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from them the Democratic filibuster
wasn’t actually a filibuster. We heard a
call from them for the Senate to start
with funding legislation of its own. Of
course, the Democratic leader has been
clear in the past that the Senate can
do no such thing.

Well, here is some good news. There
is already a funding bill before us. It
has already passed the House. It would
fund the Department of Homeland Se-
curity fully, and we can consider it
today, right now. All Democrats have
to do is stop blocking the Senate from
even debating it. If our Democratic col-
leagues don’t like provisions of the bill
the House has passed, the Senate has a
process for modifying bills. It is called
amending them. But the Senate can
only consider amendments to a bill if it
is not being filibustered.

This strained logic of our Democratic
friends is very hard to swallow. We un-
derstand Democrats might be having a
tough time Kkicking this years-long
gridlock habit of theirs, but it is about
time they did.

I have already offered a fair and open
debate to them several times now. It is
a debate that would allow amendments
from both parties—that means amend-
ments from our Democratic friends as
well. If you want to make changes to
the bill, colleagues, that is the way to
do it. But to do so you first need to end
the weeks-long Democratic filibuster
of Homeland Security funding.

Why don’t we get serious instead and
let the Senate fund the Department of
Homeland Security.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion to proceed to H.R.
240 be agreed to, and that it be made in
order for the managers or their des-
ignees to offer amendments in an alter-
nating fashion, with the majority man-
ager or his designee being recognized to
offer the first amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The acting minority leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I don’t
understand why the Republicans in the
House and the Senate have decided to
hold up one appropriations bill of our
Federal Government, the appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland
Security, the one agency that is sup-
posed to protect us against terrorism.

Last December, the House Repub-
licans said: We are just not going to
give regular funding to this Depart-
ment—$48 Dbillion this Department
spends on the Coast Guard, border se-
curity, and a myriad of different things
to keep America safe—but the Repub-
licans said this is one agency we are
not going to fully fund. We will put
them on temporary funding, called a
continuing resolution, and we will get
back to you on February 27.

Then what they did is to lash the
budget of this Department to the
thorny, difficult issue of immigration
and insist that we can’t fund the De-
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partment of Homeland Security unless
we take up what I consider to be some
rather outrageous riders put on by the
House of Representatives on the issue
of immigration.

The good news is we have come up
with a solution on this side. I am going
to make it in the manner of a unani-
mous consent request, and it is very
straightforward.

First, because Senator JEANNE SHA-
HEEN from New Hampshire has stepped
forward and offered, with Senator MI-
KULSKI, S. 272, we have a clean appro-
priations bill for the Department of
Homeland Security.

If the Senator would like me to yield
for a question, I will yield at this
point.

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

Mrs. SHAHEEN. If I could ask my
colleague a question, isn’t it true, I say
to Senator DURBIN, that the bill you
are talking about, the clean bill Sen-
ator MIKULSKI and I have introduced, is
the legislation that was agreed to last
December by Senator MIKULSKI, when
she was chair of the Appropriations
Committee, and HAL ROGERS, chair of
the House Appropriations Committee?
It was a bipartisan agreement, a bi-
cameral agreement, and each side gave
some.

What is at issue here is not that un-
derlying bill. What is at issue are the
five riders, the amendments the House
put on, that have nothing to do with
funding the Department of Homeland
Security.

Mr. DURBIN. I would answer in the
affirmative. That is why the unani-
mous consent request I am going to
make is the easiest, quickest solution
to our problem—a clean, bipartisan ap-
propriations bill for the Department of
Homeland Security. But we are not
running away from the immigration
issue. Because Senator MCCONNELL is
now the majority leader and controls
the business of the Senate and Speaker
BOEHNER controls the business of the
House, they can take up the immigra-
tion issue immediately after we have
funded this Department.

So what I am going to suggest in my
unanimous consent request is that
they use their power in the majority to
take us to this important debate on
immigration after we have given a
clean appropriation to the one Federal
agency empowered with keeping Amer-
ica safe from terrorism.

