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wanted to know where you lived, and if
the color of your skin wasn’t just right
when you were brought to the hospital,
you went on your way. Today the dis-
parity in hospitalization rates between
minorities and White Americans has
decreased significantly.

Medicare and Medicaid have pro-
tected the health and well-being of mil-
lions of seniors, individuals with dis-
abilities, low-income individuals, and
millions of children.

In the past 50 years, Medicaid has
grown to be the Nation’s primary
health insurance program for low-in-
come individuals and families. Med-
icaid has grown to cover nearly 70 mil-
lion Americans, including more than 40
million children.

Today Medicaid covers nearly half of
all births in the United States and en-
sures that children receive the health
care they desperately need in the early
stages of their lives. By providing early
childhood health care to millions, Med-
icaid has improved the long-term
health of children and contributed to
their overall quality of life.

Medicaid has also provided health
care and long-term services to 16 mil-
lion low-income seniors and individuals
with disabilities. Medicaid pays for
services that Medicare does not cover.
It ensures that low-income seniors and
individuals with disabilities have ac-
cess to a wide variety of services.
These options allow them to remain in
their communities rather than relocate
to nursing homes. But when they do
have to go to a nursing home, the vast
majority of people in convalescent cen-
ters in America are Medicaid recipi-
ents.

Sadly, 22 States have chosen not to
expand Medicaid coverage, and this de-
cision has hurt millions of people who
can’t afford health care any other way.
Why do States and the Republican Gov-
ernors of those States oppose this? Be-
cause it is part of ObamaCare.

To his credit, the conservative Re-
publican Governor from the State of
Nevada, Brian Sandoval, was one of the
first Governors to sign on to this pro-
gram. He didn’t care if it was a Demo-
cratic program or a Republican pro-
gram; it helped people in Nevada who
needed help. I truly admire him for
doing that. The expansion of Medicaid
in States throughout the country
would boost States’ economic activ-
ity—and Brian Sandoval knows that—
and create job growth, in addition to
providing quality, affordable health
care to vulnerable Americans. The
State of Nevada is a relatively sparsely
populated State. Almost 200,000 people
are receiving the health care they need
and would not have but for ObamaCare
and Governor Brian Sandoval.

Medicaid expansion would benefit
every State. The Affordable Care Act
transformed Medicaid into a true safe-
ty net for vulnerable Americans. We
should be expanding this coverage, not
restricting it for partisan gain.

Medicare and Medicaid have pro-
tected Americans for 50 years, and our
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Nation is healthier and stronger be-
cause of its existence. But despite 50
years of undeniable Medicare and Med-
icaid success, Republicans remain com-
mitted to ending access to health care
for those who need it the most.

We will be celebrating ObamaCare’s
success b0 years from now while Repub-
licans call for the Affordable Care Act
to be phased out, like Jeb Bush wants.
In 50 years, will there be a Republican
Presidential wanna-be out there saying
“Let’s get rid of ObamaCare; let’s
phase it out’’? I hope not.

Republicans have repeatedly engaged
in politically motivated attacks de-
signed to undermine the law that
transformed our Nation’s health care
system. The Affordable Care Act has
helped millions of Americans to gain
access to quality health care. Since the
Affordable Care Act was signed into
law, 16.4 million Americans have got-
ten quality health care—many of them
for the first time in their lives. The
United States has seen the largest de-
cline in the uninsured rate in decades,
if not forever. In the last 18 months,
the uninsured rate for mnonelderly
adults has fallen by 35 percent. Health
care costs have grown at their slowest
rate in 50 years. Patient safety initia-
tives are keeping Americans safe.

The Affordable Care Act is working.
It is the law of the land, and that is not
going to change. There have been more
than 50 votes to repeal or undermine
the Affordable Care Act and there have
been repeated challenges to this law
before the courts, but we have won on
every level. The American people have
won twice with the stamp of approval
by the Supreme Court. Last month we
witnessed the Supreme Court rule, as I
have indicated, again for the second
time in favor of the Affordable Care
Act. It is here to stay. It is here to stay
because the American people want af-
fordable health care.

American seniors need affordable, ac-
cessible health care coverage, and they
need it right now.

Five decades ago—b50 years ago—
President Johnson said:

No longer will older Americans be denied
the healing miracle of modern medicine. No
longer will illness crush and destroy the sav-
ings they have so carefully put away over a
lifetime so that they might enjoy dignity in
their later years. No longer will young fami-
lies see their own incomes, and their own
hopes eaten away simply because they are
carrying out their deep moral obligations to
their parents, and to their uncles, and their
aunts.

The Republicans have spent the last
five decades fighting against President
Johnson’s dream. The Republicans are
determined to roll back access to
health care for Americans. It is hard to
believe, but it is true. Just this week
the Senate held a vote on whether to
repeal this lifesaving program—again.
It is clear that after 50 years, the Re-
publicans have learned nothing.

We should be building on the success
of Medicare, Medicaid, and the Afford-
able Care Act. We need to be expanding
coverage to all Americans. We should
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be encouraging States to expand Med-
icaid access. Democrats are com-
mitted—just as President Johnson was
half a century ago—to giving Ameri-
cans the health care they need and de-
serve.

Will the Chair announce the schedule
for today.

——————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

——————

HIRE MORE HEROES ACT OF 2015

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 22, which
the clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 22) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt employees with
health coverage under TRICARE or the Vet-
erans Administration from being taken into
account for purposes of determining the em-
ployers to which the employer mandate ap-
plies under the Patient Protection and Af-
fordable Care Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time until 12
p.m. will be equally divided in the
usual form.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, soon we
will vote on final passage of a bill that
will provide a long-term solution to the
shortfalls of the highway trust fund. If
enacted, this bill will provide the long-
est paid-for authorization of highway
and transportation spending in nearly
a decade.

This bill is the result of an incredible
amount of work by a number of Sen-
ators, including our distinguished ma-
jority leader as well as the chairman
and ranking member of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee. 1
commend them for setting aside par-
tisan differences to find a solution de-
spite the cynicism and naysaying from
some of our colleagues and others here
in Washington.

I am also pleased to have been able to
play a part in these efforts, working
with Leader MCCONNELL to identify
suitable offsets to pay for the reauthor-
ization of the highway and transit pro-
grams. While the Finance Committee,
which I chair, has jurisdiction over the
funding stream for the highway trust
fund, we had to cull together offsets
from other areas and other committees
in order to pay for this multiyear high-
way bill. This required the cooperation
of multiple chairmen and committees,
all working together toward a common
goal.

One of the most remarkable things
about this bill is that it provides 3 full
years of highway funding without rais-
ing taxes or adding to the deficit. We
have heard time and again that a long-
term highway bill would only be pos-
sible if we included a big tax increase.
With the upcoming final vote on this
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bill, the Senate is about to prove other-
wise, and it will do so with bipartisan
support. This is how the Senate should
operate, particularly when we are deal-
ing with something as big and impor-
tant as highway funding.

As I said last week, this bill rep-
resents a victory for good government
and is yet another bipartisan win for
the Senate under the current leader-
ship. Like many of my colleagues, my
hope is that eventually the House of
Representatives will follow suit and
work toward passage of a similar long-
term highway bill so that we can come
together, reconcile differences, and fin-
ish the job. While I know there are
some divisions on the other side of the
Capitol about the Senate’s overall
strategy and maybe even some of the
particulars in our bill, I think we have
shown that a long-term bill is a real-
istic goal and a preferable option to yet
another short-term highway patch.

Once again, I am well aware of the
desire of some in Congress and in the
administration to marry Ilong-term
highway funding to some kind of tax
reform. As the chairman of the Sen-
ate’s tax-writing committee and its
most outspoken supporter of tax re-
form, I think that idea has a lot of
merit. I commend those who are think-
ing in those terms. Fortunately, this
bill will provide just that opportunity
while giving added certainty to our
States as they plan their highway
projects and to our builders and job
creators looking to expand and hire
more workers.

Put simply, the Senate’s highway ap-
proach is a win for everyone. The
House should consider our approach,
and I hope they will.

Long story short, today is a good
day. Today the Senate will accomplish
something few thought possible. While
the process has been a bit more dif-
ficult and divisive than many of us
would have liked, I personally am very
pleased to see the Senate function
properly and govern responsibly.

There are a lot of things we can fight
over here in Congress, but I think we
can—or at least should—all agree on
the need to come together to pay for
our Nation’s infrastructure. I am
pleased to join with my colleagues—
Senators from both parties—in taking
a major step toward that goal today.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak as in morning business for no
more than 10 minutes.

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer.

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF MEDICARE

Mr. President, I rise today to com-
memorate the 50th anniversary of
Medicare. Fifty years ago, on July 30,
1965, President Liyndon Johnson signed
into law the legislation to create Medi-
care. I say thank God for Medicare. It
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was a great idea b0 years ago, 50
months ago, 50 weeks ago, and 50 min-
utes ago.

I stand on the Senate floor to say
that we must keep Medicare as Medi-
care and keep the integrity and sol-
vency of Medicare. We cannot turn
Medicare into a voucher; we cannot di-
lute it, phase it out, or eliminate it.
And until my last vote is cast in the
Senate, I will defend Medicare.

I saw what it meant. In the summer
of 1965, I had just graduated from the
University of Maryland School of So-
cial Work. Change was in the air. The
civil rights movement was making its
progress toward history and moving
forward. There were beginning doubts
about the Vietnam war, and the Nation
was recovering from the assassination
of President Kennedy. President John-
son wanted to lead in a bold way, hav-
ing had a landslide victory, and he said
he wanted to create a great society. He
knew that a great society meant that
we had to have a great heart.

What we knew then, as we know
today, is that people feared financial
bankruptcy because of health care
costs. They were terrified that a heart
attack that resulted in hospitalization
would bankrupt the family. They de-
layed the idea of getting cataract sur-
gery, which then needed to be done in
the hospital, not because they were
afraid of the surgery but because they
were afraid of the cost of surgery. If
you were a small, independent business
person over 65, you often had no health
insurance. It didn’t matter whether
you were in agriculture or an urban
small business.

Medicare changed all of that. Medi-
care protected people from two things.
No. 1, it protected them so that they
could go to a doctor when they needed
to and have health care when they
needed it. No. 2, it protected them from
financial disaster.

Today, 556 million Americans—nearly
every senior—have access to Medicare,
including 1 million seniors.

What was so significant about that
bill is that it provided universal access
to doctors.

No. 2, it had no barriers because of
preexisting conditions.

No. 3, it was portable because it was
national. Whether a person was in
Maryland or Utah or whatever State,
Medicare was the national program,
and it was viewed as an earned benefit.

America at that time had many
things going for it. One was that we
had a sense of self-confidence that we
could really solve problems and meet
the compelling needs of our country,
and the other was that we had compas-
sion.

