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offense to the institution—and I say 
that with regard to both sides. 

My friend the majority leader has 
been committed to conducting the Sen-
ate’s consideration of legislation in a 
deliberate manner, with prudence and 
restraint. He has renewed and en-
hanced deliberation and open consider-
ation of serious policy proposals. We 
have not made a point of pushing Re-
publican messaging bills, but rather we 
have worked hard to find broad bipar-
tisan consensus. Although it has not 
been easy by any means, I feel con-
fident the American people are begin-
ning to regain confidence in the legis-
lative branch as it is being led today 
under Republican leadership. 

We still have a long way to go before 
we can restore the full confidence and 
trust of the American people—at least 
that is my viewpoint—but we are real-
ly once again moving the country in 
the right direction. This Senate is a 
dramatic improvement from the way 
business has been conducted over the 
past several years. We are not focused 
on scoring cheap political points but 
are deliberating serious policy and leg-
islation aimed at meaningful reform. 

The Senate, under Republican leader-
ship, has passed bipartisan legislation 
that will improve the lives of all Amer-
icans. We are doing the right kind of 
work, and we are doing it the right 
way. We are not focused on political 
gimmicks and pageantry; rather, we 
are interested in real, substantive pol-
icy aimed at strengthening the Nation, 
our economy, and our national secu-
rity. We have made significant 
progress, and we continue to work to-
gether to restore our reputation as the 
world’s greatest deliberative body. 

In the Finance Committee alone, as 
of yesterday we have passed 36 bipar-
tisan bills out of that committee, 
which wasn’t really allowed to function 
during the last number of years. It was 
so bad that Senator Coburn left it. He 
said we are not getting anything done. 
Frankly, we weren’t. A lot of that was 
because of the way the Senate was 
being led at that particular time. 

I am pleased to say I think the Fi-
nance Committee is restoring itself as 
the greatest deliberative committee on 
Capitol Hill, certainly in the Senate. 

In that regard, it has been a privilege 
to work with PAUL RYAN over in the 
House. In all of our meetings, there has 
never been any real push to be par-
tisan. It is to get the job done, to do it 
the best way we possibly can, to in-
volve our brethren and sisters on the 
other side, and to make sure our side 
does what really ought to be done in 
our respective bodies. 

We are going to have tie-ups in the 
future, I know, but it was getting so it 
was in every way. And I suspect there 
were sincere motives in doing that, in 
trying to protect the then-majority’s 
side before this year. I understand 
that. But it went way too far, and it 
was not the way to run the Senate. 

We all know Senator MCCONNELL is a 
strong, tough, intelligent, complete 

Senator and certainly majority leader. 
That can irritate some people who 
don’t look at the real facts and don’t 
look at what he really stands for and 
what he is really trying to do. But I 
have found him to be fair. I have found 
him to be fair and deliberate and some-
body you can work with as long as you 
are working in good faith. 

I would like to see both of our leaders 
work in good faith so we can do things 
for our country first and quit worrying 
so much about who is going to run the 
Senate for the next couple of years or 
who is going to win or who is going to 
get the big headline. Let’s worry about 
running the country in the proper way. 
To do that, it takes both sides, not just 
one side, and it takes a deliberative 
process that elevates the Senate again 
to the greatest deliberative body in the 
world. We can do it. 

I caution both leaders to do every-
thing in their power to see that we do 
work together as much as we can. 
When we fight, let’s have real good 
fights, but let’s do it over substantive 
things, not just deliberated procedural 
matters. 

But the fact is that we have done 
quite a bit in these first 6 months. The 
leader has done a great job in getting 
us there, and we have had a lot of help 
from our friends on the other side. I 
want to keep that system going so we 
can do even better. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-

sistant minority leader. 
f 

KING V. BURWELL DECISION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this 
morning the Supreme Court of the 
United States came down with its deci-
sion in King v. Burwell. I think it will 
probably be a decision that is remem-
bered for a long time, certainly by 
Members of Congress. We were watch-
ing carefully, closely, wondering what 
the Supreme Court was going to say 
about the Affordable Care Act, other-
wise known as ObamaCare. We passed 
it 5 years ago, and it was about the 
issue of health insurance—how many 
Americans who were uninsured would 
be insured under the Affordable Care 
Act and how much it would help health 
insurance cost. 

Controversial, as the Senator from 
Utah just noted—it was passed on a 
partisan roll call. There was an effort 
to write a bipartisan bill, and it failed. 
There was no sentiment shared by both 
sides of the aisle to create the Afford-
able Care Act or anything like it. 

