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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

————

ZIKA VIRUS FUNDING

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I want to
come to the floor to say that after a lot
of work, the Senate has finally passed
funding to take on Zika—a cause I
have been talking about since April of
this year. I want to say, in full credit
to the Senate, that this is actually a
very similar proposal that the Senate
proposed in May, and it is now the one
before us. I am sad that it took so long
to get to this point, but at least we are
here now.

As I said before, it is better late than
never. To the people of my home State
of Florida, to the people of the island
of Puerto Rico, who have been dis-
proportionately impacted by the out-
break of Zika in the United States, I
want to say that despite a long wait,
help is finally on the way. Help is fi-
nally on the way in the form of a $1.1
billion anti-Zika package which is part
of this larger law—this larger bill that
passed today to keep the government
open beyond September 30.

Included in the law that passed today
is $15 million that is specifically tar-
geted for States with local trans-
missions. The only State so far that
has had local transmissions is my
home State of Florida. Today, $15 mil-
lion is, hopefully, on its way to Florida
if we can get this done in the House to
help with the fight against Zika.

It also includes $60 million, specifi-
cally for territories like Puerto Rico.
Puerto Rico has the highest number of
infected American citizens with Zika.
Today is good news for Puerto Rico.

This took far too long, but I am glad
we are finally here. This anti-Zika
package rightfully prioritizes Ameri-
cans in Florida and in Puerto Rico, and
I am encouraged that after months of
working on this, my calls for action
have finally been answered and real as-
sistance from the Federal Government
is finally on its way.

I have to reiterate that it is shameful
that it took so long and that this pub-
lic health crisis was made worse by
people playing political games in
Washington, DC.

If anyone is in doubt about whether
that is partisan, I think the games
have come from both side of the aisle.
It took far too long for colleagues in
my own party to understand the grav-
ity and severity of this outbreak, and,
sad to say, the Democratic minority in
the Senate used this as a political tool
for much of the month of August and
even as late as yesterday. I am glad
that these critical resources are now
moving forward so that we can help
thousands of Americans suffering from
this virus and so that we can step up
our mosquito eradication efforts and
ultimately so that we can develop a
vaccine that eradicates Zika for good.

While the funding is on its way, the
problem still continues. In the main-
land of the United States, there are
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now 3,358 cases of Zika. In U.S. terri-
tories, primarily the island of Puerto
Rico, there are now close to 20,000
cases. In my home State of Florida,
there are now 904 cases—109 of them
were locally transmitted, meaning
they were not acquired abroad. They
were acquired in the State. There are
91 pregnant women in the State of
Florida infected by Zika.

While Congress did nothing and while
the President refused to fully spend the
spending authority it had available to
him for weeks, this crisis continued to
grow. The health impact of it is well
understood, but the economic impact
has not been discussed nearly enough.

We know for a fact that there are
bookings that are down in Miami
Beach. That is not just an inconven-
ience. My parents worked in the hotel
industry. That is how they raised our
family—my father in particular. If ho-
tels are suffering because people are
canceling trips because they are afraid
of Zika, it is the people that work at
those hotels who are most immediately
impacted.

We have seen restaurants and small
businesses associated with visitors re-
port the same thing. Anecdotally, I
have had people come up to me over
the last month and say: Is it safe to
travel to Florida? Is it safe to go down
there?

The answer is that it is. It is safe to
come to Florida, but that doesn’t mean
we don’t have a Zika problem. It
doesn’t mean it doesn’t need to be ad-
dressed. Local communities in the
State of Florida and the island of Puer-
to Rico—the territory, the Common-
wealth—had to step forward and fund it
on their own until now.

While it is good news that we have fi-
nally passed Zika funding in the Sen-
ate, it now has to go to the House. 1
would urge my colleagues in the House
to pass this quickly—not just to keep
the government open but to finally
fund the fight against Zika and to en-
sure that the research that is going
into the development of vaccine is not
slowed down.

There are other things we can do to
address this. For example, I have pro-
posed opening up the Small Business
Administration loan program that is
available for businesses that suffer the
effects of natural disasters to also be
able so that businesses may avail
themselves of these loans if they are
suffering because of a health epidemic.
The SBA has indicated that they are
open to that change, and I hope that is
something we look at when we return
in November.

Suffice it to say that I want to close
out here today by telling the people of
Florida that, after a wait that took far
too long, after months of hard work
and focus and bipartisan cooperation,
help is finally on the way. Help is fi-
nally on the way in the form of $1.1 bil-
lion, including $15 million for Florida
and $60 million for the territory of
Puerto Rico.

I yield the floor.
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I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

———

TAX AND HEALTH CARE POLICY

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we are
currently in the middle of an election
year. Like most Americans, I look for-
ward to the end of the political cam-
paign season and the end of the rhet-
oric, spin, and constant battle to win
the latest news cycle.

Don’t get me wrong, I am not saying
this election is meaningless. In fact,
there is quite a bit at stake this com-
ing November. And the American peo-
ple have some clear choices to make.