One of my guiding principles, which I
believed then as well, and that guided
the Nation at that time was the guid-
ing principle of honor thy father and
mother. We knew that it was not only
a great commandment to live by, but it
was a good policy to live by. Therefore,
we ensured that all Americans had ac-
cess to health care, regardless of their
income.
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As I said, in the 1960s—1965 was the
year that I actually graduated from
the school of social work. I worked for
a program called ‘‘responding to the
elderly’s abilities and sicknesses other-
wise neglected.” It was called Oper-
ation Reason. Our job—a social worker
and a nurse, one of my oldest friends
from school—was to help elderly people
know about the program and sign up
for the program and help them use the
program. It was the joy—the sheer
joy—people experienced when they
heard about this program, knowing
that simply because they were Amer-
ican citizens, their needs would be
taken care of, with a modest premium.

Part A was hospitalization—a safety
net. In those days, care for significant
illnesses had to be done in the hospital.
The advances of medicine and medical
technology has allowed us now to do
less in the hospital, such as cataract
surgery and other surgeries being done
on an outpatient basis. Those advances
weren’t there in the 1960s. So people no
longer had to fear the cost of hos-
pitalization.

Then there was this program called
Part B. That meant seniors had access
to see a doctor, to see if they had dia-
betes, to see if they had high blood
pressure, to see why they couldn’t see
those grandchildren or do their work
on the family farm, the small business
or in the factories that we had in those
days. What they needed was maybe bet-
ter eyesight—that cataract surgery.
Maybe they were feeling old and slow
not because of age but because they
had diabetes or other issues. Then, of
course, there was the cost of the dread-
ed ‘‘c’” word—cancer.

My colleague and I worked in the
neighborhoods to make sure we took
care of how people could get to the fa-
cilities, know about those services, and
know about those barriers. In those
days, Baltimore seniors were strug-
gling. When they retired, it was often
the end of health insurance. It meant
nearly half of the seniors were unin-
sured. They went to clinics, standing in
very long lines, often shuttled back
and forth from one clinic to another.
They got their blood work here, they
looked at their kidneys there, and they
looked at their eyes here. Their con-
cept of primary care was fragmented.

Before Medicare, millions of seniors,
as I have said, were just one heart at-
tack away from bankruptcy or one can-
cer diagnosis away from destitution.
That was before Medicare.

Many were skeptical about Medicare.
Once again, the other party fought it.
They were wondering what it would
mean. People were skeptical. Was this
a big government move or was it a big
opportunity? My job was to show them
that this program was not about big
government, but about government
with a big heart.

After four months of operation, we
had enrolled hundreds of people into
this much needed program. And what
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has it meant? Before Medicare, 48 per-
cent of seniors had no health insur-
ance. Today, only 2 percent are unin-
sured. Out-of-pocket costs have de-
creased. Before Medicare, seniors paid
56 percent of health care costs out of
their pocket. Imagine what that meant
if you were hospitalized in those days.
Life expectancy is now 5 years longer.
Death from heart disease has dropped.
Our elderly poverty rate has declined.
Seniors have access to more affordable
drugs.

This isn’t about numbers, and it isn’t
about statistics. It is about people. It
is about the compelling needs of human
beings. It is about government that
says: I am on your side and at your
side, and we are going to use our na-
tional resources, our national brain
power, our national know-how to be
able to create a program that you can
participate in and that at the end of
the day, your life will be better and our
society will be improved.

I am really proud of what the Con-
gress and the President did 50 years
ago. I hope we have that same attitude
again. It is not about big government;
it is about government with a big
heart.

I will say this: There are those who
continue to talk about ending Medi-
care. Most recently, a Presidential can-
didate who I think has incredible abil-
ity—Jeb Bush—said he wanted to phase
out Medicare. I don’t get it. How do we
phase out Medicare? Do we start first
with age? Do we phase out 90-year-olds,
and then the next year we phase out 80-
year-olds? How do we phase it out? Do
we phase it out by disease? OK, this
year, no more diabetics; OK, this year,
no more cancer patients—they really
cost a lot of money. What does it mean
to phase it out, and what are we phas-
ing it out to?

Medicare cannot be privatized. We
must continue it as a guaranteed ben-
efit. Do we need to reform it, take a
look at it, refresh it? The answer is
yes. We have done that, such as when
we added Part B. But I will say this: No
matter what, thank God for Medicare.

When we go around this country, no
matter how they feel about govern-
ment or about Congress, people love
Social Security and they love Medi-
care. We have to defend it. We have to
make sure it is there as we need it.

So on this 50th anniversary of Medi-
care, let’s come together to make sure
we continue to be focused not on big
government but on a sense of self-con-
fidence and a belief in our country to
solve big problems and that we con-
tinue to act like a country with a big
heart. We can do it because we have
done it in the past.

I will conclude by saying: Thank God
for Medicare, and I thank God for the
ability to be here on the floor of the
Senate to defend it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.
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UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—EXECUTIVE
CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I have
a unanimous consent request, but I am
waiting for Senator GRASSLEY from
Iowa, the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, to propound it, so I will
speak first and then do the request.

I rise today to address the growing
crisis of judicial vacancies in our Fed-
eral and district courts.

There are no values more American
than the speedy application of justice
and the right to petition the govern-
ment for a redress of grievances.
Frankly, neither of those can be
achieved without justices and judges
on the bench.

It is the job of the Senate to respon-
sibly keep up with the need to confirm
judges. Yet we have a 10-percent va-
cancy in judicial positions throughout
the United States. We have 28 districts
that are considered ‘‘judicial emer-
gencies.”” In my home State of New
York, in the Western District, there is
not a single active district judge—zero.
The Western District has one of the
busiest caseloads in the country. It
handles more criminal cases than
Washington, DC, or Boston or Cleve-
land. The delays for civil trials are by
far the worst in the country. Yet they
don’t have a single active Federal dis-
trict judge. If not for the efforts of two
judges on senior status who are volun-
teering to hear cases in their retire-
ment, the Western District would be at
a full judicial standstill.

How have we gotten to this point?
My friends on the other side of the
aisle slowed the pace of confirmations
when the Senate was under Democratic
leadership, creating these backlogs,
but we still pushed as many through as
we could. Now, under the new Repub-
lican Senate, more than half the year
into this new Congress, the Republican
leadership has scheduled votes on only
five Federal judges. It is July. They
have scheduled votes on five Federal
judges. That is a disgrace.

For context, in the seventh year of
President Bush’s Presidency, the
Democratic Senate—we were in charge
then—approved 25, compared to 5 here.
That is a direct one-to-one comparison,
apples to apples. At this point in Presi-
dent Bush’s term, Democrats had con-
firmed five times the amount of judges
that this Republican Congress—this

Republican Senate—has confirmed.
That is unacceptable.
Right now, there are 14 non-

controversial judges on the Executive
Calendar, including 3 highly qualified
judges for New York. I know these
nominees. They are brilliant legal
minds, experienced jurists and, above
all, they are moderate.

Larry Vilardo and Ann Donnelly are
two whom I have recommended, and
LaShann DeArcy Hall was rec-
ommended by my good friend, the jun-
ior Senator from New York, KIRSTEN
GILLIBRAND. They should all be con-
firmed, but we don’t know if they will
ever come up for a vote.
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I wish to spend a moment telling my
colleagues about these qualified judges.

Mr. Vilardo is a true Buffalonian and
will be a credit to the bench in his
hometown. He went to Canisius Col-
lege, Harvard Law School, and was a
clerk on the Fifth Circuit. He is fun-
damentally and classically a
Buffalonian—salt of the Earth, honest,
and grounded. Buffalo is in his bones; it
is part of who he is. As with so many
other people from the region, the city
has made him tough, levelheaded, fair,
and decent. As the first in his family to
graduate from college, he adds an im-
portant element of socioeconomic di-
versity to the court. The people of the
Western District of New York will be
incredibly lucky to have him on the
bench.

As perfect as Larry Vilardo is for the
bench in Buffalo, so are Ann Donnelly
and LaShann DeArcy Hall perfect for
the bench in Brooklyn.

Judge Donnelly has dedicated her life
to public service. She spent a quarter
decade as a prosecutor in the pres-
tigious Office of the District Attorney
of New York County under DA
Morganthal. I could tick off more of
her accomplishments. The list would be
long. She is more than a brilliant re-
sume. She is at her core a Kkind,
thoughtful, and compassionate person.

Let me say a word about LaShann
DeArcy Hall. I can’t take credit for her
nomination to the Eastern District of
New York. That goes to Senator GILLI-
BRAND. But I am proud to offer my
strong support. She too has accumu-
lated extensive and impressive legal
experience as a partner in the inter-
national law firm of Morrison &
Foerster. She is a veteran, having
proudly served in the Air Force. She is
a graduate of Howard University
School of Law, and she is member of
the board of visitors there.

Now, all of these nominees meet and
even exceed my standard for judicial
nominations in his or her own way. My
standards are three: excellence—le-
gally excellent, no political hacks;
moderation—not too far right but not
too far left; and diversity. Whenever we
can get diversity on the bench, we
should.

But they are not the only out-
standing nominees we have on the
floor. We have judges pending—can-
didates—for Missouri, California, rep-
resented by Republican Senators as
much as by Democrats who are experi-
encing the same judicial emergencies
and heavy backlog caseloads. Yet we
have no indication they will ever be
moved off the calendar.

This is about governing. In January,
the distinguished and newly minted
majority leader came before this body
and said it was time to govern. We
would do the budget by regular order.
Things would return to normal in the
Senate. We wouldn’t fill the tree. Yet
here we are, 7T months later, and we
have approved five judges. That is it—
five. Ten percent of the Federal and
district judgeships across the country
are vacant.
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Confirming judges is part of the busi-
ness of government, and right now the
majority party is failing that responsi-
bility to the American people. It has
real consequences. In the Western Dis-
trict of New York, Judge Skretny, on
senior status, has admitted that he is
encouraging all cases to settle in pre-
trial mediation to lower caseloads.
Criminal trials are prioritized while
civil trials languish. The two retired
judges in western New York are the
only ones reading cases at the moment
and spending far less time on each indi-
vidual case than they would under nor-
mal circumstances. And defendants
may be inclined to settle, admit guilt,
and take plea deals rather than wait
out a lengthy trial process. The same
story line is playing out throughout
the country. That is not how our jus-
tice system is supposed to work. As
many of my colleagues have said so
eloquently, the harsh truth of the mat-
ter is that for these petitioners, compa-
nies, and communities, justice is being
delayed and thus denied.

In the Senate, we often invoke the
principles upon which our country was
founded: principles of individual lib-
erty, justice, and equality in the eyes
of the law. These words have to mean
something. There shouldn’t be political
games standing in their way. The equal
and fair application of justice is nec-
essarily tarnished by a courtroom
without a judge. It is as simple as that.

In conclusion, Democrats will not
stand to watch our judicial system
brought to its knees by the death of a
thousand cuts. We have one week of
legislative session before a month-long
recess. I submit that we should not—
cannot leave town having confirmed
only five judges in what would be 8
months of this Congress.

Today I rise to request we move to
New York’s pending judicial nomina-
tions, but I also hope we will move the
other Justices before and after New
York’s on the calendar. I would like to
make this request, but I know my col-
league from Iowa would like to answer
it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to execu-
tive session to consider the following
nominations: Calendar Nos. 139, 140,
and 141; that the Senate proceed to
vote without intervening action or de-
bate on the nominations in the order
listed; that the motions to reconsider
be considered made and laid upon the
table with no intervening action or de-
bate; that no further motions be in
order to the nominations; that any re-
lated statements be printed in the
RECORD; that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action,
and the Senate then resume legislative
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Before I speak
about reserving the right to object, I
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would like to have the floor imme-
diately after the Senator from New
York gives up the floor, if I could. Is
there any objection to that?

