pay $1,000 more for their
prescription drugs next year. It does all
of this while preserving tax breaks for
special interests, such as the deduc-
tions for corporate jets and for ship-
ping jobs overseas.

The budget preserves billions for
atomic bombs of the past—supported
by the defense industry—which is why
I introduced legislation today to cut
$100 billion over 10 years from our
bloated nuclear weapons program.

So there are no surprises yet in the
GOP budget bracket. Special interests
advance and seniors lose. That is the
first match. Seniors lose. It is not un-
expected.

In the next game, it is a battle of
generations. It is the old guard of Wall
Street against the new blood of our Na-
tion, our students. So what does the
GOP budget do?

Well, it cuts 8 million Pell grants for
college students by almost one-third,
making college less affordable for mil-
lions of young people and their fami-
lies. It yanks 100,000 children from the
Head Start Program over the next 10
years. It does all that while not meet-
ing the needs of the Wall Street cops
on the beat at the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, and it puts Amer-
icans at risk from predatory lenders
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and credit card scams by continuing
the GOP effort to kill the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau. So in the
battle between the Wall Street board-
rooms and America’s classrooms, it is
the big money over the little guy yet
again.

In the next David versus Goliath
matchup, it is America’s working fami-
lies against billionaires. Surely the
spirit and character of America’s work-
ing families is deserving of a win. But
there is no Cinderella story with the
Republican budget. That is because it
kicks nearly 900,000 families off of low-
income energy assistance. So families
will need to decide between heating
and eating.

This budget includes $660 billion in
cuts over the next decade to Federal
programs that lift up our most vulner-
able, such as food stamps, school
lunches, school nutrition programs—
slashed, slashed, slashed. According to
the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities, 69 percent of nondefense cuts in-
cluded in the House and Senate budget
resolutions come from these programs
that serve the poor, the sick, and the
needy in our society.

This budget sticks to the Republican
policy of not increasing the minimum
wage, Kkeeping millions of Americans
who want to get into the middle class
out of the game. Are the billionaires
asked to do more with less? Do they
have any tax breaks taken away? Do
they pay a little more to make sure the
less fortunate are better off?

No, the Republican refs make sure
that the Republican playing field re-
mains tilted in their favor. It is an-
other win for the rich.

Now, the matchup we have all been
waiting for is the Big Oil juggernaut
against clean energy and climate
change. In a Republican Senate, Big Oil
is undefeated, but can upstart Amer-
ican clean energy companies pull out a
win? Well, the Republican budget pro-
tects billions of dollars in subsidies to
the o0il companies while Kkilling the
wind energy tax credit. The Republican
unwillingness to extend the tax credit
has already cost us 30,000 American
jobs in the last few years.

Republicans continue to deny the ex-
istence of climate change by stopping
funding to protect communities
against sea level rise and stronger
storms, even though 2014 was the
warmest year on record and extreme
weather impacted every part of the
country. It does all of this while hand-
ing over more of our public land to Big
Oil and to coal companies instead of
preserving it for all Americans.

So, who is the winner? No surprise,
Big Oil. They keep all of their tax
breaks, even as we are taking money
away from seniors, from students, from
working families, and from a clean en-
ergy future in our country. It is no sur-
prise, because when you have the Re-
publican budget final four—special in-
terests, Wall Street, billionaires, and
Big Oil—the fix was in from the start.

Unlike the March Madness games we
love to watch each year, there are

S1689

never any upsets in the Republicans’
bracket. There are no budget buzzer
beaters. In fact, the only ones upset
here are grandma, grandpa, students,
clean energy workers, and hardworking
Americans.

Senate Republicans, once again, are
trotting out their well-worn playbook
to pick the winners and losers in our
society and in our economy, because in
this budget, there are clear winners
and there are clear losers. Special in-
terests score huge on big tax breaks.
Wall Street gets to block legislation.
Billionaires take a bigger share of the

winnings, and Big O0il remains
undefeated.
Meanwhile, American families and

industries lose. Seniors pay more for
health care. Working families pay
more for energy. Students pay more for
college. Clean energy companies cut
more workers, stopping this incredible
clean energy revolution in our country.

This is the real March madness, the
Republican budget that makes winners
out of Big 0Oil and billionaires, while
the clock runs out on seniors and hard-
working Americans, who are left to
fend for themselves.

I implore my colleagues to reject this
scheme and to create a plan that does
not bust the budgets of families across
this Nation. I call upon my colleagues
to reject this completely and totally
distorted sense of priorities for our
country.

I call for my colleagues to put to-
gether a budget for the future of our
country that invests in students, in-
vests in clean energy, invests in re-
search, and invests in what the 21st
century should be all about, while we
pay the proper respect to the seniors in
our country.

We cannot leave behind the poor, the
sick, and the elderly. We have obliga-
tions in this country. We understand
that this country has been made the
great country that it is—the greatest
in the history of the world—by remem-
bering our obligations to all of those
who built our country—not just those
in the upper 1 percentile, who have
been the primary beneficiaries, but the
other 99 percent who got up every sin-
gle morning and went to work as well,
the other 99 percent who built this
country and its values from the ground
up. We have an obligation to them as
well. This Republican budget does not
reflect that.

I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote on the Republican
budget. I again thank my colleague
from the State of Vermont for being an
articulate, passionate, and moral voice
that ensures that this debate is heard
by every single person in our country.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I just
want to reiterate what I think is the
key point in this entire debate, and
that point is whether we develop a
budget that works for the vast major-
ity of our families—working families,
middle-class families who, in many in-
stances, are working longer hours for
lower wages—whether it works for our
children at a time when we are experi-
encing the highest rate of childhood
poverty of any major country; whether
it works for our elderly citizens who
often have to make the choice about
whether to heat their homes, buy the
medicines they need or buy the food
they need—and there are millions of
people in that position—or do we have
a budget that works for the top 1 per-
cent of people who are doing phenome-
nally well or maybe even the top one-
tenth of 1 percent.

I want to get back to this chart,
which I think is real interesting. I
want everybody to take a deep breath
and think about this. At a time when
the top one-tenth of 1 percent owns al-
most as much wealth as the bottom 90
percent, when the people on top, the
very wealthiest Americans, are doing
well almost beyond imagination, do we
really want to cut food stamps and nu-
trition programs for hungry kids? Do
we really want to make college edu-
cation less affordable for working fami-
lies? Do we really want to ask seniors
to pay more for prescription drugs—
those people trying to live on $13,000,
$14,000 a year.

So here is the chart. This comes from
Forbes magazine, not notably a left-
wing publication. They simply give us
the facts, and here are the facts. The
top 14 wealthiest people in this country
have seen their net worth increase by
$157 billion over the last 2 years—14
people.

Do my Republican colleagues go to
these people and say: You know what,
you are Americans. We have a lot of
problems here. Our middle class is dis-
appearing. We have an infrastructure
which is crumbling. We have millions
of families who can’t afford to send
their kids to college. You, the top one-
tenth of 1 percent, are doing phenome-
nally well. Is it so hard for my Repub-
lican colleagues to say to these people:
Maybe you will have to pay a little
more in taxes.

Let me list them. Bill Gates, in that
2-year period from 2013 to 2015, saw his
wealth increase by $12 billion; Warren
Buffet, $19 billion; Larry Ellison, $11
billion; Charles Koch, almost $9 billion;
David Koch, almost $9 billion; Christy
Walton, over $13 billion; Jim Walton,
almost $14 billion; S. Robson Walton,
$13 billion; Michael Bloomberg, $8.5 bil-
lion; Jeff Bezos, $9.6 billion; Mark
Zuckerberg, $20 billion; Sheldon
Adelson, $4.9 billion; Larry Page, $6.7
billion; and Sergey Brin, over $6 bil-
lion.

That is just the increase in their net
worth in a 2-year period. Who can deny
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the very richest people in this country
are doing phenomenally well? How do
you ignore that reality? How do you
not say to those people: You are going
to have to help us with our infrastruc-
ture, with education, with our deficit.

But my Republican colleagues have a
different approach. Their approach is
to say to working families: Well, we
are going to make it harder for your
kids to get into Head Start. We are
going to make it harder for you to get
the nutrition programs you need to
keep your family from going hungry.
We are going to make it harder for sen-
iors to get the prescription drugs they
need.

So I think, with this budget, the
choices are pretty clear. It is laid right
out there. Republicans want to balance
the budget on the backs of the elderly,
the children, the sick and the poor, and
protect all of these guys—not ask them
to pay one nickel more in taxes. I
think that is wrong from a moral per-
spective, from an economic perspec-
tive, and I think this is a budget that
should be defeated.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

STATE OF THE ECONOMY

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that reserved time is
now available for the Joint Economic
Committee, particularly in regard to
presenting the report which is part of
the budgetary process, so I will go for-
ward with that.

It is an honor for me to serve as
chairman of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee. One of the main roles of that
committee is to report to the Senate
Budget Committee and to my col-
leagues in the Senate on the state of
the economy, and that is why I am
here today.

Just last week, Dr. Jason Furman,
the chairman of the President’s Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, appeared be-
fore the Joint Economic Committee to
discuss this topic as well as to discuss
the findings of the annual Economic
Report of the President. Our com-
mittee is tasked with evaluating and
responding to that President’s Eco-
nomic Report. Last week our com-
mittee released our findings and rec-
ommendations, and I am here today to
present some of those findings.

We found that despite improvements
in economic conditions over the past
year, our economy remains stuck in
second gear. Let me discuss why we
have concluded that.

I often hear back home from Hoo-
siers—and I know my colleagues hear
back home from people they rep-
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resent—that we need to take action to
grow the economy. I think it is safe to
say that of course all of us in the Sen-
ate think the same way. But the age-
old question in economics is this: How
does a nation best create an environ-
ment for economic growth and raise
living standards for its citizens?

We are now nearly 6 years into this
recovery. While there are many encour-
aging signs of economic improvement,
particularly in the last several months,
the recovery has been modest and there
still are many Americans in need of
and still seeking meaningful job oppor-
tunities.

Since 1960, our Nation has experi-
enced seven recessions and recoveries.
The recoveries of the past 50 years pro-
vide comparative data to measure the
progress of our current recovery. On
the measures of GDP, jobs, and income
growth, our current recovery ranks ei-
ther dead last or second to last in all of
those seven recoveries. Let me restate
that.

In the last 50 years we have had 7
major recessions. Following those re-
cessions has been an economic recov-
ery. As things get sorted out, the econ-
omy kicks back in. If we take all those
seven and we average them out in
terms of what the results were fol-
lowing the recession, we get certain
numbers. What we have seen now in
this last recession is performance far
under the average—in fact, dead last—
of those seven. I will give a couple of
metrics here.

Annual gross domestic product—the
total of everything produced—has a
value and grew 4 percent in the average
post-1960 recovery, while this recovery
has averaged just 2.3 percent of gross
domestic product growth. So we are
growing about half of the average of
the previous recessions.

Personal income rose an average of
15.3 percent in the past recoveries. Dur-
ing this recovery, personal income has
reached only 7.1 percent growth—less
than half of what the average is for the
previous seven recoveries.

At the same time, median household
income has collapsed by $2,100 in real
terms per family during this current
recovery.

And while the pace of job creation
has picked up recently, there are still
5.5 million fewer private sector jobs in
this recovery than the average of past
recoveries.

In addition, the labor force participa-
tion rate—the percentage of working-
age Americans who have a job or are
looking for a job—has fallen to 35-year
lows. What this means is reduction in
the unemployment rate over the past
year is at least partially the result of
many Americans giving up on looking
for work. This, contrary to what our
President said in his State of the Union
Address, is not something to be proud
of.

So we must ask ourselves: Why is
this recovery so different? What does
the future economic situation look like
for the average American family?
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In our Republican Joint Economic
Committee Response, we find that
these questions are addressed partly by
the historic factors identified in the
President’s report.

For instance, there is mutual con-
cern about the labor market scars that
remain in the aftermath of the recent
recession, as well as the challenges to
restoring a more productive and
participatory workforce. Where we dif-
fer with the President is on how to best
address these problems and what poli-
cies we can offer that will return us to,
at a minimum, the average of past re-
coveries. We are not asking for the
Moon here. Although we would like to
see growth exceed the average of the
past, we are simply saying: What poli-
cies do we need to enact just to get
back to the average recovery? And we
are half of that, as I said.