How important is this decision, King 
v. Burwell, a decision which basically 
sustained the Affordable Care Act and 
said that the tax credits—which are 
part of the act—given to families in 
lower income situations were legal and 
constitutional? I think it is one of the 
most important decisions because I 
think health insurance is one of the 
most important things in our lives. 

If you have ever been in the position 
as a father with a sick child, a seri-

ously ill child without health insur-
ance, you will never forget it. I know. 
I have been there. As a law student, my 
wife and I got married and had a little 
baby. She had some challenges, and we 
had no health insurance. Every time 
we took her to the hospital, every time 
we saw a doctor, I wondered if she was 
getting the best that she could get be-
cause we didn’t have health insurance. 
It meant waiting in big waiting rooms 
with a lot of other people without 
health insurance and hoping that who-
ever walked through that door, that 
doctor would be just what my daughter 
needed. I will never forget it. When it 
comes to a time when people are debat-
ing about health insurance and how 
important it is, it sure is important to 
me. It was even when I didn’t have it, 
as I realized how insecure and uncer-
tain I was. 

About 5 years ago, I was down in 
southern Illinois, Marion, IL, which is 
a great little town. I stayed there in 
deep southern Illinois at a local motel, 
and in the morning I would go up and 
go in. They had a little breakfast buf-
fet there. There was a sweet lady 
named Judy. She was always there; 
‘‘Senator, what can I do for you?’’ and 
all that. She couldn’t have been nicer. 
I got to know Judy over the times we 
stayed there, and we talked about her 
life. 

Judy was 60 years old. She was work-
ing part time in this motel—kind of in 
the world of hospitality—and she took 
care of guests when they went to the 
breakfast buffet in the morning. We 
talked about her life. She had grown up 
in southern Illinois. She had worked all 
the way through her life, job after job 
after job. I knew she was a hard-work-
ing lady and a good person. 

One day she said to me: Senator, I 
have heard about this debate in Wash-
ington about the Affordable Care Act, 
and I am scared. 

I said: Why? 
She said: I don’t think I can afford it, 

and they won’t let me pick my own 
doctor. 

I said: Well, Judy, I don’t want to get 
personal, but I need to ask you a few 
questions. Do you have health insur-
ance? 

No. No, Senator. I have never had 
health insurance in my life. I have 
never had a job that offered health in-
surance. 

She was 60 years old. 
I said: Now I am going to get real 

personal. Can you give me an idea how 
much money you make? If you want to, 
can you tell me? 

Sure. 
She told me. 
I said: Judy, when it is all over, you 

are going to be covered by Medicaid. 
You won’t be paying for this. For the 
first time in your life, you are going to 
have health insurance. You are going 
to be able to go to the hospital and not 
be a charity case. 

She said: It won’t cost me? 
No. Your income is so low that you 

qualify for this tax credit and this 
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treatment under Medicaid. You don’t 
have to pay out of pocket. 

The next time I went back there 
after the law passed and we knew she 
had Medicaid coverage, Judy didn’t 
look the same. She was obviously sick. 

I said: What is wrong? 
She said: Well, I just got diagnosed 

with diabetes. 
I said: Well, at least you have Med-

icaid. 
She said: I sure do. And I have a doc-

tor. I like him, and he is helping me. 
And I have a hospital that I can go to 
if I need to. 

There she was, for the first time in 
her life at the age of 60, with diabetes, 
and with health insurance. From my 
point of view, that is what this deci-
sion and this debate is all about. 

What we set out to do with the pas-
sage of the Affordable Care Act was to 
make sure health insurance was there 
for that young couple getting started 
with a baby who otherwise wouldn’t 
have had health insurance or that 60- 
year-old woman who was working a job 
that didn’t provide health insurance 
benefits who was facing diabetes. 

Well, it has helped a lot of people. 
When we started the debate on the Af-
fordable Care Act, there were 50 mil-
lion Americans—out of over 320 mil-
lion, 50 million—who had no health in-
surance. Because of this law, the Af-
fordable Care Act, almost one-third of 
them—16 million—now have health in-
surance. I think that is a good thing. 
Most Americans would celebrate that 
we have reduced the rolls of the unin-
sured by one-third. It means they have 
peace of mind having coverage. 

Roy Romanowski, in Chicago—I sat 
next to Roy at a community health 
clinic in a neighborhood. I go to those 
clinics all the time because I think 
they are one of the best places on 
Earth to meet some great medical pro-
fessionals who are doing a wonderful 
service for a lot of people who live in a 
neighborhood and who wouldn’t have a 
place to go. 