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. OK. I want to re-
serve the right to object, and I will ob-
ject.

I would like to make a few comments
on the pace of judicial nominations.
First of all, during President Obama’s
Presidency thus far the Senate has
confirmed 313 judicial nominees. In
contrast to that, there were 283 judicial
nominees that the Senate had con-
firmed at this very same point of the
previous Presidency. That is 30 more
judicial nominees confirmed at this
point than in the year 2007.

Concerning this year’s pace, the Sen-
ate is simply following the standard
that my colleagues on the other side
established in that year, 2007. By this
point in 2007, the committee had held
six hearings for a total of 20 judicial
nominees. So far we have held 7 hear-
ings for a total of 21 nominees, 5 execu-
tive nominees, and 16 judicial nomi-
nees, including hearings on both the
Attorney General and the Deputy At-
torney General.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that the Attorney General and Deputy
Attorney General nominees took sig-
nificantly more time to process on
both staff and Members. So we are
doing a little bit better than the pace
that was set on the other side during
the last 2 years of the previous Presi-
dency. And I am trying to compare to
the last 2 years of that Presidency to
this Presidency.

I would also note that the nominees
from New York are below other Article
IIT judges on the Executive Calendar.
As I understand it, our side has agreed
to vote on the next judge on the cal-
endar when we return.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, would
my colleague yield for a brief question?

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will yield. Of
course, I will yield.

Mr. SCHUMER. I very much appre-
ciate his courtesy.

I understand my colleague has talked
about what has been done in the Judi-
ciary Committee which he chairs. Does
my colleague deny the fact that con-
firmed on the floor of the Senate in the
yvear 2007, which he referred to, there
were 25 at this time and only 5 have
been confirmed by this Senate? Does
my colleague deny that fact?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
would agree to that, and I will speak to
that point right now. It is very appro-
priate that my colleague would know
exactly what I was going to say to an-
swer his question.

Mr. SCHUMER. Great minds think
alike.

Mr. GRASSLEY. With respect to the
judges on the Executive Calendar, ev-
erybody knows at the end of last year
the Senate rammed through 11 judges,
which under regular order—and regular
order is very important in the U.S.

July 30, 2015

Senate—should have been considered at
the beginning of this Congress. That is
what happened in 2006 when 13 nomina-
tions were returned to the President
instead of being returned to the U.S.
Senate in the next Congress. The end of
2006 is comparable to what was done at
the end of 2014. Had we not confirmed
those 11 judicial nominees during the
lame duck last year, we would be
roughly at the same pace for judicial
confirmations this year compared to
2007. So put that in your pipe and
smoke it, Senator SCHUMER.

We are moving at a reasonable pace.
Therefore, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. SCHUMER. Without smoking,
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

GOVERNING IN THE SENATE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York gave very good
words that I want to follow up on. He
said that we were promised when Re-
publicans took over we said things
would be different in governing. They
are different. I would just like to show
the Senator from New York that prom-
ises made are promises kept. I think
the best example of promises made was
a January 2014 speech by the leadership
of the Republicans where a speech was
given that if there were Republican
control of the United States Senate,
then we would govern.

I think the best way to show that Re-
publicans are governing is this: there
were 370 House bills that died in the
U.S. Senate under the leadership of the
Democrat majority. We had 15 amend-
ments with rollcall votes. So far this
year, we have had over 160 rollcall
votes on amendments.

We have passed over 40 bipartisan
bills, reported over 160 bills out of com-
mittee, had 29 bills signed into law, and
balanced the first budget for over a
decade. Under Republican leadership,
we had a budget agreement for the first
time in 6 years, whereas under the
Democratic majority we had one budg-
et in 6 years. The law requires that we
adopt a budget every year, and we have
done that.

We made a promise that the Senate
was going to function as a deliberative
body, unlike the way it was run under
the Democratic majority for the 6
years of this Presidency. From that
standpoint, we have done that with the
statistics that I just gave you.

The Senator from New York says we
were promised a Senate that would
govern, but the only metric he is using
is whether judges are moving at the
same pace as they did when they took
over the U.S. Senate in 2007. And that
is an inadequate way to measure how
well the Senate is governing. We must
look at all the work the Senate is
doing. And the Senate is doing the
good work we promised we’d do before
the election. We have delivered.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.
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Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, thank
you.

We have had some interesting back-
and-forth here this morning. We had a
great message from our good Senator
from Maryland, and we had the col-
loquy we just saw here on judicial
nominees. I want to move in a little
different direction to something I
think is important.

As the previous speaker talked
about, the current majority is getting
things done. I want to talk about for
the first time in 10 years what is going
to happen on this floor today, and that
is for the first time in 10 years we are
going to pass a multiyear transpor-
tation bill without raising taxes.

Keep in mind, we have done short-
term transportation efforts 33 times
before we finally got to the next multi-
year bill that will be passed on this
floor today. I believe one of the core
constitutional functions of the Federal
government is to create the infrastruc-
ture necessary to conduct commerce,
trade, and allow general transpor-
tation. I sit on three of the four Senate
committees tasked with developing
this highway bill that we will vote on
today—the Finance Committee, the
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation Committee, and the Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee.
Because of this, infrastructure develop-
ment is one of my top priorities while
here in this Congress.

It has been a pleasure to work with
Chairman INHOFE, to work with Chair-
men THUNE, SHELBY, and HATCH over
the past several months on this high-
way bill. I am very appreciative of our
leadership team, particularly that of
Leader MCCONNELL and Senator COR-
NYN for working to advance it before
the authorities expire and the Congress
adjourns for the August recess.

Moving forward with a highway bill
that invests in our Nation’s crumbling
infrastructure, reduces congestion, and
increases safety without adding to the
national debt will create short-term
jobs and long-term economic growth.

Western States like Nevada, which
have experienced an unprecedented
amount of growth over the past couple
of decades, have the most to gain from
this highway bill. Nevada is one of the
fastest growing States in our Nation,
adding nearly 850,000 people to that
State in the last 15 years. In fact, the
Silver State was the fastest growing
State in the Nation in the decade of
the 2000s, experiencing a 35-percent
population increase. This growth, while
exciting for the State, has posed addi-
tional strains on our transportation in-
frastructure system. From 1990 to 2013,
vehicle travel on Nevada’s highways
has increased 141 percent.

It is also important to note that the
Silver State’s economy relies heavily
on tourism. Travel spending adds near-
ly $60 billion to Nevada’s economy an-
nually, accounting for about 13 percent
of the State’s GDP. Safe and reliable
roads and bridges in our State and
throughout the country are crucial to
growing our economy.
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Our rapidly expanding State has a
long list of infrastructure priorities to
address. A multiyear highway bill will
provide the resources and tools that
will benefit high priority projects such
as the Boulder City Bypass, the Carson
City Freeway, and the I-15 widening in
Las Vegas—which, by the way, is Ne-
vada’s busiest freeway. Under Nevada’s
most conservative budgetary plans, our
Department of Transportation has
identified over $9 billion of capital im-
provement projects over the next 20
years. Short-term patches will not put
a dent in that work plan. Additionally,
it is important to cut bureaucratic red
tape that will speed up permitting and
ensure that our Nation gets more
roads, more bridges, more rail projects
and other infrastructure developments
for every dollar that we invest.

Over the past couple of months, I
have worked diligently on my commit-
tees and with the Environment and
Public Works Committee in a bipar-
tisan manner to include a variety of
Nevada and national safety priorities
in the highway bill, which are included
in the Senate bill that we will vote on
today.

First and foremost of those priorities
is the expansion of Interstate 11 to
northern Nevada. I have been working
for years with my colleagues in both
the Nevada and Arizona delegations on
Capitol Hill to move I-11 forward. In
the 112th Congress, we were successful
in including language in the last high-
way bill, MAP-21, to officially des-
ignate an interstate route connecting
Phoenix and Las Vegas. These are the
two largest cities that are not con-
nected by an interstate highway sys-
tem.

Let me say that again, Mr. President.
Phoenix and Las Vegas are the two
largest cities in America that are not
connected with an interstate highway
system.

I have been working diligently to ex-
tend the proposed highway to I-80 in
northern Nevada. Earlier this year, I
introduced the bipartisan, bicameral
Intermountain West Corridor Develop-
ment Act to extend the route north and
worked with Chairman INHOFE to in-
clude it in the DRIVE Act. This full
north-to-south, Canada-to-Mexico
interstate system is a project of na-
tional significance, critical for our Na-
tion’s mobility, economy, and national
defense. This extension will open even
more markets for tourism and trade,
create jobs and improve the economy
for the entire Western United States.

I have also worked to include policies
in the bill that will greatly benefit the
Lake Tahoe region’s transportation ef-
forts. The Tahoe Basin is a unique
area, shared by the States of Nevada
and California but also heavily con-
trolled by the Federal Government. In
fact, the Feds are the largest land man-
agers of the Lake Tahoe Basin, control-
ling 77 percent of the land. Under cur-
rent law, Tahoe is not considered as
one area, from a transportation per-
spective, because the size of Lake
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Tahoe separates the individual commu-
nities that surround the lake.

The growing tourism industry great-
ly benefits the local economy but also
poses additional strains on the region’s
transportation system. The language
included in both the EPW and banking
titles ensures the population of Cali-
fornia and Nevada communities sur-
rounding the lake is considered a sin-
gular entity. This will greatly benefit
local leaders as they seek additional
resources to implement the Basin’s in-
novative 21st century highway and
transit plans.

As a member of the commerce com-
mittee, I also worked with Chairman
THUNE on the Comprehensive Transpor-
tation and Consumer Protection Act,
which was approved earlier this month
in our committee and is also part of
this bill. It includes important reforms
that will enhance the safety of our
roads and our railways.

I am pleased legislation I introduced
with my friend from Massachusetts
Senator MARKEY, Safety Through In-
formed Consumers Act, commonly re-
ferred to as the STICRS Act, was in-
cluded in the commerce bill. This pol-
icy promotes the purchase of safer cars
by requiring the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration to inte-
grate crash avoidance technology in-
formation, such as active braking and
lane tracking technology, onto the
safety ratings listed on your car’s
stickers.

Consumers have a right to the most
accurate and up-to-date information
possible when making decisions on
what cars to purchase. A separate five-
star rating for crash avoidance tech-
nologies or an adjustment to the cur-
rent rating system that would preclude
a new car from getting five stars unless
it has at least one of these new crash
avoidance technologies will make it
clear to every buyer whether the vehi-
cle they are considering has the latest
and the best in safety technology.

Senator SCHATZ and I have also
teamed up on a safe streets amend-
ment, aimed at improving pedestrian
safety. Threats to pedestrian safety are
increasingly becoming a problem in my
State. The number of pedestrian fatali-
ties has nearly doubled in the Silver
State in just the last 3 years. In total,
pedestrian fatalities are nearly one-
quarter of our overall traffic fatalities.
Nevada is the sixth most dangerous for
pedestrians over the age of 65 years. I
know our State regional transpor-
tation organizations are working dili-
gently to address the pedestrian safety
concerns. I hope our initiative will spur
innovative transportation planning
throughout the Nation that aims to
improve bike and pedestrian safety.