We differ with the President on how
best to address these problems and
what policies we can offer that will re-
turn us, at a minimum, to the average
of past recoveries. Unfortunately, we
have found that many of the rec-
ommendations put forth in the Presi-
dent’s report would not deliver the ben-
efits the administration projects. For
instance, the administration’s proposal
to increase the minimum wage would
result in reduced job opportunities.
That has been documented over and
over in testimony before our com-
mittee by analysts and economists who
have looked at this. It freezes out those
seeking entry-level jobs—a start, a foot
in the door, the ability to show you can
come to work and do a good day’s
work, arrive on time and don’t leave
before your time ends. You could be a
productive person, and up the ladder
they go. That entry level is killed when
we raise the minimum wage beyond
what the market calls for. We end up
losing a lot of small businesses that
provide those entry-level jobs, or end
up hiring on a part-time basis to avoid
that result.

Additionally, the economic report of
the President insufficiently addresses
the challenges we face in terms of im-
proving the American economy, im-
proving economic mobility, preparing
students in the workforce, enacting
progrowth policies, and addressing our
long-term fiscal challenges. Allow me,
if I could, to discuss these items in
greater detail.

Let’s look at economic mobility. For
example, the Obama administration
continues to press income inequality as
an issue, when it would be better to
focus on policies that improve eco-
nomic mobility. Economic mobility is
far more important for Americans as
they move through different stages of
life—from making less income after
graduation, to starting the process of
building a career, building a resume, to
building up earnings through a career
experience, and establishing families,
to accumulate savings for retirement,
and other goals that all of us have gone
through and many are going through
and many hope to go through as they
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look forward to meaningful work in the
future.

Despite good intentions, President
Obama continues to pursue policies
that impede job growth and real in-
come growth. This restrains economic
mobility.

Nearly 6 years now into the current
recovery, Americans are only just be-
ginning to see signs of significant in-
come growth—and income growth feeds
into upward economic mobility. My
hope and our hope is this growth will
continue to strengthen in the coming
years. But we need a change of policies
from this administration if this is
going to happen.

Let’s look at education reform. We
also differ with the President in the
area of education reform. It is becom-
ing increasingly clear that traditional
solutions no longer work in today’s
labor market. The connection between
education and jobs is fractured, and re-
pairing this connection requires col-
laboration with employers who Kknow
what skills their workers need.

Education remains an area ripe for
reform, yet the Obama administration
has preferred to promote the idea of
making community college free rather
than focus on the existing education
deficits experienced by so many stu-
dents across the country. Many low-in-
come Americans are already able to re-
ceive a community college education
for free if they are eligible for Pell
grants. But the real question here is:
What kind of curriculum will they be
taking as they enter the education
process? To simply go into a system
that is not coordinating and cooper-
ating with the private industry in
terms of the skills needed for them to
grow and to join that particular means
of production is sadly lacking in the
President’s proposals.

Today, many of the classes offered at
community colleges are remedial. They
are compensating for deficits in edu-
cation at the high school level. Many
students find themselves unprepared
for even the most basic postsecondary
courses at the community college and
university levels, let alone for skilled
jobs that offer good pay. Until we ad-
dress this fundamental foundational
underpinning in terms of how to re-
ceive the right education, we have to
address these questions rather than
just simply say: Everybody go; don’t
worry, the taxpayer will pay for your
tuition; take whatever courses you
want. That simply is not the model.

In Indiana, we have a consolidated
model now, working with private in-
dustry and our 2-year colleges, which is
producing terrific results because we
are matching the skills needed with
the curriculum and teaching that pro-
vides those needs.

For these students, finding a good job
remains a challenge, as does our ability
to address those in this category who
have given up looking for a job. That
takes us to the labor participation
rate.

The labor force participation rate for
those age 20 to 29 is more than 4 per-
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cent lower now than in 2007. And the
lower that goes, the easier it is to
achieve an unemployment number that
sounds good but really is false because
the factor of labor participation is
skewing the results.

Furthermore, for those who find a job
in that 20-to-29 category, the Federal
Reserve board survey of young workers
reveals that only 42 percent of those
surveyed reported having a job that is
closely related to their field of study.
Students’ time and resources need to
be better invested so they can enter
the workforce truly equipped, and
without needless delay and countless
dollars spent on a degree that leaves
them unemployed or jobless. This is a
major challenge to our education sys-
tem, and the President’s education pro-
posals fall far short of the reforms
needed to address these challenges.

Let’s look at growth and produc-
tivity—absolutely essential if we are
going to have a growing economy and
provide more jobs for more people. As
it stands, the United States remains
one of the most productive economies
in the world. We can treasure that. We
can celebrate that. However, much con-
cern remains about whether America
will be able to sustain that produc-
tivity of which it proved capable over
the last half century, but there is a
real question today as to whether that
can be sustained.

Business creation, entrepreneurship,
and technological innovations have
slowed over the past decade, alarm-
ingly. If these trends prove to be more
than temporary, then they will have
negative consequences for America’s
standard of living.

Productivity and labor force partici-
pation growth alone cannot address the
Federal spending problems that have
been years in the making. It appears
the administration has not stopped to
consider the effects of existing regula-
tions and government policies.

ObamaCare’s effects on labor force
participation and hours worked con-
tinue to drive down productivity. Econ-
omist Casey Mulligan estimates that,
if fully implemented, by 2017
ObamaCare’s long-term effect will
translate to roughly 3 percent less in
weekly employment—3 percent fewer
total hours worked, and 2 percent less
in labor income. That is not how to
boost productivity. That is a killer of
increase in productivity.

Nonetheless, the Obama administra-
tion prefers to add more spending pro-
grams to the existing structure in an
attempt to counterbalance the current
disincentives to work.

In contrast, we—Republicans on the
committee—believe aggressive action
on progrowth policies will improve the
future economic situation of American
families.

As we detail our report to Congress,
there are three areas where immediate
opportunity to kick-start our economy
and provide for the sustained growth
needed to address the current fiscal
and economic growth challenges we
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face that need to be implemented—one,
comprehensive tax reform; two, imple-
mentation of foreign trade agreements;
and three, regulatory relief. Let’s take
those three in a little deeper discus-
sion.

Tax reform. The need for comprehen-
sive, pro-growth tax reform could not
be clearer. There is admission on both
sides of the aisle in this Chamber—the
Republicans and the Democrats—that
we have gone far too long in terms of
dealing with tax reform of our current
taxation system. The Administration
and Members of Congress in both par-
ties agreed that it’s broken. It is load-
ed with so many exemptions, exclu-
sions, subsidies, credits, special inter-
est provisions, rules and regulations, it
is incomprehensible to fathom the
complexity of this current system. It is
hurting our economy.

For example, the U.S. corporate tax
rate is the highest in the developed
world. If American businesses are going
to be able to compete in a global mar-
ket, it has to be significantly lower.
There is consent on this. The President
has acknowledged that this is needed
and that this is the case. Yet we see
little if any policy coming forward—di-
rect policy—from the White House and
from our Democratic friends as to
whether we should go forward.

I am hopeful that the Ways and
Means Committee in the House and the
Finance Committee in the Senate, of
which I am a Member, will take this se-
riously and will address this issue in a
comprehensive way. Unfortunately, the
President’s framework may not lead to
the desired goals of productivity and
other economic gains because with a
tax code of 4 million words and compli-
ance costs to American families and
businesses equaling $168 billion a year,
it is not surprising that 9 out of 10
Americans turn to a paid preparer or
computer software to calculate their
tax burden. Six billion hours are spent
every year by Americans simply trying
to figure out their tax return or get
their tax return taken care of, and an
extraordinary amount of money is
spent on having someone else prepare
that return because it is simply incom-
prehensible for most Americans to ad-
dress.

Progrowth tax reform would simplify
the Tax Code for individuals and fami-
lies, reduce the corporate rate, lower
individual rates paid by small busi-
nesses, and make our individual tax
system more competitive in the global
market. By comparison, the Adminis-
tration’s suggested 28 percent cor-
porate tax rate and hybrid territorial
and worldwide tax system would still
place the United States among the
highest global tax rates and would still
continue to put American businesses at
a competitive disadvantage.

Let’s look at trade. Another area of
agreement between Congress and the
administration, so-called, is the pur-
suit of more trade opportunities. Presi-
dent Obama’s National Export Initia-
tive aimed to increase the level of ex-
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ports to $3.14 trillion before 2015 in
order to support up to 2 million jobs,
but it fell far short of that goal.

The opportunity to improve GDP
growth is available now, pending the
administration’s efforts to secure trade
promotion authority to finalize new
trade agreements. During the State of
the Union Address, one of the few top-
ics that brought Republicans to their
feet, cheering in support, was the
President’s call for trade promotion
authority. Yet, it appears—and I re-
main concerned—that the President
and the administration are not really
working hard enough and putting the
pressure on their own party Members
to secure the necessary support of Con-
gress to achieve this much needed re-
sult.

The President should fully engage
with Congress to ensure passage of
trade promotion authority. This is a
necessary policy if we are to get the
kind of economic growth we need. With
these trade agreements, we can expand
market access for American goods and
services and improve the economic
well-being of Americans and of citizens
in our trade partner countries.

Regulatory burden. We have to stem
the rising tide of regulatory redtape.
According to the U.S. Small Business
Administration, the cost of complying
with Federal regulations exceeds $1.75
trillion every year for U.S. businesses,
and it disproportionately affects small
businesses. This amounts to more than
$10,500 per American worker.

Furthermore, the administration has
launched an aggressive assault on fos-
sil fuels and the low-cost electricity
they provide. In addition to the EPA’s
harmful carbon regulations, the admin-
istration has unleashed more than a
dozen rules aimed at eliminating coal-
fired plants in the United States.

We cannot neglect the costs and ef-
fects of new major regulations under
ObamaCare and Dodd-Frank that con-
tinue to subdue business investment
and job growth.

Taken individually, each burdensome
regulation increases costs to American
families and slows economic growth.
Taken collectively, these regulations
hang as a giant albatross around the
necks of working people and American
businesses, both large and small. To re-
duce excessive regulations, Federal
agencies need to review and remove
outdated and ineffective rules and
should more fully evaluate the costs
and benefits of any proposed rule.

I would like to turn now to the long-
term effects and fiscal health that is a
challenge to all, each and every one of
us. I have spoken at some length about
this recent recovery and our report’s
findings. In addition to working to im-
prove the recovery in the short term,
we must also address the greatest
threat to a successful economic Amer-
ica—our long-term fiscal health.

Earlier this year, the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office issued its
updated budget and economic outlook
for the next decade. The report warned
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that under current law, if we just stay
where we are and don’t make adjust-
ments, ‘‘large and growing federal debt
would have serious mnegative con-
sequences, including increasing federal
spending for interest payments; re-
straining economic growth in the long
term; giving policymakers less flexi-
bility to respond to unexpected chal-
lenges; and eventually heightening the
risk of a fiscal crisis.”

Federal Reserve Chairman Yellen
said essentially the same thing when
she appeared last year before the Joint
Economic Committee. Her answer
highlighted why the long-term deficits
Washington currently is projected to
run must be addressed. I put that ques-
tion to Chairman Yellen, Chairman of
the Fed, and this was her answer:

There is more work to do to put fiscal pol-
icy on a sustainable course... Progress has
been made over the last several years in
bringing down deficits in the short term, but
[through] a combination of demographics,
the structure of entitlement programs, and
historic trends in health-care costs, we can
see that, over the long term, deficits will rise
to unsustainable levels relative to the econ-
omy.

With these comments, the Fed Chair-
woman joined a long list of academics,
economists, and business leaders who
have all stated the obvious: Unless the
United States makes politically dif-
ficult but absolutely necessary spend-
ing choices in the near term, eventu-
ally we are going to face a debt-induced
crisis in the future. It is only a matter
of time. The clock is running down. We
continue to postpone the ever-more-
necessary policy changes that will help
us avoid the coming fiscal crisis. It is
there for everybody to see. That clock
has been running now for tens of years.
Republican Presidents and Democratic
Presidents have watched this grow, the
deficit spending and national debt—
plunge into national debt at a stag-
gering rate. The consequences will
come home to roost, and they will af-
fect not only our own generation but in
particular our children’s generation
and our grandchildren’s generation and
generations to come if we don’t address
this.