Let’s not play politics with ter-
rorism. Let’s not play politics with the
budget of the Department of Homeland
Security.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that following the enactment of the
text of S. 272, the Department of Home-
land Security Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 2015, at a time to be deter-
mined by the majority leader, after
consultation with the Democratic lead-
er but no later than Monday, March 16,
the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of the Border Security, Economic
Opportunity, and Immigration Mod-
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ernization Act, as passed by the Senate
by a vote of 68 to 32 on June 27, 2013,
the text of which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MCCONNELL. What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed to H.R. 240.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MCCONNELL. 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 assistant legislative 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 H.R. 240, making appro-
priations for the Department of Homeland
Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2015.

Mitch McConnell, John Cornyn, Thad
Cochran, Tom Cotton, Roger F.
Wicker, David Vitter, Jerry Moran,
Daniel Coats, Michael B. Enzi, Mike
Crapo, Bill Cassidy, John Boozman,
John Thune, Tim Scott, John Hoeven,
James Lankford, Jeff Sessions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

(The remarks of Mr. CORNYN per-
taining to the submission of S. Res. 76
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Submitted Resolutions.”)

——
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate be
in a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak therein
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Minnesota.

(The remarks of Ms. KLOBUCHAR per-
taining to the introduction of S. 491 are
printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
20 minutes.

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

———

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY
INSURANCE PROGRAM

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, yes-
terday the Budget Committee, of which
I am the ranking member, held a very
important hearing on the Social Secu-
rity Disability Insurance Program,
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which is a life-and-death program for
nearly 11 million Americans, including
more than 1 million veterans and al-
most 2 million children who rely on
this program to get the nutrition they
need, to heat their homes, and to pay
for their medicine. This is a program
that impacts some of the most vulner-
able people in this country.

Let me be very clear in describing
this program. This is a program Amer-
ican workers have paid into. It is an in-
surance program. This is not charity.

When Americans pay 6.2 percent of
their income in payroll tax, almost 1
percent of that amount goes into the
disability insurance program. The av-
erage disability insurance benefit is
less than $1,200 a month, and for 30 per-
cent of beneficiaries this is all of the
income they have—$1,200 a month, 30
percent of the beneficiaries of SSDI.
For them this is all of their income.
Nobody is getting rich off of disability
benefits.

Sadly, on the very first day of the
new Congress, House Republicans
passed a rule that would lay the
groundwork for a 19-percent cut in So-
cial Security disability insurance bene-
fits. Specifically, this rule would pro-
hibit the reallocation of payroll taxes
from the Social Security retirement
fund to the disability insurance fund, a
routine accounting practice that has
been done 11 times in the past in a very
noncontroversial, nonpartisan way.
But Republicans in the House said they
will not allow this to happen unless it
is accompanied by a cut in Social Secu-
rity benefits or an increase in taxes.

In other words, what the House Re-
publicans are saying is that either
there will be cuts to the disability pro-
gram or, if that fund is to be replen-
ished, the money will have to come
from cuts to the Social Security Re-
tirement Program. In my view, that is
very wrong.

If the Social Security disability pro-
gram was cut by 19 percent, it would
mean the average benefit of approxi-
mately $13,980 a year for a disabled per-
son—which is already where the pov-
erty level is—would be cut by 19 per-
cent to $11,324. That is what a 19-per-
cent cut to the average Social Security
disability insurance benefit would
mean.

Do any of my colleagues believe a
person with a severe disability—maybe
that person is facing a terminal illness,
maybe that person is paralyzed, maybe
that person is an amputee. Does any-
body believe a disabled person in Amer-
ica in the year 2015 should be forced to
live on $11,324 a year?

Unfortunately, that is what the
House Republicans are laying the
groundwork for. That is what a 19-per-
cent cut in disability benefits would
mean, and we must not allow that to
happen.

In my view, the debate we are having
is nothing more than a manufactured
crisis which is part of the long-term
agenda of a number of Republicans who
in fact are trying to cut Social Secu-
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rity. In my view, cutting Social Secu-
rity is a very bad idea.