Roy Romanowski, a big, barrel-chest-
ed Polish guy from Chicago, is a musi-
cian. He plays a guitar. He never had a 
solid 40-hour-a-week job in his life and 
never had health insurance. He has it 
now. The Affordable Care Act gave Roy 
health insurance coverage for the first 
time—health insurance coverage he 
can afford. 

That is what the decision in this 
court case was about today—whether 
people like Roy and Judy would have 
health insurance. And it does some-
thing else: It moves us along the path 
we want to be on—and not only that 
more and more people have health in-
surance. Here is good news for every-
body: The rate of growth in health care 
costs is going down. Oh, it is not a dra-
matic plunge. We didn’t expect it to be. 
But even as it starts to level off a little 
bit, it has a dramatic impact. It means 
even if you don’t have your health in-
surance plan through the Affordable 
Care Act, if you have it through your 
employer, the health insurance pre-

miums your employer faces are less 
than they would have been. So it is 
starting to flatten out this growth and 
the cost of health care. 

What about Medicare? Medicare is 
important for over 40 million Ameri-
cans. Here is the great news on Medi-
care—two things. No. 1, because the 
overall cost of health care is coming 
down just a little, in 5 years, the pro-
jected solvency of Medicare has been— 
they have added 13 years to it, 13 more 
years of solvency for a program criti-
cally important to seniors and disabled 
people. So Medicare has benefited from 
it as well. 

There is a second part. If you are 
under Medicare and you have prescrip-
tion Part D, which covers your pre-
scriptions under Medicare, we closed 
the doughnut hole. The doughnut hole 
used to be that point in the cost of 
your prescription drugs when Medicare 
no longer paid for it and you had to pay 
for it out of pocket. That was a crazy 
idea in the law, and it cost seniors 
thousands of dollars. And then, of 
course, after they paid out of pocket, 
Medicare came in to cover the addi-
tional expenses. We got rid of that cra-
ziness. We eliminated that doughnut 
hole. So for seniors wanting to take 
the medicines the doctor has prescribed 
so they can feel good, be strong, be 
independent, stay on their own, this 
Affordable Care Act helped them pay. 
In Illinois, it was about $1,000 per Medi-
care recipient per year in prescription 
drug costs taken care of by the Afford-
able Care Act. 

Let me tell you a couple other things 
this law did and does. Do you have any 
children in your family who are going 
to college? Are you worried about when 
they graduate from college, whether 
they have a job and health insurance? 
I was. My wife and I were worried 
about our daughter. 

I remember calling her. 
Jennifer, you just got out of school. 

Do you have health insurance? 
Dad, I don’t need it. I am healthy as 

can be. 
That is not what a father wants to 

hear. 
The Affordable Care Act says that 

your son or daughter can stay under 
your family plan until they reach the 
age of 26. I think that is a good thing. 
As a parent who had a college grad 
looking for a job, I had the peace of 
mind of knowing she was under the 
family health insurance plan. 

So the people who want to repeal the 
Affordable Care Act—do they really 
want to repeal that provision? 

And here is another one that is im-
portant. How many of us can say with 
certainty that in our homes, in our 
households, there isn’t someone with a 
preexisting condition, someone who— 
perhaps a child—has had diabetes, a 
spouse who has had good luck in beat-
ing breast cancer or prostate cancer? 
Someone there is a history of mental 
illness. In the old days before the Af-
fordable Care Act, what I just described 
to you were grounds for denying health 

insurance coverage or charging 
through the roof. Well, that was 
changed by the Affordable Care Act. 
Preexisting conditions no longer dis-
qualify you from health insurance in 
America. 

The President said this morning, 
after the Supreme Court decision: We 
will have to explain to our grandkids 
there was a time when you couldn’t get 
health insurance if you were sick. 

Thank goodness that time has passed 
and the Affordable Care Act protects 
people. Overall, this act in the last 5 
years has made real progress for Amer-
ica. For 16 million Americans, it has 
given many of them health insurance 
for the first time in their lives, health 
insurance they can afford and a tax 
credit to help them pay for it that was 
protected today by this Supreme Court 
decision. 

In all of the time since the Affordable 
Care Act has been the law, we have 
heard from the other party that they 
want to repeal it. But in that same pe-
riod of time, we have never ever heard 
what they would replace it with. They 
don’t have a better idea. Here is what I 
hope we will do. I hope we will put be-
hind us this whole effort of let’s file an-
other lawsuit, let’s vote another time 
to abolish the Affordable Care Act. I 
hope instead that there will be a con-
structive dialogue between Democrats 
and Republicans to make the Afford-
able Care Act better. 