In fact, if interest rates were not ar-
tificially held down by the Fed at his-
torically low levels, we might already
be facing our day of reckoning. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office,
even a 1 percentage point increase in
interest rates would add $1.7 trillion to
the deficits of the United States over a
10-year period of time. That is just a 1-
percent increase in interest rates. If we
go back to average, we will be looking
at a 3-percent or 4-percent or maybe
even a b-percent interest rate level.
Each one would cost us $1.7 trillion
over a 10-year period of time. That new
debt would occur without any changes
in spending or taxing; interest rates
alone would simply drive our debt out
of control. It is a ticking time bomb, a
fiscal ticking time bomb that must be
addressed.

While the administration has taken
credit for the current reduction in our
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annual deficit, overall debt has in-
creased dramatically under President
Obama—from $10.6 trillion to almost
$18.2 trillion just during his term of of-
fice. And they brag about making
progress? Yes, the deficit is smaller
than it was in the early years of the
Obama administration, but it is still a
deficit of half a trillion dollars a year,
and it is going to spike dramatically
within 2 years, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office. What a bag of
misery turned over to the next Presi-
dent.

In addition, the reduction in our
budget deficits is only temporary, as I
just said, because the conclusion of the
Congressional Budget Office is that
this will spike in 2017 and publicly held
debt as a percent of GDP will continue
to rise in the second half of the coming
decade. Yet, the CBO’s projections of
deficits and publicly held debt over the
next decade does not tell the whole
story. The debt will continue to climb
to unsustainable levels over the next
three decades—30 years of climbing
into even more debt. By the end of that
time, we will owe our creditors more
than our entire economy produces in 1
year. Let me say that again. At the end
of that period—the next three dec-
ades—we will owe our creditors more
than our entire economy is worth.
What a gift to our children. Thanks a
lot.

Thanks for ignoring doing what you
needed to do. You saw it coming. You
talked about it on the floor of the Sen-
ate. Everybody saw what was hap-
pening, and no one had the will to
stand up or too few had the will to
stand up and do something about it.

It is reckless policy. It is dangerous.
We have an obligation to the American
people. We have a moral obligation to
our future children and grandchildren
to address this and to act responsibly.

There have been several bipartisan
attempts, both in Congress and by out-
side groups, to address this ticking
time bomb. Groups such as Fix the
Debt, the Business Roundtable, the
Domenici-Rivlin effort at the Bipar-
tisan Policy Center—all tried to de-
velop solutions and present them. They
did present them to us, and it is clear
for everyone to see. Official govern-
ment efforts were undertaken—Simp-
son-Bowles, the Gang of 6, the super-
committee that resulted from the
Budget Control Act, and the dinner
club of Senators, which I participated
in, that met directly with the Presi-
dent and his senior advisers. Unfortu-
nately, all of these efforts, all of the ef-
fort put into this, all of the alarms
that were ringing—all of this failed to
reach agreement.

I am particularly disappointed with
the failure of the final effort, which
began with Senators and the White
House seeking to go big and ultimately
got to the point where it was hardly
worth putting anything in place. Even
when we took the President’s own rec-
ommendations and sent them to him
for approval, they were rejected.
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Despite the inability to reach agree-
ments in the past, we must not give up,
my colleagues. We must not give up.
We must continue to focus on this
greatest fiscal threat perhaps in the
history of our country. It is something
we have a moral responsibility to tack-
le, a moral responsibility to put our fu-
ture careers in jeopardy by making the
right choices. You know what, I think
if we did that, the American people are
wise enough to know now that that
would be rewarded rather than con-
demned, that we would receive support
for our future interest in elected office
rather than rejection. The country un-
derstands maybe more—or at least re-
acts to maybe more than we in this
body do because year after year after
year we continue to fail to do what we
all know we need to do.

Despite the inability to reach agree-
ments in the past, as I said, we should
not give up. The administration and
the Congress must make tough fiscal
choices now so future generations will
have an opportunity to reach their po-
tential and not be saddled with an even
higher burden of debt.

We must make reforms to our man-
datory spending programs to tackle
out-of-control Federal spending. Con-
gress should also pass sensible policies
that will help create jobs and grow the
economy. This is our priority and this
is what need to do.

I will conclude by talking about the
Republican budget plan that we have
begun to debate and will be debating
this week and offering amendments
and ultimately voting by the end of the
week.

We know that job creators and future
entrepreneurs see today’s large debt
levels as tomorrow’s likely tax hikes,
interest rate increases, and infla-
tionary pressures. So we must lift the
cloud of uncertainty that is hanging
over our economy. This is the first
budget we have debated on the Senate
floor in 2 years. This is a budget plan
that is so vital to the future of our
economy and the future of America. We
have lacked such focused direction in
the form of a budget over the past sev-
eral years and that has hurt Ameri-
cans. Americans need to know what is
coming and what to expect. We need to
move off of the word ‘‘certainty’ so
that business owners, American fami-
lies, and everyone engaged in this econ-
omy knows what the rules are, knows
what is coming, and has a clear picture
of where we stand even if there are
some areas that they are in disagree-
ment with.

They need to know the Federal Gov-
ernment is carefully managing its
spending and revenues. Every Amer-
ican family and business must have a
budget and live within their means,
and it is about time Washington does
the same.

I am pleased to be here talking about
this Republican budget resolution that
was led by the Senator from Wyoming,
and many of us participated. I am not
on that committee, but I commend
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them for the work they have done in
bringing forth a budget for us to talk
about, debate, amend, pass, and then
live by. Certainly no budget is perfect.
This budget takes several important
steps to putting our country back on
the right fiscal track.

Most importantly, this budget reso-
lution balances the budget over 10
years. We must stop spending more
than we take in. We must move toward
a balanced budget. I have long been a
proponent of a constitutional amend-
ment to require us to do this, as is
done in many of our States. We have to
live up to the responsibilities of our
oath to the Constitution and to not
spend more than we take in. We do
that in Indiana, and we have a success-
ful economy and a successful legisla-
ture that has made that the case, but it
is severely and sorely lacking here in
Washington.

In contrast to the Republican budget,
the President’s budget does not come
close to balancing the budget. In fact,
for all of the administration’s praise of
the short-term reductions in the an-
nual deficit, the President’s budget
predicts increases in deficits starting
in 2018—yes, it is going to be dumped in
somebody else’s lap—and an $800 billion
deficit in 2025.

Our Republican budget helps address
the issue of underfunding the Depart-
ment of Defense. It boosts defense
spending by a necessary amount of
money above the President’s request
because, along with the debt bomb, we
have a terrorist bomb—potentially
marrying terrorists with weapons of
mass destruction—and a strong Amer-
ica and strong military are absolutely
necessary to address the threats we see
burgeoning all over the world today.
Our budget addresses this specific ques-
tion and strengthens our national de-
fense.

It helps preserve our safety net pro-
grams. It does not change Social Secu-
rity, yet it will benefit Social Security
by shoring up our broader finances and
achieving stronger economic growth
and increased employment.

In addition, the budget extends the
solvency of the Medicare trust fund by
calling for the same level of Medicare
savings as called for by the President.
Let me be clear. Our budget does not
call for the same policies as the Presi-
dent. We would instead achieve these
savings through policies based on free-
market principles.

The budget also seeks to improve the
Medicaid Program by increasing State
flexibility, and it seeks to help eco-
nomic growth by promoting several
progrowth policies, including tax re-
form, reducing the impact of Federal
regulations, promoting free trade, in-
vesting in infrastructure, and enhanc-
ing U.S. energy security.

Finally, the Republican budget pro-
vides the means for addressing the
flawed, confusing, distorted, tax-laden
policy of ObamaCare. The repeal of
ObamaCare provides flexibility to re-
place this disastrous law with health
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care solutions that bring down the cost
of care and protect the vulnerable.

I will conclude by saying and reit-
erating what this Senate Republican
budget resolution accomplishes. It bal-
ances the budget in 10 years, ensures
flexibility for funding national defense,
provides repeal and replacement of
ObamaCare, protects Americans from
new tax hikes, preserves Social Secu-
rity, extends Medicare trust fund sol-
vency, improves Medicaid, supports
stronger economic growth, and en-
hances U.S. energy security.

I am proud my Senate colleagues
have drafted a plan to return our
spending to a sustainable path toward
a balanced budget, and I am hopeful
this is the beginning of responsible ac-
tion and look forward to debating and
passing the Republican budget this
week.

Again, I commend the chairman and
his committee for bringing forth a
budget that is sorely needed and will
give Americans a clear picture of a dif-
ferent path than this administration
has proposed.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, March 23, at 5:30 p.m., the Senate
proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nomination, Cal-
endar No. 19; that the Senate then vote
without intervening action or debate
on the nomination, the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table, that no further motions
be in order, that any statements re-
lated to the nomination be printed in
the RECORD, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s actions,
and the Senate then resume legislative
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President,
writing and passing a budget is one of
the most fundamental responsibilities
of any legislative body. Unfortunately,
it is something we have not done in the
U.S. Congress since 2009. It is out-
rageous. It should be considered a scan-
dal.

Today I will take a few minutes to
discuss the budget we have before us
today and how we intend to discharge
our responsibilities to the American
people in the 114th Congress. Of course,
one of the most important parts of a
budget is that you have to determine
what your priorities are—things you
have to have, things you want but
maybe need to defer, and things you
want but maybe cannot afford.

When it comes to the budget Chair-
man ENZI and the Senate Budget Com-
mittee have produced, our priority is
clear. Our priority is to protect the
hard-working taxpayers of this coun-
try. Where do we start and how does
the Senate Republican budget get
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America on the right track, boosting
economic growth and job creation?

To start with, this budget actually
balances and puts us on the path so we
can begin to pay down our national
debt, and it is important to say that it
does so without raising taxes. Those
seem like pretty straightforward goals
for any budget, but unfortunately that
has not been the case in recent years.

Throughout his 6 years in office and
in the budgets he has sent to Congress,
President Obama seems to be com-
mitted to the notion that the only way
Washington can revive strong eco-
nomic growth is by steadily growing
the government. Unfortunately, at the
same time you end up adding to defi-
cits and debt in the process.

Yes, it is true that we have had an
experiment in the size and role of gov-
ernment over the last 6 years, and I
must say we are no longer talking
about esoteric theories that were de-
bated in the Federalist Papers or dur-
ing the founding of our country. We
now actually have hard evidence. We
have things we can point to that show
this has been a failed experiment.

Under this administration, our na-
tional debt—and the bills, not that I
will have to pay, but these young peo-
ple and my children will have to pay—
has gone from $10.6 trillion to more
than $18 trillion. I know those numbers
are almost meaningless to most of us
because we simply cannot conceive of
numbers that big.

The latest budget from the President
adds another trillion in tax increases
and never balances—ever, while, in
fact, the budget which was voted out of
the Budget Committee and is now be-
fore us on the floor of the Senate actu-
ally brings us a surplus, and the Presi-
dent’s budget would leave our country
with a massive deficit of over $800 bil-
lion in its final year.

The last budget proposed by our
friends across the aisle, Senate Demo-
crats in 2013, would have hit the econ-
omy with another $1 trillion in taxes
and added more than $7 trillion to our
national debt.

I believe, based on the failed experi-
ment of the last few years, we should
conclude that just taxing and spending
is not going to allow us to achieve the
kind of prosperity and economic
growth we all so badly want. America’s
debt is a real danger, and one that ap-
parently the President chooses to ig-
nore, and our friends across the aisle,
in their budget proposals, seem to ig-
nore it as well.

The reason our debt is so dangerous
is because it makes us vulnerable to
fiscal shocks and shocks to our na-
tional security and makes it much
harder for us to respond to them, and
our debt obviously costs money to
service. We need to pay interest to the
people who buy our bonds, our national
debt, and when interest rates go back
up from where they are now, which is a
historically low rate, more and more of
the hard-earned tax dollars the Amer-
ican people will be paying to the Fed-
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eral Government will be used not to
pay down the debt but will be used to
pay interest on the debt to the people
who own it, countries such as China
and other sovereign entities that pur-
chase that debt. We will be paying in-
terest on that debt in a way that
makes us dangerously vulnerable not
only to fiscal shock, but also crowds
out our ability to deal with other pri-
orities, such as law enforcement, edu-
cation, national security, and the like.

Last year the Congressional Budget
Office pointed out that in the past few
years debt held by the public will be
significantly greater relative to the
gross domestic product than at any
time just after World War II. Our debt
will be higher relative to our economy
than at any time since World War II.