Finally, I had a provision included in
the bill that restores some sanity to
the Department of Transportation’s
hours of service regulation. Under the
existing rule, drivers of commercial
motor vehicles are required to take a
30-minute break after most 8 hours of
consecutive work. Industries such as
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the ready mixed concrete industry,
whose products are perishable, find it
difficult to implement the HOS regula-
tion given the unique conditions of
their work.

Concrete is needed on a just-in-time
basis. Once a delivery is started, it
must be completed or the concrete may
harden in the truck, causing thousands
of dollars of damage in that vehicle.
Concrete delivery often takes more
than 2% hours to complete. Mixer driv-
ers are also unique in the commercial
truckdriving industry, in that they
typically spend only 40 percent of their
time on duty actually driving. The
other 60 percent is spent at the plant
waiting to be dispatched, at the job
site waiting on the contractor to re-
ceive the concrete or unloading the
concrete itself. This one-size-fits-all
regulation does not make sense. I am
pleased my provision making this ex-
isting administrative exemption for
perishable goods permanent has been
included in the commerce bill.

I would be remiss if I did not mention
some important rail infrastructure
policies also included in the commerce
bill. Freight rail plays a major role in
Nevada’s economy. The Silver State
has 1,192 miles of rail track, and nearly
43 million tons of freight moves
through the State each year via rail,
supporting over 700 high-paying jobs. I
was proud to team up with my friends
Senator BLUNT and Senator BOOKER on
two stand-alone proposals that are in
the rail title.

First, the Track, Railroad, and Infra-
structure Network Act, which stream-
lines permitting for the development of
new railroad structure, is critical to
ensure scant infrastructure dollars are
spent efficiently and spent wisely. Ad-
ditionally, the Railroad Infrastructure
Financing Improvement Act imple-
ments a variety of good government re-
forms to the revolving loan program
utilized to spur development of rail-
road infrastructure. The program is no-
toriously underutilized. I believe it is
important that we ensure this valuable
tool is reworked so it can be used for
new freight and passenger rail develop-
ment.

I strongly supported the rail reform
title when it was approved by the com-
merce committee and believe it is im-
portant that we include rail as part of
the surface transportation bill. Improv-
ing rail safety, expanding both pas-
senger and freight rail infrastructure
are critical components of Nevada’s
and our Nation’s long-term economic
development plans. A long-term sur-
face and transportation bill is ex-
tremely important to the State of Ne-
vada and also to our Nation.

Transportation efficiency and reli-
ability is critical for our Nation’s eco-
nomic competitiveness, and the poli-
cies in the bill will help address the
need to maintain, repair, and expand
the national transportation system,
but none of these important policies
will get done if Congress kicks the can
down the road.
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Passing a strong multiyear bill in the
Senate sends an important message to
our colleagues in the House. I urge my
colleagues to support the DRIVE Act.
Again, I thank Leader MCCONNELL and
Chairmen INHOFE, Senators THUNE,
SHELBY, and HATCH for working with
me on my priorities. They know how
important it is that we enact policies
that increase infrastructure efficiency,
improve safety, and create jobs
throughout the Nation. By passing this
bill, we show the American people the
Senate is back to work supporting poli-
cies to create jobs and spur economic
development across our Nation.

I yield the floor.

PRIVATE SECTOR ENGINEERING AND DESIGN

SERVICES

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to engage in a col-
loquy with the distinguished chairman
of the Environment and Public Works
Committee on an amendment that I
have filed to H.R. 22, the DRIVE Act.

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

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, as the
chairman of the committee is well
aware, private sector engineering and
design services can play an important
role in the development and mainte-
nance of our Nation’s transportation
infrastructure. By supplementing the
capabilities of engineers at State
DOTs, private sector engineering and
design services enable State and local
governments to deliver projects more
efficiently and with Ilong-term cost
savings.

In order to make better use of these
private sector resources, I have intro-
duced an amendment which will pro-
vide incentives to States that make
use of innovative engineering and de-
sign approaches by bringing in the ex-
pertise of private sector companies.
This amendment is intended to stream-
line and improve the efficient delivery
of highway and bridge projects and
would not increase Federal spending.
In the last Congress, working with Sen-
ators BOXER and VITTER, the com-
mittee included this identical provi-
sion in the highway authorization bill
that was unanimously approved by the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee.

The language has not been included
in the bill we are debating today, and
while I recognize that many hard deci-
sions have had to be made in order to
achieve a bipartisan consensus on this
bill, T ask for Chairman INHOFE’s com-
mitment to work with us as the DRIVE
Act progresses to conference.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator for
raising this issue and for his commit-
ment to helping to pass a long-term
surface transportation bill. The Sen-
ator is correct about the time con-
straints the Senate is under, as we
must pass this bill before July 31. Un-
fortunately, that means we have been
unable to include many worthy provi-
sions in the DRIVE Act, such as his
amendment, which I support as a
means of improving the efficient deliv-
ery of Federal taxpayer dollars.
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I share the Senator’s enthusiasm for
fostering the use of private sector ex-
pertise in transportation construction.
While this expertise is useful at all
times, it is particularly useful in the
aftermath of natural disasters, when a
State must act quickly to rebuild its
infrastructure. This is something we
are very familiar with in my home
State of Oklahoma.

I thank the Senator from Arkansas
for his leadership on this issue and he
has my commitment that I will work
with the Senator on this matter during
our bipartisan conference negotiations
with the House.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for taking a moment
to discuss this issue and I look forward
to working with him on this bill.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the
Senate will approve a comprehensive,
6-year authorization for our Nation’s
transportation systems. It will give our
States and local communities the abil-
ity to plan for investments in the crit-
ical infrastructure that supports our
cities and towns, enables inter- and
intrastate commerce, and creates jobs
for American workers.

This bill is far from perfect; I have
strong concerns about the lack of safe-
ty measures in this bill. The battle on
whether to allow mammoth tractor
trailer trucks—the equivalent of
wheeled eight-story buildings—to drive
alongside all the other motorists on
some of our roads will come up again in
the fall and so I will continue to fight
to put safety first. I am concerned that
this bill will undermine the goals of
the National Environmental Policy
Act. And I am concerned that, while we
have before us a needed 6-year author-
ization, this transportation bill is fund-
ed only through 2018. I hope that as the
Senate and the House conference a
long-term transportation authorization
bill, these concerns will be adequately
addressed.

It is regrettable that some in Con-
gress, for several years now, have done
their utmost to undermine what used
to be strong bipartisan support for re-
sponsible and timely reauthorizations
and funding of the highway trust fund
and our transportation infrastructure.
The result has been a continuing era of
stop-gap, short-term fixes, which hob-
ble State and 1local transportation
planning and which impose unending
uncertainty on their vital work. How
short-sighted, and how irresponsible.
We must get back to that kind of con-
sensus, and that kind of forward-think-
ing action.

A series of short-term patches do not
provide States like Vermont—where
the construction season is short, and
the infrastructure needs are many—
with the certainty they need to make
needed repairs to the bridges, roads and
byways that keep business moving and
connect our rural towns and villages.
This legislation, however, is the result
of compromise on all sides. This bill
protects the MAP-21 funding formula,
which will benefit Vermont and main-
tain a level stream of Federal funding
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for Vermont. I am also pleased the bill
includes a 20 percent revenue provision
dedicated to highway and transit
growth, despite previous attempts to
decrease it to 6 percent. I am also
gratified that, in working with the rel-
evant committee chairs, we were able
in this final bill to remove unnecessary
and harmful exemptions to the Free-
dom of Information Act, which remains
the public’s first line of defense in the
right to know what their government
is doing. Nowhere is the free flow of in-
formation more important than when
the safety and wellbeing of every
Vermonter—of every American—is at
stake.

The House of Representatives now
has an opportunity. They can kick the
can down the road, beyond this year, or
they can get to work, to devise a mean-
ingful, reasonable long-term transpor-
tation authorization bill. Short-term
authorizations will not adequately ad-
dress our Nation’s crumbling infra-
structure. After investing billions of
dollars in infrastructure development
overseas, it is well past time to invest
right here at home, in our own people
and their communities, and in our own
country. We need this certainty, and
we need it now.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I sup-
port the bipartisan DRIVE Act because
we can’t make the perfect the enemy of
the good. This bill will provide 3 years
of funding and stability to States that
want to plan major multiyear con-
struction projects. This means badly
needed jobs in construction for labor
unions, contractors, engineers, and
manufacturers of transportation mate-
rials. This is good news.

According to the American Society
of Civil Engineers, Maryland’s infra-
structure has a C- rating. Our roads
and transit have a C- rating and our
bridges a B- rating. Nearly a quarter of
Maryland’s major roadways are in poor
condition and 317 of our 5,291 bridges
are structurally deficient.

In addition, Marylanders face some of
the worst traffic congestion in the Na-
tion. I commute every day from Balti-
more to Washington and know how bad
it has become. The Washington region
is the No. 1 most congested area in the
Nation and the Baltimore region is the
fifth. These conditions cost Maryland’s
commuters between $1,200 and $1,500
per year.

We need at least $4 billion to replace
the B&P and Howard Street tunnels in
Baltimore. If we want to double stack
these major rail arteries for the Port of
Baltimore, we need $8 billion.

In 2013, the State of Maryland was
forced to pass a gas tax. Sadly, today
our statewide transportation needs
still remain unmet. If we add up every
Maryland county’s No. 1 transportation
priority, it equals $20 billion. Yet, we
still have competing job corridor needs
in the urban and rural parts of the
State.

That is why I was hoping for a more
substantial bill—a true shot in the arm
to tackle our aging infrastructure and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ease congestion. But I will vote for the
DRIVE Act because doing nothing is
unacceptable and short-term exten-
sions do not provide the planning and
funding certainty States need to put
millions of workers on the job. These
are jobs in construction, engineering,
and manufacturing right here in the
United States.

Bright spots in this bill for Maryland
include the new formula-based freight
program. These additional dollars will
help the class I railroads in Maryland,
CSX and Norfolk Southern, and our
short line railroads. It also is good
news for the operations at the Port of
Baltimore.

I also appreciate the strengthened
transit safety oversight role of the U.S.
Department of Transportation for the
Nation’s metro systems. While I would
have liked the Metro Senators’ strong-
er amendment to be debated and adopt-
ed, the underlying bill is a good step in
the right direction for safety. Safety is
our collective No. 1 priority for the rid-
ers and workers of the Washington
Metro system.

The bill gives the Secretary of Trans-
portation the authority to establish
minimum safety standards for the safe
operations of metro systems. This
builds upon what I was able to accom-
plish in MAP-21 working with Senators
DoDD, SHELBY, and MENENDEZ. We gave
the department new authority to es-
tablish and enforce Federal safety
standards focusing on railcars.