I voted for it and am proud of it. It is 
one of the most important votes I ever 
cast in Congress. But it is not perfect. 
I tell my town meetings in Illinois that 
the only perfect law was brought down 
the side of a mountain by Senator 
Moses on clay tablets. Ever since then, 
we have done our best to write laws but 
know that we have to be ready to im-
prove them and to react to changing 
circumstances. 

We should do the same with the Af-
fordable Care Act. I think there are 
things we can do to make it stronger, 
and on a bipartisan basis we should. 
Until this moment in time of this Su-
preme Court decision, it has been po-
litically impossible to have that con-
versation. 

The Restaurant Association came to 
see me. They are worried. They said: 
Wait a minute. We have a lot of part- 
time employees and a lot of them don’t 
want health insurance. Their spouses 
have health insurance. We are looking 
at the law. We want some clarity here 
about what our obligation will be 
under the Affordable Care Act. 

They deserve that clarity. I will tell 
you as I stand here today, I am willing 
to sit down with any Republican Sen-
ator and work out changes and provi-
sions in the law to make sure we treat 
these employees fairly and we give 
them coverage and do it in a fashion 
that is fair to their employer as well as 
individual employees. These are things 
we can and should do. 

For the longest time, there were peo-
ple who opposed Social Security—going 
way back in time 70 or 80 years when it 
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was created. They said that it will 
never last; it will never stay. Eventu-
ally, public sentiment changed and 
people realized Social Security was 
critically important for America. 

The same thing was true for Medi-
care. There were those who said: So-
cialized medicine, you have to get rid 
of it. Now, 60 years later, 50 years later, 
they understand it is part of America. 
For millions of Americans, it is criti-
cally important. Medicaid, the same 
thing. 

I hope today will be that turning 
point on the Affordable Care Act, 
where we decide on a bipartisan basis 
that this is part of our future, pro-
viding health insurance for uninsured 
Americans, doing it in a fair way, and 
particularly for those in lower income 
situations. 

This was a historic decision, King v. 
Burwell, at the Supreme Court—6 to 3. 
A decisive majority opinion said the 
Affordable Care Act is legal and con-
stitutional and should move forward. I 
hope that message makes it across the 
street over to the Halls of Congress. 

f 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS V. IN-
CLUSIVE COMMUNITIES 
PROJECT, INC. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this 
morning, the Supreme Court also an-
nounced its decision in Texas Depart-
ment of Housing and Community Af-
fairs v. Inclusive Communities Project, 
Inc. 

In a major victory for the millions of 
Americans who rely on the protections 
of the Fair Housing Act to challenge 
unfair, discriminatory housing prac-
tices, the Court held that disparate im-
pact claims are permissible under the 
law. 

The Fair Housing Act was a land-
mark civil rights bill passed in 1968 to 
combat widespread housing discrimina-
tion. Under the disparate impact doc-
trine, the law allows plaintiffs to chal-
lenge housing policies that have a 
‘‘disproportionally adverse effect on 
minorities,’’ without proving discrimi-
natory intent. 

Housing discrimination is rarely as 
overt today as it was in the 1960s, and 
disparate impact claims thus play an 
important role in preventing housing 
segregation. Federal appeals courts 
across the country have long held that 
these types of claims are permissible 
and constitutional. Today, the Su-
preme Court rightfully affirmed this 
principle. 

As Justice Kennedy acknowledged in 
the opinion, the Fair Housing Act 
plays a ‘‘continuing role in moving the 
Nation toward a more integrated soci-
ety.’’ 

This past week has reminded us that 
we have much to accomplish in cre-
ating a more just and equal society. On 
issues ranging from voting rights to 
mass incarceration, there are funda-
mental disparities that we must ad-
dress. 

Thankfully, the Court’s ruling today 
ensures that the full protections of the 
Fair Housing Act remain intact. We 
must continue to work to prevent dis-
crimination in housing and give all 
American families access to safe, af-
fordable homes in inclusive, prosperous 
communities. 

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

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

REMEMBERING MAJOR KENNETH 
M. SLYE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to honor and pay tribute to 
a very dear friend of mine who has 
sadly passed away. MAJ Ken Slye, re-
tired from both the U.S. Army and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense, died 
on June 24, 2015, at the Robley Rex VA 
Medical Center in Louisville. He was 81 
years old. 