What does that mean to my fellow
Texans? The CBO goes on to say that
with a debt so large, Federal spending
on interest payments will increase sub-
stantially as interest rates rise to more
typical levels. That is what I was just
referring to. The other thing that hap-
pens is that as the Federal Govern-
ment’s debt goes up, we basically re-
duce national savings and capital stock
at the same time and wages will be
smaller. In other words, our national
massive debt is hurting economic
growth today. It is hurting our econ-
omy, and it virtually assures that it
will get worse in the days ahead.

The good news is it doesn’t have to
be that way, and this budget puts us on
a path to balance and one that begins
to pay down the debt, not adding to the
debt with more taxing and spending
along the way. And the good news is we
don’t have to start from scratch and
reinvent the wheel.

There are better options, many of
which are reflected in the budget we
have proposed and will be voting on
this week. There are policies and pro-
grams in the budget that we have bor-
rowed which have proven to be success-
ful around the country in States such
as Texas and others.

My State, in particular, has experi-
enced an economic surge that has seen
a boom in job creation and exports and
it has been named the best State in the
Nation in business 10 years running.
Some people have actually called this
the Texas miracle, but I take issue
with that characterization. There is
nothing miraculous about what has
happened in Texas when we talk about
the economy because you cannot ex-
plain a miracle, but it is no secret why
Texas has been one of the leading job
creation engines over the last several
years. If we ask business leaders, they
will tell us what makes Texas such an
attractive place to do business.

In Texas, we know we should not
punish job creators with taxes that dis-
courage investment and overregula-
tion, which make it hard to make the
bottom line balance. We are not
ashamed of our abundance of natural
resources, nor are we apologetic about
encouraging its development. The re-
sults have been extraordinary.



March 23, 2015

For example, Texas added nearly
460,000 jobs in 2014 alone—460,000 jobs in
2014—more than any other State. De-
spite being home to about 8.5 percent
of the total U.S. population, Texas ac-
counted for nearly one-third of all new
job gains during the last 10 years for
the Nation. Simply put, what we have
shown is what can be accomplished
with sound public policy that allows
for job creation and economic pros-
perity, and that is the good news. It is
not a fluke. It is not a miracle. It is
about good policies actually working
to benefit the people of my State and
that could also be put to work for the
American people.

We can take strategies that have
worked in the States and lessons we
have learned in these laboratories of
democracy and apply them here in
Washington on a greater scale for the
benefit of the entire Nation. Simply
put, it boils down to lower taxes, sen-
sible regulations, and a lower level of
per capita government spending.

What happens under those conditions
is that the private sector is willing to
invest, and when they invest, they cre-
ate jobs and grow the economy, and we
all benefit, including the government,
by increased tax revenue. The govern-
ment doesn’t benefit, nor do the people
benefit, when government policies dis-
courage investment and job creation
and economic growth, which is what
has been happening over the last few
years.

In the budget before us, which bal-
ances without tax hikes, we can pro-
tect taxpayers and foster an economic
environment that allows jobs and op-
portunity to blossom.

Gallup released a survey earlier this
month that talked about the biggest
concerns facing the American people.
The top concern was government. They
are concerned about their government.
The second was the economy, and the
third was jobs. All three of those con-
cerns actually tie neatly together be-
cause many Americans now feel they
don’t have the same opportunities they
once had. Maybe they have been laid
off or had a tough time finding a new
job that is as rewarding for them per-
sonally and financially. Maybe they
are actually working as hard as they
ever did, but they are actually making
less money than they did 10 years ago.

If people are deeply concerned, as I
am, about the availability of good jobs
and the state of our economy, it only
makes sense that people would not be
satisfied with the government as well.
These concerns transcend geographic,
partisan, and demographic boundaries,
and they are shared by Republicans,
Democrats, and Independents alike.

Sadly, one of the statistics that
hasn’t gotten better over the last few
years, even though the unemployment
rate has crept down, is the percentage
of the American people—the work-
force—who have actually left the job
market and given up looking for a job,
and that remains at a near historical
high—about a 30-year high—the so-
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called labor participation rate. So
when the unemployment rate goes
down and we say, Oh, that is a good
thing, a lot of the reason it is going
down is because fewer and fewer people
are actually looking for work and they
have dropped out altogether. That is a
bad thing.

Most people don’t see themselves as
future business owners; they simply
hope to find a good job doing some-
thing that provides them the ability to
put food on the table and to take care
of their families, and that gives them a
sense of satisfaction for a job well
done. Yet, as we know, small busi-
nesses are the lifeblood of the econ-
omy, and it is the small businesses
that actually help create the jobs that
most hard-working taxpayers are occu-
pied in. So if we are making it harder
for small businesses to create jobs, we
are also making it harder on workers
to find jobs.

As I travel my State and talk to
small business men and women, they
tell me one of the biggest challenges
they have had is something the Presi-
dent trumpets here in Washington as a
grand success; that is, ObamaCare be-
cause ObamaCare has been a job Killer.
This budget assumes full repeal of
ObamaCare, and it gives us the oppor-
tunity to make good on our promises
and finally remove one of the biggest
roadblocks to job growth. Is that be-
cause we don’t care about health care?
Well, no; exactly the opposite. What we
intend to do as a replacement is to re-
place ObamaCare with affordable
health care that provides people access
to the kind of quality care they want
for themselves and their families.

The irony of ObamaCare is that it
spends and taxes so much, and yet still
30 million people are uninsured. Many
people find the health insurance they
purchased—even on the exchanges—has
high premiums, which basically render
them uninsured to the extent that they
can’t even afford it, and it has raised
their premium costs by adding man-
dates for coverage they don’t want and
they don’t need.

We can do much better.

Now, I have heard the President and
some of his allies say, Well, we have to
have ObamaCare because we need to
cover young adults up to the age of 26
who can be covered under their par-
ents’ policy or we need ObamaCare be-
cause we need to cover people with pre-
existing conditions. The fact is we can
do both of those things. We will do
both of those things, and we don’t need
everything else that comes with it.

We also need to capitalize on an en-
ergy boom that is taking place across
the United States. This budget boosts
development of American-made energy.
Unfortunately, the President decided
to put his party and his politics ahead
of American job seekers recently when
he vetoed a bipartisan bill to construct
the Keystone XL Pipeline that the
State Department said would create
42,000 jobs—construction jobs to start
with—and a number of other jobs
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thereafter. It would also provide an al-
ternative means to transport oil from a
friendly ally, Canada, and we wouldn’t
have to ship so much of it in railcars
over the surface, which is admittedly a
much more dangerous and volatile sit-
uation.

The President, when he vetoed the
Keystone XL Pipeline, took basically
the opposite approach to what we have
taken in my State and other States
around the country, where we have
seen our natural resources and the de-
velopment of those natural resources
as a way to grow jobs and grow the
economy.

In Texas, we have produced 94 per-
cent more oil between September 2008
and September 2012. That has been pri-
marily due to the innovation of the oil
and gas industry and the so-called
shale oil and gas revolution, which
transformed States such as North Da-
kota and Texas, and in places such as
Pennsylvania where the Marcellus
shale exists. The Eagle Ford, the
Barnett, and the Haynesville shale
plays in Texas have been economic
boons in my State and created thou-
sands of jobs and added hundreds of
thousands of dollars to the tax rolls.

As my friends along the border of
Texas and Mexico remind me, those
natural resources do not stop at the
international border. Indeed, I was re-
cently in Mexico City with our col-
league, Senator KAINE from Virginia,
where we met with a number of oil and
gas company representatives at the
American Chamber of Commerce in
Mexico City, talking about the change
in the Mexican law which now will en-
courage private investment in devel-
oping their natural resources in Mex-
ico. Of course, the better the Mexican
economy does, the better our economy
does, and the fewer people who feel as
though they have to immigrate to the
United States in order to provide for
their family.

This budget is a responsible budget.
It balances in 10 years, it doesn’t raise
taxes, and it begins a downpayment on
our national debt. It sends a very im-
portant message that the 114th Con-
gress and the new majority are very se-
rious about discharging the most basic
responsibilities of governance—some-
thing that hasn’t been done since 2009,
since the last time we had a budget,
but we also learn from the States when
it comes to protecting taxpayers and
removing barriers to growth and how
that helps not only the small busi-
nesses but the people who work at the
jobs created by those small businesses.

In conclusion, there is one other
thing this budget does. We know that
since the Budget Control Act of 2011
and the sequestration that occurred—
the automatic caps on spending that
occurred as a result of the failure of
the supercommittee to come up with a
grand bargain—our Nation has spent
less and less on our national security.
That has given rise not only to deep
concerns by many of us, including the
Presiding Officer, about America’s role
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in the world and the message we are
sending to our adversaries, but it also
raises the question of what is the pri-
mary purpose—what should be the No.
1 priority of the Federal Government? I
believe, and I think many of us believe,
that national security is the most im-
portant priority of the Federal Govern-
ment. We have kind of lost sight of
that in recent years with the budget
caps and sequestration. We have tried
to be responsible about spending. Un-
fortunately, with an unhelpful partner
in the White House, sequestration
seemed to be the only way we could
keep a cap on runaway discretionary
spending, higher deficits, and greater
debt. But I think now is the time for
this Congress to step up and say that
national security is our No. 1 priority.
This budget does just that, and it pro-
vides additional resources necessary
for the Department of Defense to make
sure we not only maintain our status
as the preeminent military power in
the world but also keep our commit-
ment to our military families and
those who have chosen to make the
armed services a career.

We also send a very important mes-
sage to our adversaries that America
will not shrink or retreat from its lead-
ership role on the world stage. Unfortu-
nately, I think as a result of not only
our budgetary decisions but also a
number of missteps and missed signals
by the administration, some of our ad-
versaries have gotten the idea we are
in retreat and that we are somehow
pulling back and going to be rendered a
spectator rather than a leader on the
world stage. Perhaps the single most
important thing this budget does is it
says, America is back as the leader of
the free world and we will not shrink
and we will not turn our back on our
responsibility not only to ourselves
and our people but to our friends and
allies across the world.

I yield the floor.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, in
a moment I am going to yield for Sen-
ator KAINE, but before I do that, I just
want to make a few points based on the
remarks from my friend, the Senator
from Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

When Senator CORNYN talked about
military spending—and how much we
should spend on the military is a very
important debate. We now spend more
money than the next nine countries
combined. But as we talk about the
deficit and the debt, I would remind my
colleagues and the American people
that one of the reasons our national
debt is at $18 trillion and one of the
reasons our deficit is as high as it is is
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because under President Bush, we went
to war in Iraq and we went to war in
Afghanistan, and we put those wars on
the credit card. We didn’t pay for them.

On Thursday, at the Senate Budget
Committee meeting, an amendment
was passed to add another $38 billion of
defense spending to the deficit. So I
have a little bit of a problem under-
standing all of my Republican friends
coming down here and saying: We are
really concerned about the deficit and
the debt. We are going to have to cut
back on Head Start. We are going to
have to cut back on health care. We are
going to have to cut back on the Meals
On Wheels programs for seniors. We are
going to have to cut back on Pell
grants, making it harder for young
people to go to college. We just can’t
afford those things anymore because
the deficit is so high. But, when it
comes to military spending, we don’t
have to worry about the deficit at all.

I have a real problem with that, and
I suspect that within the next couple of
days there will be an amendment on
the floor which makes it very clear
that if people want to go into another
war—and I certainly hope we do not go
into another war; I think two wars is
quite enough—but if people want to
vote for another war, they are going to
have to pay for that war and not pass
that debt on to our kids and our grand-
children.

With that, Madam President, I yield
the floor for the Senator from Virginia,
Mr. KAINE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. KAINE. Thank you, Madam
President. I thank my colleague from
Vermont who has done an able job as
the ranking member on the Budget
Committee.

I rise today to talk about the budget
resolution that we are considering on
the floor of the Senate this week.

I came to the Senate in 2013 with a
background as a mayor and a Gov-
ernor. I believe in getting budgets done
and getting them done on time. Doing
budgets under regular order is an im-
portant priority, and I have enjoyed
and look forward to more work with
colleagues on budgeting matters.