The bill also requires the Secretary
to review the existing safety standards
and protocols of metro systems. It re-
quires a report to Congress with the
findings, 1list of recommendations,
needed legislative changes, and the ac-
tion the Secretary will take to estab-
lish Federal safety standards.

Before I conclude, I would like to
voice my disappointment that the
DRIVE Act is not stronger on safety. I
am a cosponsor of the Feinstein-
Wicker amendment on double 33 truck
trailers. Because of the parliamentary
procedures to prevent consideration of
amendments, including germane
amendments, this amendment was not
considered.

I am opposed to extending the length
of double truck trailers. The State of
Maryland prohibits operation of these
trucks. I have heard from Maryland
families who have lost loved ones in
truck crashes. The Slattery family lost
Mrs. Slattery and the crash left their
son, Matthew, with severe brain dam-
age. Mr. Slattery and Matthew came to
the Appropriations Committee markup
of the fiscal year 2016 Transportation,
Housing and Urban Development and
Related Agencies Appropriations Bill.
Sadly, this same amendment failed by
a tie vote of 15 to 15.

I also heard from Don Bowman,
owner of D.M. Bowman, Incorporated, a
family-owned trucking company in
Williamsport, MD, and our State’s fire
service community. They all think
double 33 truck trailers are a dan-
gerous idea.
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I commend Senator BOXER for her
hard work on this bill. Passing this bill
is the right thing to do for jobs and our
economy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FLAKE). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do ap-
preciate the comments from the Sen-
ator from Nevada. It is a reminder that
a lot of people think almost all of this
act is from the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee. About 75 percent
is, but we do have the commerce com-
mittee, we have the banking com-
mittee, and the other provisions. A lot
of people have been working on this,
not just our committee.

I am glad we got a good vote yester-
day. I think it is important that we
have a strong vote because we cer-
tainly want to encourage the House—
and I think the House will be taking up
our bill. In fact, I think a lot of the
staff people are working on that right
now over on the other side. Anyway,
the importance of this is significant. If
we do not pass the DRIVE Act out of
this Chamber, then what we are doing
is reinforcing current law.

What is current law? Current law is
short-term extensions. That means it
is the worst possible outcome. It means
no big projects, for one thing. We spent
yesterday—most of the day yesterday,
our comments were on the big projects,
the big bridges, and those things that
need to be done.

But the big projects—normally you
are talking about between $700 million
and $1.4 billion. They can’t be done on
short-term extensions. Logically, ev-
erybody knows that. They are not
done. Our problem is, the last bill we
passed was in 2005. It ran out in 2009.
Since that time, it has been short-term
extensions. So we have not gotten into
any of the projects that have to be
done.

The tendency, I guess, to do the hard
things, is to wait until something col-
lapses and a bunch of people die, such
as happened in Minnesota. That could
have been done before. That was done
in the 2005 act in my State of Okla-
homa, however, not until after a young
lady was driving her car under one of
our bridges and a bunch of concrete fell
off and killed her, the mother of three
children.

Why wait until a disaster occurs?
The current law fails to provide the
long-term certainties the States and
cities are going to have to have on
their big projects to get them off the
ground. Current law funding has no
growth, not even for inflation. The
DRIVE Act provides growth in highway
and transit programs to each State.
The current law gives States and local
governments no certainty. There have
been 33 short-term extensions since the
SAFETEA-LU bill was passed—that is
33. When you pass those extensions, as
I said, it takes 30 percent off the top.
Clearly, the conservative position is to
have a long-term bill. You would not
have the project delivery. The DRIVE
Act eliminates the duplicative review
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and expands categorical exclusions. We
cannot do that with short-term exten-
sions.

Transparency. That was a lot of
work. What we don’t want is, as we are
spending money as the years go by and
the months go by and the weeks go
by—we have transparency built into
this so people can have faith and know
exactly what programs there are.

Innovation. The DRIVE Act prepares
our Nation’s transportation system for
the future by promoting innovation
across all aspects of the program. The
transportation system will be stuck in
reverse if we stick with the current
law. The current law, now this is what
we have been doing since 2009.

I think it is also worthwhile for us to
keep in mind that there are some
things I wanted in the bill that we
could not get in. I wanted to change
this 80-20 Federal match program.
First of all, we had 60-40—that was not
acceptable—and 70-30. I have to admit
it was not the Democrats; it was the
Republicans who objected to that. Con-
sequentially, we had to go ahead and
g0 back to 80-20. If this legislation does
not pass, then it is still going to be 80—
20 because that is current law. So that
would not change.

Anyway, the freight section of this
directs new funding toward freight
transportation projects that provide
the platform for our businesses to com-
pete globally. The freight program
sometimes does not get the attention.
One of the good things about a trans-
portation bill and the way we do this,
and have done it historically, is we go
to the States.

I can assure you that the Arizona
Transportation Department Kknows a
lot more about what their needs are
than we do in our infinite wisdom here
in Washington. So they don’t get as
concerned about freight programs and
freight expenditures because they do
not directly benefit the particular
State it goes through, but they benefit
the entire country.

We actually have a freight section in
this that is very good. It hasn’t been
done before. I will go into greater de-
tail about the new National Freight
Program and what it means to Amer-
ica’s economy. Today, the National
Highway System carries more than 55
percent of the Nation’s highway traffic
and 97 percent of the truck freight traf-
fic. Of the 4 million miles of public
roads, the National Highway System
represents only 5.5 percent. So what we
are saying is, b percent of the roads out
there transport 55 percent of the high-
way traffic and 97 percent of the
freight traffic.

Americans depend on the well-main-
tained National Highway System that
provides a critical connection between
the urban areas and the rural areas.
American businesses pay and estimate
$27 billion a year in extra freight trans-
portation costs due to the poor condi-
tion of the public roads, which in-
creases shipping delays and raises
prices on everyday products. Recog-
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nizing that this is the foundation for
the Nation’s economy and the key to
the national ability to compete in a
global economy, it is essential that we
focus efforts to improve freight move-
ment on the National Highway System.

The DRIVE Act includes two new
programs to help the States deliver
projects and promote the safety in that
delivery. The bipartisan freight pro-
gram levies its Federal investment by
encouraging public-private partner-
ships and other creative financing ap-
proaches.

It also will create the first-ever
freight-specific investment program,
prioritizing investment in our com-
merce-moving network. The first new
program is the National Freight Pro-
gram. It is distributed by a formula
that will provide funds to all States to
enhance the movement of goods that
go through their State.

This is something, as I have said,
that has not been done before, and I
haven’t heard any objection. In fact,
this isn’t just State specific because
this goes to the whole Nation, and so it
is very popular. The program expands
the flexibility for both rural and urban
areas to designate key freight cor-
ridors, and it will help identify projects
with a higher return on investment.

The second program that is new is
the Assistance for Major Projects Pro-
gram. It creates a competitive grant
program to provide funds for the major
projects. This is what we have been
talking about the past several days,
the very large projects that can’t be
done with short-term extensions. They
are just neglected.

These new freight programs will only
exist with the passage of the DRIVE
Act, when it is enacted by Congress. It
is time for us to become innovative and
forward-thinking in how the Federal
Government is using taxpayer dollars.

In talking about this type of program
for States to improve the National
Highway System, the DRIVE Act is the
answer. It directly helps to relieve the
freight bottlenecks around the coun-
try.

This is a chart of Chicago I-290, I-90,
and I-94, the three intersections. This
goes between those three. Look at it. It
is all of these. I haven’t even counted
the lanes. Traffic is stopped, and it is
just one of the congestions. When this
happens, the average speed in this case
is 29 miles an hour. In the morning and
evening rush hour, it is 20 miles an
hour. Then it talks about all of the pol-
lution that is there. People are idling
their engines while they are waiting in
traffic.

There is a very similar situation in
Houston, TX, the I-45. I have been on
this one quite often, quite a few times.
It is I-45 at U.S. 59. If you look at the
chart, it is home to five of the top
freight bottlenecks in the Nation.
Texas is home to nine of them. The
overall cost in conjunction with this to
individuals in Texas is $671 million an-
nually and 8.8 million hours of delay.
The I-45 is ranked third by the conges-
tion index.
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We have an index, and people know
how bad it is and how it compares to
other States. That is why this has been
S0 popular.

I-45 at U.S. 610 is ranked 15th. The
average speed is below 39 miles an
hour. For morning and evening traffic,
of course, it is much less than that.

Fort Lee, NJ, I-95. Anyone who is in
Washington and wants to go anyplace
on the north coast—New York, Con-
necticut, and on up—they have to go
all the way up on I-95. This particular
intersection, which is in Fort Lee—this
is the George Washington Bridge. It
connects Fort Lee, NJ, to New York
City. By congestion index, it is the sec-
ond worst freight bottleneck in the Na-
tion. The average speed is 29 miles an
hour. I have been on that one before,
and it is a very old bridge. When you
drive over it, you worry about whether
you are going to make it. The George
Washington Bridge is the world’s busi-
est motor vehicle bridge, carrying over
106 million cars a year.

The DRIVE Act, with the newly
formed freight program, will make tar-
geted investments in the infrastructure
critical to moving commerce and alle-
viating these bottlenecks I just men-
tioned. These new programs invest in
the infrastructure needed to move
goods across the Nation.

When you look at the corridors and
you look at the bridges—we actually
had one presentation where we went
over the 20 busiest of all the traffic-
congested areas in the country.

We are going to have a vote in 40
minutes. It is going to be one of the
most critical votes of the year. I have
no doubt that it is going to pass. But I
wanted to send the signal across Amer-
ica, to the House of Representatives,
and to everyone else that we really
care about infrastructure.

I repeat—I feel compelled to do so—
there are a lot of people who don’t real-
ize that the conservative position is to
vote for a long-term infrastructure bill
because it costs about 30 percent off
the top—and that is a figure no one has
debated, no one has talked about—if
you do it piecemeal with short-term
extensions, along with not getting this.

The other thing is, we have that old
document nobody reads anymore; it is
called the Constitution. If you look up
article I, section 8, it says—you know,
we do a lot of things around this Cham-
ber that our forefathers never envi-
sioned. They said what we ought to be
doing—and it says so right in the Con-
stitution—is two things: defend Amer-
ica, and roads and bridges.

Well, that was foreseen by Dwight Ei-
senhower. I have here in the Chamber a
picture of Dwight Eisenhower. Many of
us who are old enough to remember or
those of us who have studied World
War II know what a hero this guy was
when he came in as President of the
United States. He wanted the first na-
tional system to be primarily for de-
fense, for defending our Nation. He
said: Yes, it will help the economy.
Here is the quote he makes. He talks
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about how this will be helpful to the
economy. We all know that. There will
be jobs, and people will be put back to
work. But he also said—this was after
World War II—that we have to move
our goods and services around this
country to defend this Nation.

I kind of have a dual role in this. The
two major committees that I have—
and I have served as the ranking mem-
ber on both of them—are the defense
committee, the Senate Armed Services
Committee—and so I am very sensitive
to the fact that there is a defense com-
ponent to this bill we are going to be
voting on today—as well as chairing
the Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

This is what he said back then. He
said it is for defense purposes and it is
something we have to have so that it
goes in a uniform way across the Na-
tion, not just for defense but for our
economy. I would make one comment.
You hear people say, and I used to say
it myself—they talk about the program
called devolution. Devolution is what a
lot of people have looked at, and it
sounds so good on the stump. Confes-
sion is good for the soul. I remember
when I was the father of devolution,
along with Connie Mack from Florida
when we were both serving in the
House. What that says is you repeal the
Federal highway taxes and then you
make them local taxes, you make them
State taxes so the States are partici-
pating.