Ken was a retired master Army avi-
ator who did two combat tours in Viet-
nam, flying both Chinook and Huey 
helicopters. After his retirement from 
the Army, Ken was very active in the 
local Louisville military community as 
well as that of Fort Knox. He was a 
past chairman of the Louisville Armed 
Forces Committee; a four-times past 
president of the Louisville Chapter, 
Military Officers Association of Amer-
ica; a member of VFW 1170 Middletown; 
of the DAV; and of the American Le-
gion G.I. Joe Post 244 in Jeffersontown. 

Ken served on the Veteran Experi-
ence Board at the Robley Rex VA Med-
ical Center, and in fact he and fellow 
veteran Carl Kaelin were instrumental 
in getting the medical center named 
after Kentucky’s own World War I-era 
vet, Robley Rex. Ken was the recipient 
of the 2015 Louisville Armed Forces Pa-
triot Award just this past May. 

Ken was also heavily involved with 
professional tennis as an international 
chair umpire, and he served in the 
chair in matches all over the United 
States as well as the United Kingdom, 
Germany, Australia, Canada, Brazil, 
Japan, France, Argentina, Mexico, the 
Netherlands, and Jamaica. He began 
his officiating career in 1974 and was a 
graduate of the first professional ten-
nis officials’ school, in 1976 in Dallas. 
He chaired matches at the U.S. Open, 
Wimbledon, the French Open, and the 
Davis Cup. 

Ken officiated in 16 matches with leg-
endary player John McEnroe. Ken was 
the only Kentuckian to chair the final 
of a Grand Slam Tennis Tournament. 
He was the chair umpire for the classic 
1980 U.S. Open Men’s Singles Final be-
tween McEnroe and Bjorn Borg, 
watched on television by 20 million 
fans and 22,000 in the stands at Flush-

ing Meadow. He was the chair umpire 
at the 1987 Wimbledon semi-final 
match between Stefan Edberg and Ivan 
Lendl. Other tennis legends Ken en-
countered during his career were Ar-
thur Ashe, Stan Smith, Ilie Nastase, 
and Jimmy Connors. 

Born in Boston and raised in Welles-
ley, MA, Ken moved to Louisville be-
cause it was the hometown of his wife, 
Linda. He sang bass with the Louisville 
Thoroughbred Chorus for 4 years and 
served as its manager for 6 years. He 
served for 20 years with the Secretary 
of Defense’s staff on top of his heroic 
service with the Army. 

Ken is survived by his wife, Linda, as 
well as his son Scott Slye and daughter 
Susan Fabiano; his granddaughters 
Stacey Brandon and Audrey Ribley; his 
six great-grandchildren, Ashlynn, Will, 
Addison, Cooper, Scott, and Brystal; 
and Linda’s son and daughter Jeff Fur-
nish and Meg Furnish. 

MAJ Ken Slye bravely served his 
country in uniform during a time of 
war, and he served his fellow veterans 
when he returned home. He will be 
greatly missed, not only by the mili-
tary community throughout Kentucky 
but also by his many friends who knew 
and loved him. 

I am proud to count myself among 
that group of friends. I relied on Ken’s 
advice and friendship. I want to extend 
my deepest condolences to his family 
in their time of loss. The Common-
wealth of Kentucky joins them in 
mourning this heroic man, patriot, and 
soldier. 

f 

REMEMBERING THOMAS BLAKE 
RATLIFF 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise to pay tribute to a very dear friend 
of mine and a great Kentuckian who 
has sadly passed away. Thomas Blake 
Ratliff of Pikeville, a Navy veteran, 
died on April 20, 2015. He was 88 years 
old. 

Born on May 27, 1926, Tom attended 
elementary, junior high, and high 
school at the Pikeville College Acad-
emy and graduated in 1944. Upon grad-
uation he joined the Navy and served 
in the Pacific theater during World 
War II until being honorably dis-
charged in 1946. 

After his naval service, Tom attended 
Pikeville College and the University of 
Kentucky, where he received a bach-
elor of laws in 1951 and a juris doc-
torate in 1970. Tom and his wife Myrtle 
returned home to Pikeville after Tom 
graduated law school, and he practiced 
law and also became involved in the 
coal business. Tom also had business 
interests in hotels, restaurants, the 
Reynold’s Body Company and in prop-
erties in Kentucky and Florida. 

Tom was also active in civic affairs 
and public service. A passionate sup-
porter of the Republican Party, he 
served in various capacities for the 
local, State, and national GOP. He was 
a great supporter of mine and I remem-
ber well his enthusiasm and dedication 
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