Quickly, we have been in a budget
crisis of our own making in Congress.
It is not someone else’s fault. It is not
the President’s fault. The budget crisis
we have been in has been of Congress’s
making. In August of 2011, when one
House pushed the country to the verge
of defaulting on our debt for the first
time in our history, in order not to de-
fault we came up with the idea of the
sequester. This was before I was in the
Senate, but the basic idea was this:
Let’s impose punishing across-the-
board cuts on all of these Federal
spending levels to begin in March of
2013 to force us to try to come up with
a better deal. I call that ‘“‘let’s try to
do something good, and if we don’t,
then let’s do something really stupid.”
I don’t know that this is a principle
you should ever apply.
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When I came to the Senate on the
verge of sequester going into effect, my
first floor speech as a Senator and one
of my first votes was this: OK, we
didn’t find the budget deal that some
wanted, but let’s not do something stu-
pid. Let’s not embrace the sequester
and hurt priorities that matter to peo-
ple every day. Sadly, we couldn’t get
the 60 votes to cut off the sequester in
the Senate. So since March of 2013, we
have been in sequester mode. I said in
committee and I will say again: The se-
quester violates every good principle of
budgeting I have learned as either a
public sector budgeter as a mayor and
a Governor or as a private sector budg-
eter managing a multinational law
firm with lawyers on three continents.
Nobody would do budgeting this way.
The United States, because of Con-
gress, is doing budgeting this way, and
I think we need to come up with a bet-
ter solution.

During the last Congress we did find
a better solution. It wasn’t a perfect
solution, but the Murray-Ryan budget
act did a 2-year budgetary framework
that eliminated half of these punishing
sequester cuts and gave a significant
lift to the economy.

The economy has generally been
pretty strong, cutting deficits but also
avoiding some of the mindless aus-
terity that full sequester means.

A good budget for the country—and I
am sad to say that the budget we will
be debating on the floor this week is
not a good budget for the country—but
a good budget for the country would do
a couple of things. It would put the
promotion of growth and jobs first. The
best antideficit strategy—if that is
what you are interested in—is pro-
moting a strong economy, and job
growth would be the first priority. Sec-
ond, we would replace a mindless
across-the-board sequester with a more
targeted approach. If we did that, we
could credibly reduce deficits rather
than reducing deficits in a way that
hurts the economy and punishes pro-
grams that matter to people.

The economy and jobs side, we will
grow the economy and grow jobs if we
do things such as moving away from
unnecessary austerity and promoting
infrastructure. My colleague from
Vermont has a strong proposal about
infrastructure that we debated in com-
mittee and we will be debating this
week. If you did infrastructure and
other investments in human capital,
you could credibly reduce sequester
and increase jobs. We could also in-
crease jobs if we had a tax code that
didn’t punish work, that didn’t punish
labor, wages, and salary the way this
one does.

The second way would be to restore
key spending priorities and replace se-
quester with a targeted approach. We
should be focusing on a budget that
maintains a strong national defense;
that keeps our promises to veterans;
that invests in education, especially
important programs such as Head
Start, pre-K, and college affordability.
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We can protect Federal employees, we
can protect programs for people of low
and moderate incomes, such as SNAP
or Pell grants, and we could ensure the
environment is protected if we followed
targeted strategies. That would be bet-
ter.

Finally, growing the economy and
pursuing targeted budget strategies
would enable us to credibly reduce the
deficit. It is important to note that the
deficit has been coming down since the
Murray-Ryan budget deal was done,
and that is important. But that is not
the budget that will be on the floor
this week.

Last Thursday we voted a budget out
of committee. It was a long day of de-
bating and voting. I was able to sup-
port a number of amendments, and I
had some of my own and others that
were passed, and I appreciate them.
But I ultimately voted against the
budget, and unless there will be dra-
matic changes on the floor of the Sen-
ate, I will, in all likelihood, be voting
against the budget for the following
reasons:

First, the budget before us proposes
cuts to nondefense discretionary pro-
grams—education, infrastructure, re-
search—the nondefense, noninterest,
nonentitlement programs that are
about 14 to 15 percent of the Federal
budget. It proposes not just cutting
those to full sequester levels but cut-
ting them by an additional $236 billion
over 10 years. Even the sequester levels
are untenable, slashing these programs
even further to make college more ex-
pensive, to spend less on infrastruc-
ture, and to spend less on research. It
is foolish for the Nation.

The budget proposes $4 trillion in un-
specified cuts to programs such as
Medicare and Medicaid, but it only in-
cludes a budget reconciliation instruc-
tion totaling $2 billion, which leaves a
very unusual gap in the terms of how
we are going to find magically the $4
trillion in cuts. The budget depends on
gimmicks and sort of magic tricks to
achieve balance, when we are not real-
ly achieving balance.

It uses outdated baseline proposals
by the CBO. We just had CBO numbers
come in this March from the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office,
showing that the country, because of
an improving economy, is poised to
collect more revenue and poised to
spend less on some key programs. In-
stead of using that baseline data—the
March data—the budget we worked on
in committee used worse January data
to make the situation seem more dire
than it is. I don’t know why we would
do this. We should use the most up-
dated numbers.

Finally, I voted against the budget
because it contained a critical dishon-
esty. It proposed to do two things si-
multaneously that violate the basic
laws of physics. The two measures are
this: First we are going to entirely re-
peal the Affordable Care Act. However,
all the taxes we are collecting from
companies and people to pay for the Af-
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fordable Care Act—we are going to
keep all of those in the budget. So we
will repeal all of the benefits, all of the
coverage, all of the protection that
tens of millions of Americans get under
the Affordable Care Act, but we will
keep taxing people and companies and
keep all that tax revenue in the budg-
et. Clearly, both of those things are not
going to happen. So the budget has this
air of unreality about it.

But to me, the unreality of the num-
bers is even dwarfed in importance by
just the flat statement that we are
going to repeal the Affordable Care
Act. There are many things I can say
about the Affordable Care Act. Why
don’t I just pick one? That is that 16.4
million Americans are receiving insur-
ance coverage under the Affordable
Care Act. What does this budget say
will happen to those 16.4 million Amer-
icans? The budget doesn’t say. It has
no plan for providing that they will be
able to have health insurance.

Taking away health insurance from
16.4 million Americans, many of whom
have it for the first time in their lives,
is no small issue. That number is a big
number. Sometimes big numbers just
sound like big numbers. Let me put it
in context. How many Americans are
16.4 million people? Well, 16.4 million
people with health insurance is the en-
tire combined population of Wyoming,
the District of Columbia, Vermont,
North Dakota, Alaska, South Dakota,
Delaware, Montana, Rhode Island, New
Hampshire, Maine, Hawaii, Idaho, Ne-
braska, and West Virginia. That is 14
States and the District of Columbia.
The entire combined population from
birth to death in those 15 jurisdictions
is what 16.4 million American people
are. What this budget proposes is to
reach in and strip away health insur-
ance from every last one of those 16.4
million people without a proposal,
without a plan, without even any indi-
cation of how we would tackle this
problem.

I refuse to be a part of that. I refuse
to contemplate voting for that. I have
had too much experience with people
who don’t have health insurance to
push willingly people back into the
shadows when they have had health in-
surance for the first time in their life.

I know the Presiding Officer under-
stands this. We all do. Health insur-
ance is about two things. It is about
health, but it is also about assurance.
So if you are sick, if you are in an acci-
dent, if your wife is in an accident, if
your kids are sick, you have to have
this so that you can receive health
care, so that you can receive treat-
ment. But when you are not sick and
when you haven’t been in an accident,
you still go to bed worrying about what
will happen to your children if they get
into an accident, what will happen to
your wife if she gets ill. Even when you
are healthy, the absence of health in-
surance imposes an anxiety—especially
on parents—that is very, very severe.

So I will not be part of a budget that
tells 16.4 million people—the combined
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population of 14 States and the District
of Columbia—that while you may have
had this health insurance for the first
time in your life, we are now going to
take it away from you without a plan
to help you have the assurance and the
peace of mind and the protection of
your health that you have under exist-
ing law.

We should not step backward. We
should always step forward. Can we
find improvements? Of course we can.
But we shouldn’t step backward. That
is why I voted against the budget in
committee, and that is why I am like-
ly, absent major change, to vote
against it on the floor.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank Senator
KAINE for his outstanding work on the
committee and for his very cogent re-
marks.

In the Republican budget, we don’t
have to talk about protecting absurd
loopholes for large corporations and for
the wealthiest people in this country.
We don’t have to talk about significant
cuts in Head Start, making it harder
for working families to send their kids
to that very important program. We
don’t have to talk about cuts in the
Pell grant program, some $90 billion in
mandatory funding, making it harder
for working families to send their kids
to college. We don’t have to talk about
raising taxes on working families by
allowing the earned-income tax credit
and the children’s tax credit to expire.
We don’t even have to talk about that.
All we have to do is to hear what Sen-
ator KAINE just said.

Does anybody in America think it
makes sense to tell 16 million men,
women, and children—who today have
health insurance, some for the first
time in their lives—that they are going
to lose that health insurance, but, by
the way, we will continue to collect the
taxes from the Affordable Care Act?

Does anyone take that proposal seri-
ously—throwing 16 million people off of
health insurance, the equivalent of,
what was it, the 15 smallest States in
America—and having no plan with
what to do with these people?

On the surface, I think the Repub-
lican budget makes no sense at all and
has a very warped sense of priorities in
terms of protecting the wealthiest peo-
ple in this country—the largest cor-
porations—but sticking it to the mid-
dle-class and working families.

Senator KAINE mentioned that one of
the areas that we, in fact, are going to
focus on is the need to create jobs. I
think all of us who are not particularly
partisan are aware of the fact that the
economy today is a lot better than it
was when President Bush left office
and we were hemorrhaging 800,000 jobs
a month. Is the economy where we
would like it to be today? I don’t think
anyone believes that. But have we
made some significant progress in the
last 6, 6%2 years? Yes, I think we have.
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But having said that, let’s be clear. If
you look at the unemployment rates,
unemployment in this country is not
5% percent. Real unemployment is
close to 11 percent. Youth unemploy-
ment, which we never talk about at all,
is somewhere around 17 percent, and
African-American youth unemploy-
ment is off the charts.

In addition to that, we have another
major problem. That is, our infrastruc-
ture is crumbling. So what many of us
think we should be doing is that at a
time when our roads, bridges, rail sys-
tems, water plants, wastewater plants,
dams, levees, and airports need a huge
amount of work, and at a time when
real unemployment is much higher
than it should be—well, what about a
commonsense approach which says:
Let’s start rebuilding our crumbling
infrastructure and let us put Ameri-
cans back to work?

Do you know what, that is what the
American people want. On every poll 1
have seen, the top priority of the
American people—Democrats, Repub-
licans, Independents—is the economy,
create jobs, raise wages, and that is
what we should be doing.

In about 1 hour or so I will officially
offer an amendment which will, in fact,
rebuild our crumbling infrastructure
and create many millions of decent-
paying jobs.

In terms of infrastructure, which is a
fancy word for roads, bridges, water
systems, rail, and so forth, I don’t
think you have to be a Ph.D. in infra-
structure to know our infrastructure is
really in quite bad shape. Every day
somebody gets into a car—whether it is
in Vermont or Washington, DC—and
you see that pothole that takes away
half of your axle, that is what infra-
structure is about.

When you are in a traffic jam because
the road is inadequate to deal with
traffic, that is called infrastructure.

When your water pipes in your town
are bursting and flooding downtown,
that is called infrastructure.

The truth is that for too many years
Congress has dramatically underfunded
the maintenance and improvement of
the physical infrastructure our econ-
omy depends upon. That has to change,
and that is why I will be introducing an
amendment to invest $478 billion over 6
years to modernize our infrastructure.

How will we pay for that? Will we
pay for it by throwing children off of
Head Start? Will we pay for it by
throwing people off of the Affordable
Care Act? No. We are going to pay for
it in the right way, and that is to close
tax loopholes that allow corporations
and billionaires to shift their profits to
the Cayman Islands, Bermuda, and
other tax havens. So instead of having
these corporations putting their money
in tax havens—paying zero in Federal
income tax—and at a time when we are
losing about $100 billion a year without
reason, we are going to ask these cor-
porations to start paying their fair
share of taxes, and then we are going
to use that money to repair our crum-
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bling infrastructure and put millions of
people back to work.

This amendment—by the way, I will
tell you personally I have introduced
legislation that is more expansive than
this, but because I want all of the
Members of the Senate to be sup-
porting this, I have tailored it down a
little bit, and we are talking about $478
billion over 6 years. This amendment
will support more than 9 million good-
paying jobs over 6 years, more than 1.5
million jobs a year. This is money that
not only creates jobs and rebuilds our
infrastructure, it makes the country
more productive, more efficient, and
safer.