But there are two problems with
that. One is, how do you get a uniform
program across the country? Take Wy-
oming, for example. If they repeal their
Federal tax, in order to make up for it,
since there are very few people in Wyo-
ming but there are a lot of roads, they
would have to pass a 48-cent tax in-
crease. That is not going to happen.
Devolution is based on the assumption
that all States will pass a tax increase,
and that isn’t going to happen.

So that is the other reason we really
need to have this, and we will. We are
going to pass this bill. I think in the
final analysis the House will too.

I will share with you, I say to the
Presiding Officer, that when we had
our last bill, it wasn’t all that good. It
was only a 27-month bill.

I can remember going over there,
after we passed that on the floor of the
Senate, and I requested an audience
with the members of the Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Committee
at the House, with the Republicans be-
cause there were a lot of them who
were tea party Republicans, a lot of
conservatives. I explained to them the
same thing I just went over—the con-
stitutional aspect of it as well as the
cost of it and the fact that you cannot
get projects done if you continue to do
short-term extensions. When this came
up in the House, every one of the 33 Re-
publicans—all 33 of them—voted for it.
I think that is what gives me con-
fidence that when they see that there
is a bill that we have passed out of this
Chamber—you know, I was dis-
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appointed that the House was only
going to be in session until Thursday;
that is today. But they left last night;
they moved it up a day. And I am not
saying they did that so they wouldn’t
have to make a decision on this bill,
but nonetheless that did happen.

I understand there are other Sen-
ators who wish to speak before the
vote, and I certainly want to give them
the opportunity. So I will conclude by
saying that this is arguably one of the
most important votes we will have. We
are doing what the Constitution tells
us to do. We are going to pass it, and it
is going to happen.

I know there are two Members—one
from the majority and one from the
minority—who wish to speak. I think
the majority leader will be coming in a
matter of minutes too. So we do have
several who want to be heard on this
bill.

I think it is worth stating that 75
percent of the bill is in the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.
That is the committee I chair. When
we developed this bill, we developed it
over a period of time. They took about
4 months, and we worked on it. We
took amendments, and we had major
changes. In fact, I can remember going
to the Republican conference and say-
ing: If you have amendments, before
this is passed out of our committee and
goes to the floor, I think it is impor-
tant for you to get your amendments
in so we can make them a part of the
bill and then later on part of the man-
agers’ package. Well, the managers’
package didn’t work as we wanted it
to, and everyone knows there are prob-
lems that caused that.

But we argued. We discussed this bill.
We put it together for about 4 months
in the committee. On June 24, we
passed that out of the committee
unanimously. All 20 members of the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee—all Democrats, all Repub-
licans—all voted for it. That doesn’t
happen very often.

The ranking member, the ranking
Democrat on the committee is Senator
BOXER from California. Senator BOXER
and I don’t agree on very much, but we
do agree on this. I mean, she is a very
proud liberal, and I am a very proud
conservative. What we have in common
is this bill; that is about it. As soon as
this bill is over—I was joking with a
group this morning—I said then we will
go back to fighting again. Maybe that
is more fun.

But with all of the problems we have
in this country right now, a lot of peo-
ple don’t realize that one of the great-
est problems is the overregulation by
the bureaucracies, the unelected bu-
reaucracies. We have watched that
coming. We have seen it particularly in
this administration. Just look at what
the EPA is doing to harm businesses
that are trying to do the American
thing and hire people out there. We
have all of these regulations that are
coming online. We have the water regu-
lations.
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This is kind of interesting because
historically the regulations over water
have always been a State function,
with the exception of navigable waters.
Well, I understand that. I think every-
one else understands that. But there
are always the collectivists, the lib-
erals who want to bring all of that
power into Washington and take it
away from the States. In my State of
Oklahoma, we do a lot better job than
the Federal Government does, so we
have been in a position to be able to
continue to have that regulation of
water as a State function.

About 5 years ago, Senator Feingold
in the Senate and Congressman Ober-
star—they are from Wisconsin and
Minnesota—introduced a bill to take
the word ‘‘navigable’ out, which means
then the Federal Government would
have regulation over all the waters. We
have areas in Oklahoma that are very
arid. The other day, I was out in the
panhandle, Boise City. You don’t get
anyplace drier than Boise City, OK. I
was out there and I told them that if
the Federal Government were doing
this, they would probably find the time
after a rain to declare the panhandle of
Oklahoma a wetland because that is
what they do. They want power. They
want to expand their authority.

Anyway, they had this bill, and not
only did we defeat the legislation to
take the word ‘‘navigable’ out, but we
also defeated both the Senator and the
House Member who were the sponsors.

I see my good friend from New York
has arrived.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

PLANNED PARENTHOOD

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I
rise to strongly oppose this cynical and
opportunistic ploy to fulfill a longtime
ideological goal to defund Planned Par-
enthood.

Let’s talk facts, not rhetoric. The
fact is no Federal funds can be used for
an abortion. No Federal funds can be
used for an abortion, except in the dire
circumstances of rape, incest or the
life of the mother.

Here is another fact. Only 3 percent
of Planned Parenthood’s work is dedi-
cated to abortion services. The other 97
percent of their work is dedicated to
preventive women’s health services,
such as STD testing and screenings,
contraception, Pap tests, breast exams,
cancer screenings, and other services,
such as adoption referrals, pediatric
care, and immunizations. So when
someone says let’s defund Planned Par-
enthood because they never liked that
it ever existed, what they are saying to
women, particularly low-income
women, women in low-income commu-
nities, and many women of color is
that they won’t have access to a wide
range of essential services because of
an ideological desire to control what
choices are being made by women and
their doctors.

I fail to see the logic here. This ex-
ploitative movement, advanced by spe-
cial interests, would effectively tell a
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half million American women: Sorry,
you can’t have a breast exam this year.
Of all the issues that we are going to
debate on the floor right now, why are
we debating this? Why are we telling
400,000 American women: Sorry, you
won’t be able to have a lifesaving
screening for cervical cancer.

We have kids in all 50 States who are
going hungry during summer vacation
because their parents can’t afford to
have that extra lunch they normally
got from school. We have college grad-
uates who can’t afford to start their
lives, buy a home, get married, and
have kids because they are drowning in
student debt. We have men and women
in this country who work 40 hours a
week, with no vacation days, no sick
days, and are still stuck in poverty.
That is not my vision of the American
Dream.

We have millions of hard-working
Americans who have to quit their jobs
and lose paychecks every time they
have a family emergency. It doesn’t
matter if it is a new baby. It doesn’t
matter if their husband is dying of can-
cer. It doesn’t matter if their mother is
on her deathbed. They don’t have ac-
cess to paid family and medical leave.
We are literally the only industrialized
country that doesn’t have paid leave.

This makes no sense in a country
that believes if you work hard every
day, you will be able to get into the
middle class. That is simply not true
for low-wage workers who are working
40 hours a week and are still below the
poverty line and cannot meet those
family needs because they have no paid
leave.

But the issue this body wants to de-
bate is defunding Planned Parenthood.
This body wants to make sure that
millions of women don’t get basic ac-
cess to health care. Whether or not to
maliciously hurt an organization that
provides vital health services to mil-
lions of American women—this is the
issue our colleagues are using to
threaten yet another government shut-
down—controlling women’s choices
about their health, about their fami-
lies, about their reproductive health
care.

It is clear that some of my colleagues
just want to roll back Roe v. Wade.
That is their goal. That is their mis-
sion in life. It is ideologically driven
and funded by special interests. That is
their mission. But we should not return
to the days when women had no med-
ical independence.

Some of my colleagues will use any
excuse they can to overreact and force
this same tired old Planned Parent-
hood debate on us. But here is the fun-
damental truth about Planned Parent-
hood. Millions of women in this coun-
try—women in low-income commu-
nities, women of color, women in every
State—rely on Planned Parenthood for
basic health care—mammograms, cer-
vical screenings, access to contracep-
tion, and family planning. They rely on
it to prevent disease. They rely on it to
detect disease. They rely on it to treat
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disease. We cannot and will not defund
Planned Parenthood.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, over the
last couple of weeks we have been dis-
cussing some pretty basic and impor-
tant work that we need to do when it
comes to our Nation’s infrastructure—
specifically, the highway bill that we
will vote on and pass out of the Senate
today.

I am very encouraged by the fact
that the House of Representatives has
now taken up the challenge of coming
up with their own highway bill, and we
are going to pass a 3-month temporary
extension to give them the chance to
do that and then to give all of us a
chance to get to a conference com-
mittee and come up, hopefully, with an
even better bill.

That is the way the Senate and the
House are supposed to work, and that
is why I am encouraged. I think the de-
bate we have had over the highway bill
is a good one, and I am glad to see, as
I say, that we are on the right track.

In my State of Texas we know that
good infrastructure and a working
highway system are important for a
number of reasons. First, it is impor-
tant for public safety. Second, it is im-
portant for the environment. Third, it
is important for the economy because
when goods can flow freely across the
roads and the highways and the freight
lines in our State, it helps improve our
economy and creates a more favorable
condition for jobs.

When you come from a State such as
mine, which is a fast-growing State,
that growth requires the improve-
ments, repairs, and modernization of
our roadways to accommodate the visi-
tors who come to our State, as well as
those who move there—some 1,000 more
each day. So that is why I am pleased
this legislation will include resources
that will make the lives of everyday
Texans better.

Resources in this bill—which I should
stress involves no tax increases—invest
in interstates and freight routes and
provide for much-needed border infra-
structure projects to promote legiti-
mate trade and travel flowing across
our international border, while sup-
porting economic development and im-
proved quality of life.

WORK IN THE SENATE

This bill is just another reminder of
the Senate’s progress we have made in
the 114th Congress under new manage-
ment. This year, the Senate has made
a lot of progress on key pieces of legis-
lation. The fact is we are finally back
working again in a bipartisan manner
that provides real solutions for the
American people.

I am proud to say that work includes
things on a wide spectrum of priorities,
including passing a budget for the first
time since 2009, legislation that fights
the scourge of human trafficking, a
trade bill that will open up new mar-
kets for American-made products, and
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of course earlier this year, the Iran Nu-
clear Agreement Review Act, which
was signed into law and freezes the ad-
ministration’s ability to lift sanctions
on Iran until representatives of the
American people have had a chance to
carefully examine President Obama’s
deal.

As I mentioned a number of times, I
have many concerns about this deal,
and I will continue to remind the
President of his own words when he
said that no deal is better than a bad
deal. I couldn’t agree more, even
though he and the rest of the adminis-
tration are actively suggesting that
the only real alternative to this deal is
war—a statement which is demon-
strably false.