Let us be very clear because there is
a lot of misinformation about Social
Security that is getting out there. The
fact is Social Security has a $2.8 tril-
lion surplus and can pay out every ben-
efit owed to every eligible American
for the next 18 years.

Let me repeat that. Social Security
has a $2.8 trillion surplus and can pay
out every benefit owed to every eligible
American for the next 18 years. That is
not the opinion of Senator BERNIE
SANDERS. That comes from report of
the Social Security trustees.

There are a lot of folks out there who
are talking in one way or another
about cutting Social Security. Some of
them are saying let’s raise the retire-
ment age. Let’s have struggling work-
ers work another 1 or 2 years or more
before they can get Social Security
benefits. Other people are saying these
COLA benefits are just too generous. In
recent years, Social Security bene-
ficiaries know we have had several
years where people have gotten a zero
cost-of-living increase and other cost-
of-living increases in recent years has
been minuscule. Yet some are saying
let’s move to a so-called chained CPI
and lower the cost-of-living adjust-
ments.

Other people are talking in one form
or another about a means test, which
would mean significant reduction in
benefits for many seniors. Others who
are bolder—including some of our Re-
publican colleagues—are talking about
the privatization of Social Security. As
many will remember, under President
Bush that proposal in fact was brought
forward and pushed very hard by Re-
publicans.

Because of an aging population, be-
cause more women are in the work-
force today, and because of an increase
in the retirement age, it is true there
has been an increase in the number of
Americans who are receiving disability
benefits, but this is not a surprise. This
is a demographic reality that the So-
cial Security Administration predicted
would happen back in 1994. The fact
that the Social Security Disability In-
surance Program is facing a funding
shortfall next year is a surprise to ab-
solutely no one. It was predicted 20
years ago.

Furthermore, shortfalls in the Social
Security Disability Insurance Program
or the Social Security Retirement Pro-
gram is nothing new. It has happened
11 times in the past and has always
been resolved in a simple, non-
controversial way. That is the reason
for the reallocation of payroll taxes be-
tween the Social Security retirement
fund and the Social Security disability
fund.

As this chart shows, reallocation was
done in 1968 under President Johnson;
in 1970 under President Nixon; in 1978,
1979, and 1980 under President Carter;
in 1982, 1983, and 1984 under President
Reagan; and in 1994, 1997, and 2000
under President Clinton. In other

S969

words, this is a commonplace proce-
dure which has happened under Demo-
cratic and Republican Presidents in an
absolutely noncontroversial way.

Interestingly, of the 11 times funds
were reallocated, it turns out that on 5
occasions it was the disability fund
that was reallocated to help the retire-
ment fund. In other words, money was
shifted from disability to the retire-
ment fund. This time it is going the
other way.

At an interesting committee hearing
yesterday, a number of colleagues—Re-
publicans and Democrats—made the
point that the reallocation of funds in
order to prevent a 19-percent cut in dis-
ability benefits was a short-term solu-
tion; that it was not going to solve the
overall issue of how do we fund Social
Security for our kids and our grand-
children. That point is clearly right.
No one can argue with that. What we
have to do right now in fact is to pre-
vent a massive cut to the disability
program, but at the same time, while
Social Security can pay out all bene-
fits for the next 18 years, it is impor-
tant that sooner than later we begin to
address the problem of how do we make
Social Security solvent, not just for 18
years but for decades beyond that.

In terms of the disability program
and the need to go forward with re-
allocation, every major senior organi-
zation in this country, representing
tens of millions of people, wants us to
do just that. These organizations in-
clude AARP, the National Committee
to Preserve Social Security and Medi-
care, and the Alliance for Retired
Americans, which together represent
over 60 million older Americans. What
they are saying loudly and clearly is it
is imperative we go forward with this
reallocation to prevent cuts in the So-
cial Security disability fund. They are
united in opposition to the rule passed
by the House Republicans to make re-
allocation more difficult.