Right now, Larry Summers, the
former Treasury Secretary, makes the
point that if we take into account the
impact of depreciation, our net invest-
ment in infrastructure is actually clos-
er to zero of GDP, zero percent. In
other words, what we are spending our
money on is not rebuilding new infra-
structure but replacing and patching
old infrastructure.

The sad truth is that as a nation we
are falling further and further behind.
Throughout China, multibillion-dollar
projects are underway to build new
bridges, airports, tunnels, an $30 billion
water project, and high-speed rail
lines—in China, not in the United
States.

This past November, China approved
nearly $115 billion for 21 additional
major infrastructure projects. While we
are debating, while we refuse to invest
in our crumbling infrastructure, China
is doing just that—in spades.

It is no surprise that the World Eco-
nomic Forum’s Global Competitiveness
Report now ranks our overall infra-
structure at 12th in the world—12th in
the world. That is down from seventh
place a decade ago. There was once a
time when the United States had an in-
frastructure that was the envy of the
world. Now we are in 12th place.

Let’s take a look at some of the prob-
lems we face and why we need to invest
in infrastructure.

One out of every nine bridges in this
country is structurally deficient, and
nearly one-quarter are functionally ob-
solete. We need to rebuild crumbling
bridges.

Almost one-third of our roads are in
poor or mediocre condition, and nearly
42 percent of all urban highways are
congested. We need to rebuild crum-
bling roads.

Transit systems across the country
are struggling to address deferred
maintenance, even as ridership steadily
increases. People want to take advan-
tage of transit, to get to work on tran-
sit, and yet the transit authorities are
deferring maintenance because of lim-
ited funds.

Meanwhile, nearly 45 percent of
American households lack any mean-
ingful access to transit, which is a
huge problem in rural areas across the
country, including the State of
Vermont. In Vermont, in most cases
you have one way to get to work and
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only one way: That is in your auto-
mobile.

The amendment I would be offering
also creates a national infrastructure
bank. This idea, championed in the
past by Senators on both sides of the
aisle, will leverage private capital to
finance more than $250 billion in trans-
portation, energy, environmental, and
telecommunications projects.

My amendment will also greatly ex-
pand credit assistance to projects of
national and regional significance
through the TIFIA Program, long
championed by my good friend from
California, Senator BARBARA BOXER.

It will boost funding for the highly
competitive TIGER Program that
funds locally sponsored transportation
projects across the country that in-
crease economic competitiveness and
promote economic innovations.

But we all know our infrastructure
problems are not just limited to roads,
bridges, and transit. Much of our Na-
tion’s rail system is obsolete, even
though our energy-efficient railroads
move more freight than ever and Am-
trak’s ridership has never been higher.

While we debate the merits of high-
speed rail in Congress, countries across
Europe and Asia have gone ahead and
built vast high-speed networks. Guess
what. They work. High-speed rail
trains relieve congestion on roads, air-
ports, and whisk people around quickly
and efficiently.

China has already 12,000 miles of
track with trains that run at least 125
miles per hour and several thousand
miles with trains that can travel at 200
miles per hour. Meanwhile, the Acela,
Amtrak’s fastest train, travels at an
average speed of just 65 miles per hour.

This amendment will invest $12 bil-
lion to make much-needed investments
to upgrade our passenger and freight
rail lines, and to move people and
goods more quickly and efficiently.

It is time for America to catch up
with the rest of the world. There was
once a time when we were No. 1 in in-
frastructure. Today we are No. 12.

I hear my friends on the other side
talking about the debt we are going to
be leaving our kids and our grand-
children, while we are going to be leav-
ing them a crumbling infrastructure
which at some point somebody is going
to have to pay for unless we get our act
together now.

America’s airports are bursting at
the seams as the number of passengers
and cargo grows. The Airports Council
International—North America says
America needs $76 billion over the next
5 years to accommodate growth in pas-
sengers and cargo activity and to reha-
bilitate existing facilities.

Moreover, and rather incredibly, our
airports still rely on antiquated 1960s
radar technology because Congress
chronically underfunds deployment of
a new satellite-based air traffic control
system.

This amendment will invest $6 billion
to improve airports across the country.
It will invest another $6 billion to
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bring our air traffic control system
into the 21st century by accelerating
deployment of NextGen technology
that will make our skies safer and our
airports more efficient. Anyone, as
many of us do, who travels, who flies a
lot, knows our airports need to be more
efficient than they are.

Bottlenecks at our marine seaports,
which handle 95 percent of all overseas
imports and exports, cause delays that
prevent goods from getting to their
destinations on time. The same is
true—perhaps even more so—for our in-
land waterways, which carry the equiv-
alent of 50 million truck trips of goods
each year.

My amendment will invest an addi-
tional $1 billion a year to clear the
backlog of projects needed to improve
inland waterways, coastal harbors, and
shipping channels. Our businesses sim-
ply can’t compete in the global econ-
omy if they can’t move their goods and
supplies to, from, and within our coun-
try more efficiently.

Right now, more than 4,000 of the Na-
tion’s 84,000 dams are considered defi-
cient—not in need of a few repairs, but
deficient—serious problems.

Even worse, one of every 11 levees
has been rated as likely to fail during
a major flood. I will talk a little more
about this issue in a few minutes as
this is something that could concern
everyone in the Senate.

My amendment will invest $56 billion
a year to repair and improve the high
hazard dams that provide flood control,
drinking water, irrigation, hydropower,
and recreation across the country, and
the flood levees that protect our cities
and our farms.

Much of our drinking water infra-
structure is nearing the end of its use-
ful life. I like to tell the story of Rut-
land, VT. A few years ago that city—
one of the largest in Vermont—had
water pipes that were built before the
Civil War—before the Civil War—and I
think that is not all that uncommon.
Cities and towns all over this country,
in many instances, have pipes that go
way, way, way back and are constantly
breaking and causing serious leaks.

Each year, there are nearly one-quar-
ter million water main breaks with the
loss of 7 billion gallons of freshwater.
Let me repeat that: Each year, there
are nearly one-quarter million water
main breaks with the loss of 7 billion
gallons of freshwater. But that is noth-
ing compared to the amount of water
we lose through leaky pipes and faulty
meters. In all, the American Water
Works Association estimates that we
lose 2.1 trillion gallons of treated
drinking water every year—2.1 trillion
gallons. Clearly, this is an issue that
cannot continue to be delayed. We have
to address that.

Our wastewater treatment plants
aren’t in much better shape than our
freshwater pipes are. Almost 10 billion
gallons of raw sewage is dumped into
our Nation’s waterways every year
when plants fail or pipes burst, often
during heavy rains. My amendment
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would invest $2 billion a year so States
can improve the drinking water sys-
tems that provide Americans with
clean, safe water.

The amendment would similarly in-
vest $2 billion a year to improve the
wastewater and storm water infra-
structure that protects water quality
in our Nation’s rivers and lakes.

America’s aging electrical grid con-
sists of a patchwork system of inter-
connected power generation trans-
mission and distribution facilities,
some of which date back to the early
1900s. Not surprisingly, the grid suffers
from hundreds of major power failures
every year, many of which are avoid-
able. Our grid is simply not up to the
21st century challenges it faces, includ-
ing resiliency to cyber attacks. It is no
wonder the World Economic Forum
ranks our electric grid at just 24th in
the world, in terms of reliability, just
behind Barbados.

My amendment will invest $3 billion
a year for power transmission and dis-
tribution modernization projects to im-
prove the reliability and resiliency of
our ever more complex electric power
grid. This investment will also position
our grid to accept new sources of lo-
cally generated renewable energy and
will address critical vulnerabilities to
cyber attacks, an issue of great con-
cern to many of us.

Another area where we are falling be-
hind is Internet access and speed, and
this is especially important to rural
States such as Vermont. The Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment, the OECD, ranks the
United States 16th in the world in
terms of broadband access—16th in the
world in terms of broadband success—
not something we should be terribly
proud of. We are only marginally bet-
ter in terms of average broadband
speed—12th in the world, according to
Akamai’s 2014 annual report.

How can it be that businesses,
schools and families in Bucharest, Ro-
mania, have access to much faster
Internet than most of the TUnited
States of America?

My amendment will invest $2 billion
a year to expand high-speed broadband
networks in underserved and unserved
areas and to boost speeds and capacity
all across this country. Let us be clear:
Internet access is no longer a luxury, it
is essential for 21st century commerce,
for education, for telemedicine, and for
public safety. We cannot continue to
lag behind many of our global competi-
tors in terms of broadband quality and
access.

That is a brief summary of what my
amendment does. It addresses a chronic
funding shortfall. It addresses the need
to start the kinds of investments we
need to bring our physical infrastruc-
ture into the 21st century. If $478 bil-
lion over 6 years sounds like a lot of
money, please consider this: The Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers—the
people who actually know the most
about the state of America’s infra-
structure—says we need to invest $3.6
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trillion by 2020 just to get our Nation’s
infrastructure to a state of good re-
pairs. So this amendment is a good
start, but that is all it is. It is a good
start. Much more has to be done.

Let me conclude by asking my fellow
Americans to imagine an America
where millions of people in our 50
States are hard at work earning good
wages rebuilding our crumbling
bridges, making our roads much better,
dealing with wastewater plants, deal-
ing with water systems, and dealing
with our rail system. Think about what
America looks like when we create an
infrastructure that is 21st century.

Our job right now is to rebuild our
crumbling infrastructure. As a former
mayor, I can absolutely assure you in-
frastructure does not get better all by
itself. You can’t turn around and ig-
nore it and think it gets better. Quite
the contrary, it gets worse. If you have
a bridge right now which is in serious
disrepair, it does not get better by ig-
noring it. It only gets worse, and in
fact it ends up costing more money to
rebuild it as it deteriorates.

So we have an opportunity right now.
We have an opportunity to make our
country more efficient, more produc-
tive, and safer by creating a 21st cen-
tury infrastructure, and at the same
time we have an opportunity to create
millions of decent-paying jobs. In
many respects, this is a no-brainer.
This amendment is paid for by ending
outrageous corporate loopholes that
allow large profitable corporations
from paying any Federal income tax.
So I hope we will have wide bipartisan
support for this amendment, which, as
I understand it, will be voted on tomor-
row, and I will officially bring it up in
about half an hour.

With that, Madam President, I yield
the floor.

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

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

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I am
going to talk about the fifth annual
celebration of Congress Week, spon-
sored by the Association of Centers for
the Study of Congress. It is a national
commemoration which coincides with
the week in which Congress achieved
its first quorums in the year 1789.

Before I do so, let me make a couple
of observations on other items of busi-
ness in front of the Senate. First of all,
we are about to embark on the annual
process of adopting a budget. This Sen-
ator had the privilege as a young Con-
gressman in my first year in the House
of being assigned to the House Budget
Committee. That was not long after
the whole apparatus of the Budget
Committees were set up requiring Con-
gress to adopt an annual budget. The
original reason for requiring it, and re-
quiring a process called reconciliation,
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was SO0 a majority vote—instead of
what used to be the Senate cutting off
debate at two-thirds, now it is 60 votes
to cut off debate—would be required to
pass a budget because of the tough de-
cisions that needed to be made in low-
ering a deficit by cutting spending and
raising tax revenue.

But along come the administrations
in the early part of the last decade, and
they reversed the process, using rec-
onciliation not to require the hard
votes for Senators and House Members
in raising tax revenue but to do exactly
the opposite with a majority vote, in-
stead of having to reach the 60-vote
threshold to cut off debate in the Sen-
ate.

So as the decade started, after the
administration in 2000 transferred over
to the new administration in 2001, with
a healthy surplus, lo and behold the
budget, in the course of the next al-
most decade, went completely out of
whack. Instead of revenues being up
and spending being here on a bar
graph—the difference being the surplus
of more coming in each year—it went
in exactly the opposite direction. The
tax revenues fell off so significantly be-
cause of the tax policies adopted
through that budgetary reconciliation
process in about the year 2001. The tax
revenues fell off, the spending in-
creased, and we went to huge annual
deficits.

I don’t know what the majority is
going to try to use reconciliation for
this time, but this Senator is looking
for balance and common sense and tak-
ing care of the needs that government
needs to provide—provide for the na-
tional security; provide for those who
are the least fortunate among us; pro-
vide for what a society with a big heart
like in America, reflected by the people
who are elected in its representative
government—to reflect the American
people with a big heart and to keep our
fiscal house in order.