I think, unfortunately, that is a scare
tactic. I hope people of goodwill will be
persuaded by the facts and not scare
tactics, and I hope we will have that
debate in September after all the Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House have
had a chance to thoroughly immerse
themselves in the terms of this deal
and are prepared to debate that on the
floor of the Senate and on the floor of
the House.

But our work is not over. Earlier this
week, I cosponsored legislation, along
with a number of my colleagues, which
would provide additional money for
women’s primary health care services
while at the same time defunding
Planned Parenthood. I know I speak
for many of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle when I say I was
shocked, saddened, and disgusted at
the several recent videos that depicted
human life being reduced to spare parts
for sale. This is a heartbreaking prac-
tice, and we cannot let it stand. We
must stand up to protect the most vul-
nerable.

This bill does that by defunding
Planned Parenthood, which has made a
practice of taking aborted children and
then selling the body parts for com-
pensation. The one reason why this is
so important is that, beyond the imme-
diate disgust at these videos in the way
that somehow this trafficking in
human body parts has become a com-
mercialized practice that Planned Par-
enthood engages in, since 1976 there
has actually been a prohibition in U.S.
law against the use of tax dollars to
pay for abortion, except in some rare
circumstances, and that is known as
the Hyde amendment, named after
Congressman Henry Hyde. This has
been part of the law of the land since
1976.

What Planned Parenthood has done
is taken tax dollars and claimed they
have separated those tax dollars from
the privately raised money they use
that then finances abortion. They say:
Well, we use the tax dollars for wom-
en’s health services, and we don’t use
any tax dollars to pay for abortions.
Well, we all know that is a convenient
fiction, because money is fungible. The
tax dollars paid by you, me, and all of
us in the United States who are tax-
payers goes into a single fund that
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pays for the operation of Planned Par-
enthood—the largest abortion provider
in America.

So this legislation is very important
because it does take care of the pri-
mary care women’s health services, but
it defunds Planned Parenthood’s abor-
tion practice, consistent with the Hyde
amendment, which has been the law of
the land since 1976.

By doing it in this way, I would say
that we are actually improving and in-
creasing access for women to health
care services through places such as
our community health clinics. In my
State alone, there are almost eight
times more community health centers
that could provide these primary care
services to women than there are
Planned Parenthood outlets. So this
actually will increase access to pri-
mary care for women, while defunding
Planned Parenthood’s abortion prac-
tice, consistent with the Hyde amend-
ment.

I hope this is legislation we can all
unite behind. I would implore all of our
colleagues, when we vote on this next
Monday afternoon, to join us in getting
on the bill by voting for cloture and
then debating it and passing it.

While I am glad Congress has a clear
way forward to meet our Nation’s in-
frastructure needs on this bill, we have
a lot more we need to do to protect and
serve the American people.

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

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, just one
quick comment before Senator BOXER
makes some remarks.

We have talked about this. We have
talked about the significance of the up-
coming vote. I just want to reempha-
size to my conservative colleagues on
the Republican side that this is some-
thing which is a conservative position.
The only alternative to this is short-
term extensions, which cost about 30
percent off the top.

So let’s do in this vote what the Con-
stitution tells us to do and take care of
one of the two assignments that are
given to us in article I, section 8 of the
Constitution; that is, roads and high-
ways.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
very pleased to be here today. This has
been a long and winding road to get to
the point where we can pass a transpor-
tation bill which is a very good bill and
which is very bipartisan. According to
a formula, each and every one of our
States will get more than they have in
the past.

This is what our States are facing.
This is a bridge between Arizona and
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California. I am sure my friend knows
what happened. People commuting be-
tween our States have had to go 400
miles out of their way.

We cannot turn away from this vote
today. I know and my friend from
Oklahoma knows that each one of us
would have written a different bill, but
the process means we have to come to-
gether. This person says ‘I don’t like
the process’ and this one says “‘I don’t
like the pay-fors.” Well, I am sure Sen-
ator INHOFE and I feel the same way,
but we know that if we run into a con-
struction worker who is unemployed
and we say ‘“Well, we didn’t vote for
this because we didn’t like the proc-
ess,” they would say ‘I need a pay-
check.”

So I am going to ask our colleagues
to vote aye for three reasons.

First, let’s get our construction
workers back to work. We have so
many of them—hundreds of thou-
sands—who are out of work. The gen-
eral contractors told us last week that
in 25 States they are seeing layoffs of
construction workers because we are
not doing a long-term bill. So let’s help
our construction workers get back to
work.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD
three letters of support from the Na-
tion’s leading construction unions and
additional letters of support I received
from the Transportation Construction
Coalition and the Highway Materials
Group.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the National Infrastructure Alliance,
July 22, 2015]
H.R. 22—SENATE CLOTURE VOTE
(By Raymond J. Poupore, Executive Vice
President)

The leading construction unions building
our country’s surface transportation infra-
structure strongly urge a “YES’ vote on the
Motion to Proceed to debate H.R. 22—The
DRIVE Act.

As persistent high unemployment still
plagues the construction industry, we need a
well funded, multi-year infrastructure bill to
put hundreds of thousands of our members to
work building critical highway and transit
projects. It is our understanding that the
transit title in this bill actually exceeds its
traditional 20 percent share, despite rumors
to the contrary.

Through this legislation, we can begin to
address the most pressing needs facing our
transportation infrastructure. Please sup-
port your constituent construction workers
by voting to proceed on the DRIVE Act.

LABORERS’ INTERNATIONAL UNION
OF NORTH AMERICA,
Washington, DC, July 21, 2015.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the 500,000
members of the Laborers’ International
Union of North America (LIUNA), I urge you
to support the motion to proceed to consid-
eration of a long term reauthorization of the
federal highway and transit programs.

Last month, the Senate Environment and
Public Works Committee unanimously ap-
proved S. 1647, the Developing a Reliable and
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Innovative Vision for the Economy (DRIVE)
Act. Now is the time for the rest of the U.S.
Senate to join together and embrace a bipar-
tisan effort to invest in this Nation and re-
ject the politics of division.

A long term highway bill will help provide
necessary funds to improve America’s crum-
bling transportation infrastructure. Our
economy requires a functioning transpor-
tation network and with bridges literally
falling apart and highways unable to handle
current traffic volumes, America’s transpor-
tation infrastructure is in dire need of a ro-
bust and sustainable investment.

Under the current extensions, the Highway
Trust Fund is unable to fully fund these nec-
essary repairs, making our highways and
bridges more susceptible to further deterio-
ration. A long term federal commitment to
invest in the Nation’s infrastructure and
safety needs is essential.

I urge you to end the delays on political
games and pass a long term highway bill be-
fore Congress leaves for vacation.

With kind regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
TERRY O’SULLIVAN,
General President.
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF
OPERATING ENGINEERS,
Washington, DC, July 21, 2015.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. CHARLES E. SCHUMER,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. DICK DURBIN,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. PATTY MURRAY,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS REID, DURBIN, SCHUMER,
AND MURRAY: At this critical moment for
America’s transportation infrastructure, the
International Union of Operating Engineers
respectfully requests the support of Senate
Democratic Leadership for immediate pas-
sage of a long-term highway and transit bill.
Passage of the cloture vote today is a nec-
essary step in order to have a debate on rev-
enue options to fund the nation’s biggest,
most important infrastructure programs.

The model developed by the Environment
and Public Works Committee in the DRIVE
Act (Developing a Reliable and Innovative
Vision for the Economy Act), both proce-
durally and substantively, should serve as
the framework for Senate floor consider-
ation. The bipartisan process led to a con-
sensus and unanimous committee vote. The
substance of the policy issues ensured that
extreme measures from both the left and the
right were rejected.

Aspects of the Commerce Committee
markup were a serious disappointment, as
you know. Similarly, consistent references
to partisan revenue-raisers understandably
make policymakers reluctant to engage in
serious debate. While the sensitive nature of
negotiations and legislative strategy leaves
us with precious few details, we are assured
that ‘‘real revenue’ could be available to the
program with bipartisan support. Serious
revenue options must be on the table, and
egregious, partisan provisions must be off
the table. It is that simple, if we have any
chance of success.

The DRIVE Act addresses what is perhaps
the most pressing domestic economic issue
of our time: reauthorization of a multiyear
highway and transit program. The Act’s leg-
islative framework provides a six-year cer-
tainty to transportation planners, the con-
struction industry, and its supply chain. It
builds on important successes in MAP-21 by
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expediting project delivery and making the
approval process more transparent. Addi-
tionally, it creates a new, national emphasis
on freight movement, and it targets re-
sources at projects of national and regional
significance.

As you know, we need a long-term solu-
tion. We cannot afford to wait. Thousands of
Operating Engineers depend on these invest-
ments for their livelihoods. We cannot rely
on ‘‘aspirational thinking’® about com-
prehensive agreements that could include
funding for this essential program.

The transportation advocacy community
believes wholeheartedly that now is the time
to build on the bipartisan momentum gen-
erated in the Environment and Public Works
Committee to move a robust, long-term bill
through the Senate before the summer
break. We look forward to working with you
to enact such a long-term highway and tran-
sit bill as soon as possible.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
JAMES T. CALLAHAN,
General President.
JULY 29, 2015.

DEAR SENATOR: The 31 national associa-
tions and construction trade unions of the
Transportation Construction Coalition (TCC)
urge you to support passage of the ‘‘Devel-
oping a Reliable and Innovative Vision for
the Economy (DRIVE) Act.” The bipartisan
surface transportation reauthorization bill
would guarantee three years of increased
highway and public transportation invest-
ment and provide further certainty to states
by distributing six years of contract author-
ity.

The Highway Trust Fund has suffered five
cash flow crises requiring $65 billion in tem-
porary cash infusions since 2008. With a sixth
trust fund revenue shortfall less than a
month away, seven states have delayed or
canceled projects valued at $1.6 billion. Fur-
thermore, the Congressional Budget Office
projects the trust fund will be unable to sup-
port any new highway or transit spending in
FY 2016 without remedial action.

This repeating cycle of uncertainty and
piecemeal management undermines the abil-
ity of state transportation departments to
implement multi-year transportation plans
and discourages the private sector from
making investments in new capital and per-
sonnel. By supporting the DRIVE Act, sen-
ators not only have an opportunity to sta-
bilize surface transportation investment, but
to do so as part of legislation that would
enact a series of meaningful policy reforms
to help grow the economy and promote im-
proved mobility for all Americans.

The DRIVE Act includes provisions that
would streamline the transportation project
review process to expedite the delivery of
needed highway and bridge improvements.
The measure would also create a dedicated
freight program and a major projects assist-
ance program—both of which would help en-
hance U.S. economic competitiveness.

The members of the TCC remain concerned
about the need to enact a permanent solu-
tion to stabilize and grow Highway Trust
Fund revenue. The Senate surface transpor-
tation reauthorization construct would pro-
vide ample time to develop and enact such a
plan while federal highway and transit in-
vestment is unthreatened over the next
three years.

We strongly urge all senators to support
the DRIVE Act to provide your states with
the stable and growing resources they need
to help them deliver the highway and public
transportation improvements the U.S. econ-
omy and all Americans need.