Yesterday AARP wrote a letter to
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, Senator ENZI, and to myself,
the ranking member. Let me quote
from this letter:

To prevent any imminent reductions in
SSDI benefits, we urge you to rebalance the
allocation of social security payroll taxes be-
tween the OASI trust and the DI trust as
Congress has done with success in the past.
Because of SSDI, millions of disabled Ameri-
cans are able to live their lives with dignity,
and support their families. The highest pri-
ority in the near term is to ensure that SSDI
beneficiaries, most of whom are older Ameri-
cans, are not put at risk of a 20 percent ben-
efit cut in the very near future.

That is from AARP and virtually
every major senior organization. To-
gether, they represent some 60 million
older Americans and agree exactly
with the sentiment expressed by
AARP.

I am delighted President Obama pro-
posed this reallocation plan in his
budget request. I applaud the President
for doing that. As I mentioned, the So-
cial Security trust fund can pay out
every benefit owed to every eligible
American for the next 18 years.
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At yesterday’s hearing, my Repub-
lican friends—and, again, some Demo-
crats—made the very valid point that
we have to go further than just re-
allocation, that we need a long-term
solution to make certain our children
and our grandchildren will have all of
the benefits to which they were prom-
ised. I agree with that sentiment. That
is why last year I introduced far-reach-
ing Social Security legislation which
in fact would make Social Security sol-
vent for decades to come.

The concept behind this legislation is
pretty simple. It would simply apply
the Social Security payroll tax on in-
come above $250,000. In other words, it
would scrap the cap that currently ex-
ists. Right now in the midst of massive
wealth and income inequality in our
country, a Wall Street CEO who makes
$20 million a year pays the same
amount into Social Security as some-
one who makes $118,500. If you make
$20 million or you make $118,000, the
amount of money you put into the So-
cial Security trust fund is the same be-
cause the cap is now at $118,000.

In 2013 I asked the Chief Actuary of
the Social Security Administration to
estimate how long the solvency of So-
cial Security would be extended if we
simply applied the Social Security pay-
roll tax on income above $250,000. His
answer was that Social Security would
be made solvent until 2060—45 years
from today. I refer my colleagues to
the letter from the Social Security
Chief Actuary that I had printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on February 5
of this year.

Further, the Center for Economic
and Policy Research has estimated
that my proposal—my legislation—
would only impact the top 1.5 percent
of wage earners. More than 98.5 percent
of Americans would not see their taxes
g0 up by one dime under this plan.

So I say to my colleagues, if you
want to extend the solvency of Social
Security—not just for the next 18
years, which is currently the case, but
for the next 40 to 45 years—I hope you
will join me in making sure the very
wealthiest people in our country—the
top 1.5 percent—pay their fair share
into the Social Security trust fund. To
my mind that is a much better idea
than raising the retirement age, forc-
ing hard-pressed workers to work an-
other year or two before they get their
benefits. It is a much better idea than
cutting the cost of living adjustment.
It is a much better idea than many of
the ideas I have been hearing for the
last few years.

We all know that the huge increase
that we have seen in this country in
wealth and income inequality has re-
sulted in millions of Americans seeing
a decline in their income, and we have
people from one end of this country to
the other working longer hours for
lower wages.

In fact, while the wealthiest people
have become much richer, real median
family income today is almost $5,000
less than it was in 1999. Incredibly, the
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typical male worker—the man right in
the middle of our economy—made $783
less last year than he did 42 years ago.
The typical female worker—the woman
in the middle of the economy—earned
$1,300 less last year than she did in 2007.

Today the top one-tenth of 1 percent
owns more wealth than the bottom 90
percent. As this chart shows, the top
one-tenth of 1 percent owns as much
wealth as the bottom 90 percent. In
terms of income what we are looking
at is a situation where almost all of
the new income generated since the
Wall Street crash goes to the top 1 per-
cent.