So as we start this process, I think
we ought to be listening to Senator
SANDERS, the ranking member of the
Budget Committee. We ought to be lis-
tening to the members of the Budget
Committee. I have served on that com-
mittee up through this last Congress
for 14 years. It is an important process,
and it can be effective if it is not mis-
used. That process was misused when it
took us from a position of huge sur-
pluses in the 1990s, up through 2000, to
exactly the opposite, huge annual defi-
cits.

AIRPORT SECURITY

Madam President, I wish to mention
another item I had occasion to be in-
volved in over the weekend. If we go
back to the latter part of last year,
there was a 6-month period—if you can
believe this—that guns were being
smuggled onto commercial aircraft fly-
ing from Atlanta Hartsfield to New
York City, where they were then sold
on the streets in Brooklyn.

We might say: Well, if this criminal
ring is selling guns in a State that does
not allow the possession of guns—New
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York—why wouldn’t they just run
them up I-95 in a car or a truck? Be-
cause law enforcement was on to that.
So they devised this ingenious scheme
where instead they were bringing the
guns into the passenger cabin of a com-
mercial airliner—not once but over a 6-
month period—and hundreds of guns
were transported right in the passenger
cabin.

Here is how the scheme worked: One
perpetrator would go through TSA se-
curity with an empty Kknapsack, a
backpack. Another perpetrator would
go through security—because there was
not an actual check of whether that
airport employee at the Atlanta air-
port in fact had any contraband, he
could get into the area underneath the
aircraft, go up into the secure area for
passengers, g0 into the men’s room,
and transfer the guns to the fellow
with the empty backpack who had al-
ready come through security with
TSA. They transferred—if you can be-
lieve it—an AK-47. At the time they fi-
nally picked up this fellow in Decem-
ber of last year, he had 16 handguns in
his backpack.

Naturally, in our responsibility and
as the ranking member of the com-
merce committee, I wanted to get into
this. What I found is that they weren’t
doing those secure checks—like we do
when we go through TSA as a pas-
senger—in the perimeter of the airport
for the thousands of employees who
work at the airport. That is how they
got the guns in and then did this
scheme of transferring the guns. It is a
good thing the perpetrator was a crimi-
nal, not a terrorist, because we can
imagine what it would be like had he
been a terrorist.

So what are the airports going to do
about it? I would suggest they ought to
take a look at the Orlando airport and
also the Miami airport. This Senator
visited the Orlando airport over the
weekend. They took hundreds of entry
points at the airport for their employ-
ees and boiled them down to a hand-
ful—specifically, 7 entry points for
about 6,000 employees at the Orlando
airport. They put up the metal detec-
tion devices, the conveyer belt that
takes backpacks through the machine,
that looks at their backpacks to see if
there is any contraband, et cetera. So
it was not financially prohibitive when
they boiled down the number of entry
points for their employees to a man-
ageable number. A similar thing was
done at the Miami airport.

As a result, it has at first blush the
appearance that this is a way of solv-
ing the problem. Now, sooner or later,
if this kind of scheme happens in an-
other airport, it is going to be abso-
lutely unacceptable and intolerable as
to what happened in the Atlanta air-
port.

The question is, What about employ-
ees losing their badges and somebody
grabbing the badge and utilizing it?
Well, at these screening points, they
swipe their badge, but the officers in
that reduced number of entry points
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for airport employees are checking the
badge, looking at the picture on the
badge and the person with the badge,
and then having the holder of the
badge go over and enter a personal
identification number—a PIN number—
as another safeguard before going into
the secure area of the airport.

We are going to have to do this.
There is no excuse for what happened
in Atlanta.

CONGRESS WEEK

Madam President, now I would like
to speak about this great fifth annual
celebration of Congress Week, and it
goes back to when Congress first start-
ed in 1789, the very first quorums this
Congress had. The birth of the Con-
gress was not on a single day or an
event, but it was a process of delibera-
tion in the Federal Government that
met in the spring and summer of 1787.
They hashed out the Constitution,
which provided for Congress to convene
on March 4, 1789. On that date in New
York City, which was the temporary
capital at the time, the first meeting
place of the Congress, cannons fired
and church bells rang to announce the
birth of the new Congress, but only a
few Members of Congress had arrived
by that date. Weeks passed before the
House achieved its first quorum on
April 1, with the Senate not getting a
quorum until 5 days later on April 6.
The House and Senate met jointly on
April 6 in the Senate Chamber to count
the ballots of the Presidential electors.

So Congress Week’s theme, ‘‘The
People’s Branch,” reflects and empha-
sizes that Congress is the part of the
government designed to be closest to
the people and the most likely to re-
flect the sentiment of the people—be-
cause it is those of us in the Halls of
the House and the Senate who go back
home and are directly reflective and
responsible to our constituencies.

We try to keep historical records of
all of this. Our congressional papers
are some of the richest sources for the
study of national affairs, local history,
regional issues, and, of course, for
American history. They document the
legislative branch, and they document
the history and foreign affairs of the
country. It is imperative that we man-
age and preserve our own papers for fu-
ture historical research and study of
democracy.

The Association of Centers for the
Study of Congress, founded in 2003, is
an independent, nonpartisan alliance of
more than 40 organizations and institu-
tions that preserve the papers of Mem-
bers of Congress and promote a wide
range of programs and research oppor-
tunities related to Congress. James
Madison said that an informed citi-
zenry was the best guarantee that this
Nation’s great experiment in represent-
ative democracy would work and sur-
vive for future generations.

So I want to call Congress Week to
the attention of the Senate and to the
Nation’s public—awareness of the rich
and colorful history of representative
democracy through the institution of
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the United States Congress. I encour-
age our colleagues to preserve their
records and the history of the individ-
uals who make up this great institu-
tion.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Michigan, Ms. STABENOW.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President,
first I thank the distinguished Senator
from Vermont for his advocacy, pas-
sion, and hard work in laying out what
this is all about.

I also appreciate the work of the dis-
tinguished chair, even though we have
disagreements on the budget, because
this is really an opportunity we have
to create a serious budget—a serious
budget that gives every American a
fair shot to work hard and to get ahead
and the opportunity to strengthen the
middle class of our country. But that is
not what is happening here.

What America needs is a middle-class
budget. Unfortunately, instead, what
we have is a budget that continues to
rig the system on behalf of the wealthy
and the well-connected. This budget
does not close corporate tax loopholes
or end practices such as inversions that
take our jobs overseas. It doesn’t even
address the folks who pack up and
leave the country and let taxpayers
and workers pay the tab for the move.

This budget does not help us address
our crumbling infrastructure, which is
a burden on our workers and a drag on
the economy. Frankly, if we address
that, as our ranking Member has
urged, we will create a lot of good-pay-
ing jobs, millions of middle-class jobs.

This budget does not invest in a
meaningful way in education and op-
portunity for the future, which is the
key to equipping our workers to excel
in the global economy we all face, nor
does it help make college tuition more
affordable or help the millions of
Americans who are struggling to pay
back college loans. Too many young
people today, too many young profes-
sionals come out of college and get a
job and have loans that are more than
a mortgage would be. They can’t afford
to even buy a house as a result of it.
This budget needs to address that.

This budget does nothing to address
what is happening in terms of wages
for tens of millions of Americans who
are working hard every day trying to
hold it together. It does not raise the
minimum wage, nor does it help the
millions of working women who are
living in poverty. By the way, half of
the women living in poverty could be
lifted out of poverty if we really had
equal pay for equal work. That is stun-
ning. We could address that in this
budget resolution.

This budget does not protect our sen-
iors who have worked hard to earn the
security that comes from Medicare and
Social Security. We are talking about
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a situation where the House, in fact,
outrageously is suggesting doing away
with the Affordable Care Act that has a
group of exchanges through which in-
surance companies have to compete to
lower prices—a whole process of the Af-
fordable Care Act that they want to
eliminate. At the same time, they are
proposing to put the same thing in
place for Medicare—take away the uni-
versal structure of Medicare and create
a situation that will be unstable and
more costly for millions of seniors.

Finally, this budget calls for the re-
peal of the Affordable Care Act, but it
does some very interesting things.
First of all, it would take health care
coverage, medical care, away from 16.4
million families and raise taxes on mil-
lions of middle-class families right
now. At the same time they are taking
away medical care, health coverage,
they turn around and exclude the Af-
fordable Care Act from the process of
points of order that are in this bill that
say if there is a point of order—there
can be a point of order against any-
thing that increases the deficit except
for the Affordable Care Act. We are
going to exclude that. Why? Because
the Affordable Care Act actually re-
duces the deficit, and they admit it in
the resolution because they exclude
that from points of order.

So we have a very interesting situa-
tion where, on the one hand, this budg-
et takes away medical care, health
care, extra help with closing what is
called the doughnut hole for our sen-
iors under medical, all the provisions,
all the protections for people who al-
ready have insurance who now can’t
get dropped if they get sick and if they
are sick can get insurance even if they
have a preexisting condition, all of the
folks who have their children on their
insurance up to age 26, all of the other
protections—gone under this budget.
However, they admit that to do that
actually increases the deficit, so they
exempt the Affordable Care Act from
that provision.

On top of that, we are talking about
millions of Americans who would have
increased costs. So people are going to
get increased costs, increased taxes, in-
creased deficit, and less medical care.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COATS). The Senator has used 5 min-
utes.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask if I may have
1 more minute.

Mr. SANDERS. The Senator may
have 2 more minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my col-
league and leader of the Budget Com-
mittee.

We are in this crazy situation where
this bill would eliminate health care
for 16.4 million Americans right now,
most of whom have not had the ability
to find affordable health care. It would
raise their cost, raise their taxes, raise
the deficit, and then at the same time
this bill keeps the revenue and the cost
savings from the Affordable Care Act.
This is a pretty nifty trick, I have to
tell you. So you lose your health care,
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but the revenue that is generated to
pay for health services stays in the
baseline. They are counting the rev-
enue, they are counting the cost sav-
ings in this budget. They are counting
the savings and taking away your
health care. Not a good deal. I would
suggest that is a very, very bad deal.

This is not honest budgeting. It cer-
tainly is not a budget that puts middle-
class families first or those who are
working very hard—one job, two jobs,
three jobs—trying to lift themselves up
to get into the middle class for them-
selves and their families.

It is not just irresponsible budgeting;
it is irresponsible governing to create a
document that hurts so many people in
the priorities that are set—low-income
people, middle-income people, those
struggling hard and working hard to
get into the middle class—but protects
the interests of privileged Americans.
This is a budget rigged for the wealthy
and well-connected of the country, and
I would urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank Senator STA-
BENOW not only for her remarks this
evening but for the great work she has
done on the Budget Committee, and I
certainly concur with the thrust of
what she is saying. Our middle class is
struggling, and the wealthiest people
are doing phenomenally well. Corpora-
tions are enjoying recordbreaking prof-
its. CEOs make 270 times more than
their average worker.

We don’t need a budget that protects
the top one-tenth of 1 percent and the
CEOs of major corporations. We need a
budget that protects working families
and the middle class. I know that is
something Senator STABENOW has been
fighting for throughout this entire
process, and I thank the Senator very
much for that.

AMENDMENT NO. 323
(Purpose: To create millions of middle class
jobs by investing in our nation’s infra-
structure paid for by raising revenue
through closing loopholes in the corporate
and international tax system)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 323, which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS],
for himself and Mr. WYDEN, proposes an
amendment numbered 323.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, let me
just reiterate what I said a moment
ago. The wealthiest people in this
country are doing phenomenally well.
Ninety-nine percent of all new income
created in America today is going to
the top 1 percent. Those people are
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doing great. They don’t need the help
of the Senate. They are doing just fine.
The top one-tenth of 1 percent own al-
most as much wealth as the bottom 90
percent. Those people are doing ex-
traordinarily well. They do not need
the help of the Senate.

The people who do need the help are
the working families and the middle
class of this country, many of whom
are working longer hours for lower
wages. They, in fact, need our help.
Seniors who are having to make the
difficult choice of whether they heat
their homes in the winter, buy the
medicines they need, or buy the food
they need, need our help. Young people
in this country who would love to go to
college but don’t know how they can
afford to go to college need our help.
People graduating college with $50,000,
$60,000, $100,000 of debt and don’t know
how to pay off that debt need our help.

We have to get our priorities right.
We have to know whose side we are on.