Sincerely,
THE TRANSPORTATION CONSTRUCTION
COALITION.
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JULY 29, 2015.
STATEMENT OF THE HIGHWAY MATERIALS

GROUP (HMG) AS THE DEADLINE NEARS ON

HIGHWAY FUNDING REAUTHORIZATION

The Highway Materials Group applauds the
efforts by all Senators—motably Majority
Leader McConnell, Chairman Inhofe and
Ranking Member Boxer and their staffs—in
support of a long term reauthorization bill
that increases funding for the nation’s high-
ways and transit systems.

We fully support final Senate passage this
week and urge a YES vote on the bipartisan,
multi-year Developing a Reliable and Inno-
vative Vision for the Economy (DRIVE) Act
which offers great hope to the modernization
of our nation’s infrastructure.

We urge House Transportation and Infra-
structure Chairman Shuster and House Ways
and Means Committee Chairman Ryan to
utilize the hours of hearings, site visits and
stakeholder input they have held and bring
together their Committees soon after the
August recess to produce a multiyear, fully-
funded bill that warrants House support.

Most importantly, before departing for the
August recess, we urge House and Senate
leadership to unequivocally state their com-
mitment to send to the President a well-
funded, multiyear highway bill by the end of
October.

The Highway Materials Group (HMG), com-
prised of nine national associations listed
below, represent companies that provide the
construction materials and equipment essen-
tial to building America’s roads, highways,
and bridges. We employ tens of thousands of
men and women in well-paying American
jobs, and we stand in support of this impor-
tant legislative action.

American Coal Ash Association, Amer-
ican Concrete Pavement Association,
Association of Equipment Manufactur-
ers, Associated Equipment Distribu-
tors, Concrete Reinforcing Steel Insti-
tute, National Asphalt Pavement Asso-
ciation, National Ready Mixed Con-
crete Association, National Stone,
Sand & Gravel Association, Portland
Cement Association.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is rare
to have the National Association of
Manufacturers and the Chamber of
Commerce in agreement with the en-
tire structure of the construction in-
dustry workers, all of those unions. I
put their names into the RECORD. It is
unique to have Mothers Against Drunk
Driving in that coalition and to have
the National Governors Association in
that coalition and to have the mayors
organization in that coalition.

My friend from Oklahoma and my
friend from Illinois, Senator DURBIN,
whom I thank from the bottom of my
heart—we were kind of smiling the
other day because we had the mayor of
Oklahoma City and the mayor of New
York ask us for a long-term bill; no
more short-term extensions. That is
the kind of coalition building we are
seeing out in the country and one that
I think we are living proof of here
today.

So I will close with where I started.
To me, this is the poster child for why
we have to act today. There are more
than 60,000 bridges that are obsolete or
deficient. If we don’t pass this bill
today and the House doesn’t take it up
and pass it or something else similar to
it or get to conference, we are back to,
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I think it is, the 34th short extension.
That is doomsday—doomsday.

I am sad the House went out for a 5%%-
week break. It is the first time in 10
years they went out for an August
break before August. I find it iromic
that they went out even a day earlier
so they are not there if we do, in fact,
pass our legislation and send it over.

Why are they doing this? They need
to act. I am encouraged that Speaker
BOEHNER said that he has asked his
committee to act. If we can do it over
here, they can do it over there.

I will close with this: I am very
pleased that we have reached this
point. It has taken a lot of work and a
lot of compromise. We had to give
some ground, but we found common
ground. We all believe this bill is so
important for our Nation.

I urge everyone, regardless of how we
voted before, to understand this is not
what we want to see in America. We
can’t have more of these bridge col-
lapses, and we can’t have more of these
streets falling apart. Now, 50 percent
are in disrepair. This is the day.

I thank Senator INHOFE. I thank Sen-
ator DURBIN. I thank Senator McCON-
NELL. I thank Senator NELSON. And
later, when we finish with this, I will
thank many others. The staffs have
been unbelievable. We were working
into the wee hours of the morning for
the last week.

I also thank you, Madam President,
for your role in this and your help in
this. I am proud that I serve on the
committee with you. We have worked
well together. I hope we have a good
vote, a solid vote for this bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FISCHER). All postcloture time is ex-
pired.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a
third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 34, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 260 Leg.]

YEAS—65
Alexander Boozman Cassidy
Ayotte Boxer Coats
Baldwin Burr Cochran
Barrasso Cantwell Collins
Bennet Capito Coons
Blunt Cardin Cornyn
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Daines Johnson Portman
Durbin Kaine Roberts
Enzi King Rounds
Ernst Kirk Sanders
Feinstein Klobuchar Schatz
Fischer Leahy Sessions
Franken Manchin Shaheen
Gardner McCain

Stab
Grassley McCaskill Su?liirelt(r)lw
Hatch McConnell Tester
Heitkamp Mikulski Th
Heller Moran . upe
Hirono Murkowski Tl_lhs
Hoeven Murray Vitter
Inhofe Nelson Whitehouse
Isakson Peters Wicker

NAYS—34
Blumenthal Heinrich Rubio
Booker Lankford Sasse
Brown Lee Schumer
Carper Markey Scott
Casey Menendez Shelby
Corker Merkley Toomey
Cotton Murphy Udall
Crapo Paul N
Cruz Perdue gz;?:;
Donnelly Reed Wyd
Flake Reid yaen
Gillibrand Risch
NOT VOTING—1
Graham
The bill (H.R. 22), as amended, was

passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

———————

PROHIBITING FEDERAL FUNDING
OF PLANNED PARENTHOOD FED-
ERATION OF AMERICA—MOTION
TO PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I move to proceed to Calendar No. 169,
S. 1881.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 169, S.
1881, a bill to prohibit Federal funding of
Planned Parenthood Federation of America.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 1881, a bill to prohibit
Federal funding of Planned Parenthood Fed-
eration of America.

Mitch McConnell, James M. Inhofe, Rand
Paul, Pat Roberts, Ben Sasse, James
Lankford, Joni Ernst, Daniel Coats,
Cory Gardner, Steve Daines, Roger F.
Wicker, Johnny Isakson, Lindsey Gra-
ham, Michael B. Enzi, Jerry Moran,
Tim Scott, John Cornyn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

THE HIGHWAY BILL

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
know the Senator from California, Mrs.
BOXER, and I both want to thank a lot
of people who worked very hard. People
don’t realize how many people are in-
volved. Quite frankly, a little bit of
guilt always comes to me, because this
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is my sixth highway reauthorization
bill, and it always ends up that I don’t
work as long as all the staff works.
They are up many nights until mid-
night and many nights all night long.

This was a good bill. It was tough
doing it. From this point forward, we
have the opportunity to send it to the
House. I have already had communica-
tion with some of the House Members
who do want a multiyear bill. The
staffs are working together as we speak
to pull it together so we can pass one
and get out of this long string of short-
term extensions. They don’t serve any
useful purpose.

I wish to mention the names and to
get them in the RECORD of those people
who really put in the long hours. In my
office is Alex Herrgott. He has been
with me—we have been together, I
guess—over a dozen years. He is the
leader on our side. He put together a
great team, including Shant Boyajian,
who is the guy who was the transpor-
tation expert on our end, and he did a
great job. We have had others just
about as good as he is in the past, but
they all sweat. This guy doesn’t do it.
He does it with a smile on his face. We
have Chaya Koffman. She came with
incredible experience. We couldn’t have
done it without her. It is equally im-
portant to thank David Napoliello and
Andrew Dohrman. David and Andrew
work for Senator BOXER and are ex-
perts within the office, working on this
alongside our staff.

It is kind of interesting because Sen-
ator BOXER and I can’t get any further
apart philosophically. She is a very
proud liberal, and I am a very proud
conservative. We would be fighting like
cats and dogs over these regulations
that are putting Americans out of busi-
ness. But, today, we think alike, and
we are working together. I am so proud
of her staff working with my staff.

Bettina. There is Bettina, and she is
probably the No. 1 hard working per-
son, sitting in the back here on that
side, and whom we really appreciate.
Some days I don’t appreciate her, but I
have all during this process.

So many others have made contribu-
tions to the success today. It is impor-
tant to thank on my staff Susan
Bodine, for her work on environmental
provisions, and also Jennie Wright and
Andrew Neely. I wish to thank my
communications team, including
Donelle Harder, Daisy Letendre, and
Kristina Baum. They have to get the
message out as to what we are doing,
how significant it is.

People who are witnessing this today
are witnessing the most popular bill of
this entire year. We can go back to any
of the 50 States, and they are all going
to say the one thing we want is a trans-
portation system. It is not just that
they want this bill. This is what the
Constitution says we are supposed to
be doing. Article I, section 8 of the
Constitution says to defend America
and provide for roads and bridges, and
that is what we accomplished today.

There are some others outside of our
committee I want to thank: Chairman
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HATCcH, Chairman THUNE, Chairman
SHELBY, and their staffs, including
Chris Campbell, Mark Prater, David
Schweitert, Shannon Hines, and Jen
Deci. I want to thank our leader, MITCH
MCCONNELL, who really came through
to put this at top priority. Without
that priority, we couldn’t have done it.
I know Sharon Soderstrom, Hazen Mar-
shall, Neil Chatterjee, Jonathan Burks,
and Brendan Dunn were all involved.

If my colleagues would just permit
me, 10 years ago today is the last time
we passed a significant, multiyear bill.
I remember standing right here at this
podium, right when this moment came,
and it was time to thank all of these
people who worked so hard. All of a
sudden the sirens went off and the
buzzers—evacuate, evacuate; bomb,
bomb. Everyone left, but I hadn’t made
my speech yet. So I stood there and
made it longer than I probably should
have. There is nothing more eerie than
standing here in the Chamber when no-
body else is here and everybody else is
gone. After a while, I thought that I
had better get out of here.

As I walked out the front door and
down the long steps—they had already
shut off the elevators and all of that; it
was dark—I saw a bulk of a man walk-
ing away very slowly. I saw that it was
Ted Kennedy. I said: Ted, we better get
out of here; this place might blow up.

He said: Well, these old legs don’t
work like they used to.

So I said: Here, put your arm around
my shoulders. And I put my arm out to
steady him. Someone took our picture.
It was in a magazine, and it said: Who
said that Republicans are not compas-
sionate.

I always think of that when I think
of these bills. I say to my friend, Sen-
ator BOXER, with whom I have worked
so closely during this time—and I actu-
ally enjoyed it: Any time we get a coa-
lition between your philosophy and my
philosophy, it has to be right. It was,
and it is over.

I yield the floor to Senator BOXER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, my
friend and I have long worked together
on infrastructure, and we did it this
time under very difficult conditions. I
would say to him that with his leader-
ship on EPW, going to a markup, prov-
ing to the rest of the Senate that, in
fact, our committee could work to-
gether, we got a 20-to-nothing vote. As
a result of that, and as my friend has
often said, our committee is really re-
sponsible for about 70 to 75 percent of
the funding. So we were the key com-
mittee, and we proved that we could
work together.

It was a little tougher on the other
committees. That is when it took
Leader MCCONNELL’s leadership, Sen-
ator DURBIN’s leadership, and we came
together.

But I must say that those top staffers
from Senator INHOFE’s team, McCon-
nell’s team, Boxer’s team, including
Bettina Poirier, Neil Chatterjee, and
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