Why is this significant? Well, obvi-
ously it is significant because millions
of Americans have not seen growth in
their income. In fact, they have seen a
decline in their income. But what
makes it also significant is that this
decline in income for millions of Amer-
icans—this growth in income and
wealth disparity—has also had a pro-
found impact on the solvency of Social
Security.

I want all of my colleagues to under-
stand that if income inequality re-
mained at the same level today as it
was in 1983, Social Security would have
$1.1 trillion more in the trust fund than
it does today. Why? Because, obvi-
ously, when workers saw their wages
go down, less money went into the So-
cial Security trust fund. When people
on the top went over the cap, they were
no longer contributing from their in-
come that was above the cap. So less
money goes into the Social Security
trust fund.

If the payroll tax had simply contin-
ued to cover 90 percent of all earnings,
which it did in 1983, rather than the 83
percent that it covers today, the Social
Security trust fund would be able to
pay every benefit owed to every eligi-
ble American—not just for the next 18
years but for the next 38 years.

So when we talk about income and
wealth inequality in this country, that
is not only a tragedy unto itself; when
we see the middle class shrinking and
real wages for American workers going
down, in some cases significantly, it is
also a major problem for the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

Once again, if income levels had re-
mained the same today as they were in
1983—if incomes had gone up rather
than gone down—we would see over $1
trillion more in the Social Security
trust fund.

So, I agree with my Republican col-
leagues who say that doing the re-
allocation for the disability trust fund
is a temporary solution. It is. But it is
an important solution, and it is some-
thing that has been done 11 times in
the past. It is something that is sup-
ported by the AARP and every major
senior organization. It is something we
must do right now to prevent a 19-per-
cent cut in benefits for some of the
most vulnerable people in this country.
So I won’t argue with anyone who says,
well, that doesn’t go far enough. We
need a long-term solution.
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So I challenge my Republican
friends: Do you have the courage to
come up with a solution other than
cutting benefits for seniors? Do you
have the courage to come up with an
idea that says: No, it is bad, it is wrong
to raise the retirement age, and it is
wrong to cut cost of living adjust-
ments.

Are you prepared to deal with the re-
ality that because of the growing dis-
parity in income in America, we have
lost substantial funding for Social Se-
curity, and the way to address that
issue—the way to extend Social Secu-
rity—is to ask the people on top, the
people who have been doing phenome-
nally well in recent years, to pay more
into the Social Security trust fund?

I do agree with my Republican col-
leagues that we have to look at Social
Security from a long-term perspective
for our kids and our grandchildren.

We have brought forth an idea: Raise
the cap. Ask people making more than
$250,000 a year to pay the same percent-
age of their income into the Social Se-
curity trust fund as somebody making
$50,000 a year. I think that is a sensible
idea, and I look forward to hearing
some of my Republican friends work
with us on this concept.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAS-
SIDY). The Senator from Utah.

————
PATIENT CARE ACT

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, last week
I joined my colleague Senator BURR in
unveiling the latest version of our leg-
islative proposal to repeal and replace
the so-called Affordable Care Act. We
are joined this time around by our
friend in the House, Chairman UPTON of
the House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee.

We call our proposal the Patient
Choice, Affordability, Responsibility,
and Empowerment Act, or the Patient
CARE Act for short. As you may recall,
we first unveiled this framework last
year and in general it received high
marks for being a serious, responsible
alternative to ObamaCare. We have un-
veiled the latest version of the proposal
in hopes of continuing the conversation
we began in the last Congress.

Let’s face it. ObamaCare isn’t work-
ing. It is not working. Sure, its pro-
ponents in the Senate and elsewhere
have gotten pretty good at cherry-
picking data in order to convince the
American people that the President’s
health care law is a success. But the
American people know the truth. The
law is a disaster for individuals, fami-
lies, and employers alike.

Despite the claims that ObamaCare
would lower health care costs, costs
have continued to skyrocket. Due to
all the mandates in the law, businesses
are slowing hiring and moving employ-
ees into part-time work. Of course, the
law includes more than a trillion dol-
lars in new taxes that impact con-
sumers and businesses around the
country. We need a better path forward
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