The amendment I am offering, which
I suspect will be voted on tomorrow, is
very significant in that it addresses
two major issues. At a time when real
unemployment in this country is not
5.5 percent—if we count those who have
given up looking for work—and I be-
lieve the Presiding Officer touched on
that issue during her remarks—if we
count those who have given up looking
for work or those who are working part
time when they want to work full time,
real unemployment is 11 percent. We
need to create millions of jobs. Youth
unemployment is at 17 percent. Afri-
can-American youth unemployment is
off the charts. Right now, when we talk
to people all over this country, they
say: Help us. Create decent-paying
jobs.

That is what this amendment does.
This amendment creates 9 million de-
cent-paying jobs over a 6-year period,
and it does it in a very sensible way.

Mr. President, I think you know, I
know, and every Member of this body
knows and virtually every American
knows our infrastructure is crumbling.
Our roads, our bridges, our water sys-
tems, our wastewater plants, our lev-
ies, our dams, our airports, and our rail
system are in need of significant im-
provements. We cannot be a first-rate
economy when we have a third-rate in-
frastructure. Everybody knows that.

Let me be very clear. If we don’t in-
vest in infrastructure today, it is not
going to get better all by itself. It will
only deteriorate. We keep pushing it
off, and we keep pushing it off, and the
roads get worse, the bridges get worse,
and the water systems get worse. Now
is the time to rebuild our crumbling in-
frastructure, and when we do that, we
will create or maintain some 9 million
good-paying jobs. I would hope that
maybe once around here we can have
bipartisan support for a piece of legis-
lation that I believe in their hearts
every Member of this body knows
makes sense.

How are we going to pay for this? We
are not going to pay for it by cutting
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Medicare. We are not going the pay for
it by cutting Pell grants. We are not
going to pay for it by cutting Head
Start. We are not going to pay for it by
asking low-income seniors to pay more
for their prescription drugs. We are
going to pay for it by an eminently fair
way; that is, by undoing huge tax loop-
holes that enable large, profitable cor-
porations in some cases to pay zero in
Federal income taxes. It is time to end
those loopholes. It is time to invest in
our crumbling infrastructure. It is
time to create millions of decent-pay-
ing jobs.

I would hope very much that we
would have strong bipartisan support
for this amendment.

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. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we have
now had our first amendment offered,
one to add more infrastructure. I doubt
there is anybody in the Chamber—even
when we are all here—who would doubt
that we need to do things with infra-
structure. My infrastructure time ac-
tually goes back to when I was elected
mayor of Gillette, WY. It was a boom
town. We didn’t know how big it was
going to increase. We knew we were al-
ready short of sewer, water, electricity,
streets, sidewalks, not to mention po-
lice, garbage, and all the other things
that come with it. The infrastructure
was sorely lacking. In fact, one of the
first calls I got was from a person who
said: What are you going to do when
your substation blows up? I had to ask
what a substation was, and then I
would have to ask why it would blow
up. When it gets to 110 percent of ca-
pacity—or the first warm day—it ought
to blow up. If that happened, the con-
sequence of that was the people at Gil-
lette would have been without elec-
tricity for about 6 weeks. I think in
this day and age if a company went
without electricity for 6 weeks, a per-
son would be tarred and feathered. So I
understand infrastructure and the need
for it.

The Federal Government never once
offered to do any infrastructure for me,
and we didn’t need them to either. But
there are things the Federal Govern-
ment has taken the responsibility for
and that we need to make sure are
funded and taken care of and repaired,
and I am sure both sides of the aisle
want to do that.

The title of this amendment sounds
great, but when you get down into the
details, there are some problems. The
budget resolution has a deficit-neutral
reserve fund for infrastructure and en-
visions that Congress will fully fund
transportation priorities to strengthen
our crumbling infrastructure with a
new highway bill in May.
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I have been here long enough to know
we always do that. It is not very dif-
ficult to get the votes together to pass
a highway bill. The difficulty, of
course, is coming up with the money,
but there is a deficit-neutral reserve
fund established to allow the flexibility
to get that to happen. It provides a
mechanism so a bill can move. It al-
lows authorizers to find new revenue or
offsets to extend the life of the high-
way trust fund.

The Senate budget resolution strives
to maintain a well-functioning na-
tional transportation system, a core
element of the U.S. economy, which
helps hard-working Americans while
reducing lower priority items that do
not contribute to a national transpor-
tation network and should be handled
in a local way.

Our Nation’s system of roads and
bridges has deteriorated and is in des-
perate need of repair. Everyone here is
fired up about the issue because we
have all experienced these infrastruc-
ture deficiencies. We have seen bridges
collapse. We have seen some of the de-
terioration of the roads. We have all
been frustrated with traffic, bottle-
necks and potholes.

Today, there are more than 1 million
miles of roads eligible for Federal aid
and more than 60,000 bridges are struc-
turally deficient. However, the high-
way trust fund is bankrupt. Each year
trust fund spending outpaces the reve-
nues from the gas tax by about $14 bil-
lion and that gap is growing. To com-
pensate for funding shortfalls, the
trust fund has required large transfers
totaling $65 billion since 2008, $62 bil-
lion of which came from the general
fund of the Treasury. We didn’t use to
have to do that. Usually the gas tax
provided a big enough fund that we
were able to increase the number of
dollars spent on infrastructure.

When the Bowles-Simpson group met,
their suggestion was that the gas tax—
the user fee for cars using the high-
ways—needed to be raised a nickel a
gallon for each of three consecutive
years. Unfortunately, that was about 5
years ago, and they predicted the
money would run out before now if we
didn’t make that kind of a raise. There
have been several things that have
been proposed, but we never had a vote
on any of them.

A one-time cash infusion from a cor-
porate tax increase does not do any-
thing to take care of the discrepancy
between spending and revenues that re-
sults in the highway trust fund insol-
vency. We do need a long-term highway
trust fund solution rather than another
short-term fix that kicks the can down
the road. A corporate tax increase is
not a long-term solution for the prob-
lems of the highway trust fund.

I have been interested in the inter-
national tax piece, and that is the part
the President hung his hat on for the
infrastructure piece. The way that
works is to mandate a 14-percent tax
on all of the money that is overseas. I
didn’t really see any clause in there
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that allowed that to be paid over any
kind of a period of time. We didn’t need
all of that revenue right in the first
year.

I did an international tax piece that
had a much lower repatriation fee on it
and it was not mandatory. The dif-
ficulty of making it not mandatory is
it doesn’t score so it does not show any
money coming back because nobody
has to bring it back. They have to de-
clare everything upfront and agree to
pay the tax over a period of 5 years if
they were going to bring it back. There
would be 5 years of revenue from this
repatriation of funds, even at a lower
rate, which could fund what we are
talking about here, or it could fund the
other needs that have to be done in tax
reform.

The way the budget is written, that
is left up to the individual committees
to come up with the solutions they
need. It is not up to us here on the
floor doing a budget where we have a
mixture of people from all of the com-
mittees, but not the kind of structure
we have in the specific committees to
come up with the final solution for it.
There has to be a solution, and I know
it can be made, but it can’t be done so
that it bankrupts the companies. If we
take the tax that is overseas and im-
pose a 14-percent tax on it that has to
be paid this year, we will bankrupt al-
most every company that is out there,
and the reason is they don’t just have
that money sitting over there; it is
being used over there. They have to be
able to sell off or reclaim whatever
money they have in order to be able to
pay any taxes on the money they have
overseas. And that needs to be done,
because if we can find a way for compa-
nies to bring their money back to the
United States, they will invest it in the
United States and it will grow the
economy and we will have more jobs.

Incidentally, the best way to take
care of most of these problems is to
grow the economy, which is the oppo-
site of what this administration is
doing. It fascinated me that in the
President’s budget he said if we could
grow the economy by just 1 percent, it
would result in $4 trillion in taxes. But
everything I saw in there were ways to
change that back so we didn’t grow the
economy the 1 percent to raise $4 tril-
lion.

I had the Congressional Budget Office
look at it, and they said a 1-percent in-
crease in the economy would raise $3
trillion, so we have a small deficit dif-
ference, but that is a lot of money any
way you look at it, whether it is the
CBO’s estimate or the President’s esti-
mate.

Some of Senator SANDERS’ tax re-
form ideas have merit, but it should be
dealt with within the context of the
comprehensive tax reform and the
highway bill. These tax policies have
nothing to do with infrastructure and
will force transportation spending even
further away from the user-pays prin-
ciple we have always had until recently
when we started tapping some of the
other trust funds.
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The U.S. tax code is overly com-
plicated, inefficient, and archaic. I
think we all agree it needs to be fixed,
and I believe Senator HATCH and Sen-
ator WYDEN are on a path to do that.
Both have taken a look at it very ex-
tensively and have been working on it
for quite a while. Senator HATCH was
working on it with Senator Baucus be-
fore Senator WYDEN became the chair-
man. I think the two of them are still
working on it, and that is how it needs
to be done. It is complicated, it is inef-
ficient, it is archaic, it is too big, and
it is not fair.

The current structure hurts eco-
nomic growth, it frustrates working
Americans, and it pushes American
businesses overseas. Any discussion of
international or corporate tax reform
should be dealt with in the context of
a comprehensive tax reform to simplify
the entire system. We should not drag
tax reform into the highway funding
debate. One of the tendencies we have
around here is to come up with some
very simple solutions that, as a solu-
tion, sound like a really good idea, but
when we get into the details, there are
a whole bunch of complexities that re-
sult in unintended consequences that
can foul up the whole system, and that
is one of the things that something as
complex as our tax system can do if we
try to write that as a budget resolu-
tion.

The budget resolution assumes the
tax-writing committees will adopt a
tax reform proposal that reduces mar-
ginal rates but broadens the tax base
to create a fairer, efficient, competi-
tive, progrowth tax regime that is rev-
enue neutral, and I look forward to
their work. I am on that committee so
I will get to be a part of that work. One
of the areas I am particularly inter-
ested in is, of course, small business.

I was in small business for a long
time. My wife and I had shoe stores. If
you have a small business corporation,
you pay the taxes on the money you
make in that given year, even though
you still need to keep it invested in the
business if you are going to keep the
business going. Those are called the
passthrough businesses, so we have to
be careful that when we fix the cor-
porate tax structure, we don’t ruin the
small business tax structure at the
same time. That is a major complica-
tion, but when you get into the details
of that, it gets even more complicated.

I am hoping we do both corporate and
individual at the same time. I have lis-
tened to Senator SANDERS talk about
and mention a number of corporations
that didn’t pay taxes and even got
some money back, and my first reac-
tion to that is that is terrible; it
should not happen in America. But
after I looked at it, I thought if they
had really violated the law, they would
be in jail. They didn’t violate the law.
They used the tax laws we have now,
which shows why we need to have tax
reform.

I am in favor of tax reform and elimi-
nating loopholes. I had an opportunity
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to look at a number of the tax expendi-
tures. I know some of the businesses
that were listed as tax expenditures ac-
tually wound up getting a different
name for the same thing they get to
write off that every other business gets
to write off, and so we have to be care-
ful that when we eliminate those that
we are not moving into another cat-
egory because one of the tax breaks I
looked at, if we eliminated it, it would
allow them to write their expenses off
much faster than how they agreed to
write them off. So it is more com-
plicated than it seems on the surface.

I am hoping we can eliminate some of
that complication and eliminate some
of those loopholes. I hope we can use
some of the money for infrastructure
and the rest for the simplification and
fairness of it. Fairness is very impor-
tant, and that is why we have the com-
mittee structures the way we do too so
we can have people looking at the
issues from both sides to make sure
there is fairness in the eyes of as many
people as possible. When we start tin-
kering with the tax code in very small
ways, that is how we wind up with
these unfairness issues that appear in
there. Helping out one sector can some-
times be adverse to another sector, but
we don’t realize it until the actual ac-
tion takes place.

I am looking forward to the debate
on infrastructure. It is my under-
standing we will vote on that sometime
tomorrow around noon and that gives
us an opportunity to have more debate
on it.

In the meantime, I think we can
probably come up with some common-
sense solutions that could be worked
through the committee, which was
what was always envisioned in our
budget.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of the time.

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. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

——

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF WILLIAM P.
DOYLE TO BE A FEDERAL MARI-
TIME COMMISSIONER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to executive session to consider
the following nomination, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of William P. Doyle, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be a Federal Maritime Com-
missioner for a term expiring June 30,
2018.

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