Unfortunately, some of the more
complex and consequential policy mat-
ters are the ones that most frequently
end up in the middle of the political
echo chamber, surrounded by hyper-
bolic rhetoric, empty promises, and
overly simplistic answers to some very
difficult questions.

This includes, among many other
areas, tax and health care policy, both
of which fall largely under the jurisdic-
tion of the Senate Finance Committee,
which I chair.

Let me be clear: I understand why
both tax and health care policy are fer-
tile grounds for political gamesman-
ship.

When we are talking about the Tax
Code or our health care system, we are
taking about issues that impact the
lives and livelihoods of individuals,
families, and businesses throughout
our country. As a result, people are
particularly sensitive to the mnotion
that one party or candidate might
raise their taxes or enact policies that
will increase—or decrease—their
health care costs.

Politicians are usually more than
willing to promise that, if elected, they
will make sure that the people in cat-
egory X will ‘“‘finally pay their fair
share in taxes,” while simultaneously
promising that the intended audience
will not see their taxes go up.

Similarly, politicians are quite fond
of telling people that their policies will
bring down their health care costs—or
even eliminate them altogether—while
promising that the people in category
X will be the ones to pay for it.

I suppose the factor that most often
separates these politicians from one
another is whom they include in cat-
egory X, whom they choose to slap
with an unfavorable label so that their
audience has no problem raising their
taxes or making them foot the cost of
an expanded health care system.

This type of rhetoric—defining en-
emies and promising to make them
pay—may make for good politics, but
it almost never results in favorable
conditions for meaningful reforms.
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That is a big reason why, despite al-
most universal dissatisfaction with the
Tax Code, Members of Congress have
for years now been unable to enact
meaningful reforms.

It is also a major reason why, even
though the vast majority of Americans
do not believe our current health care
system works for them, many politi-
cians refuse to even acknowledge that
there is even a problem.

Put simply, we need to do better.
While I understand the importance of
elections to our system, we should not
let election-year rhetoric paint us into
a corner when it is time to draft and
enact policy.

Case in point, for years now, the
Obama administration has been
ramping up its political rhetoric on
corporate inversions, fully aware that
the American people were rightly con-
cerned about U.S. businesses moving
their headquarters offshore.

After years of attacking American
businesses—and  Republican politi-
cians—for a supposed lack of ‘‘eco-
nomic patriotism,” they finally had to
translate their rhetoric into policy,
which resulted in the recently proposed
debt-equity regulations that have
drawn criticism from observers and
businesses throughout our economy
and Members of Congress on both sides
of the aisle for being too broad and too
blind to ways in which businesses le-
gitimately manage their finances.

By all means, we should try to pre-
vent inversions and go after earnings
stripping, which is a closely related
problem. I think most reasonable peo-
ple want to do that. But the Obama ad-
ministration’s proposed regulations go
after many legitimate business trans-
actions—transactions that are not at
all motivated by tax avoidance.

Put simply, these regulations will
impose substantial burdens on busi-
nesses throughout the country and will
likely hamper our still fragile eco-
nomic recovery.

Despite the backlash that we have
seen to the Treasury Department’s pro-
posed regulations under section 385,
they show no signs of backing down—
and how could they? After years of de-
monizing American companies and Re-
publicans over inversions, how politi-
cally advantageous would it have been
to sit down with Members of Congress
to craft more narrowly focused, reason-
able solutions that would not grab as
many headlines?

Ultimately, the Obama administra-
tion has determined that it is better—
politically speaking—to, as the saying
goes, go big or go home on its anti-in-
version policies and hope that anyone
from the opposing party who speaks
out against them will be seen as soft on
corporate inversions.

And, when it comes to tax policy, it
appears that the pattern will not be
changing if we are faced with another
Democratic administration after No-
vember.

The Democrats’ nominee for Presi-
dent has been relatively short on de-
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tails when she talks about her tax pro-
posals. For the most part, her cam-
paign sticks to the tried and true
Democratic tactic of promising every-
thing from tax cuts to ‘‘free’’ college
tuition, to child care for middle and
lower-income workers, while simulta-
neously claiming that all of it and
more can be paid for simply by raising
taxes on the rich and closing corporate
tax ‘‘loopholes.”

Just last month, a top advisor to the
Democratic nominee said that she op-
poses any reduction of the U.S. cor-
porate tax rate, even though there is a
broad consensus among both parties
that our corporate tax rate is too high
and needs to come down.

I suspect that Secretary Clinton’s ad-
visors share this belief behind closed
doors, as it is, for the most part, con-
ventional wisdom among tax policy ex-
perts; yet, as they have in countless
other situations, they have made a po-
litical calculation that supporting a re-
duction in corporate tax rates doesn’t
play well with the Democratic base.

Let’s set aside the fact that increas-
ing the tax burden on American busi-
nesses results in costs that are largely
passed along to consumers, including
lower and middle income earners.

Let’s also set aside that their nomi-
nee has expressed support for ideas like
a carbon tax that would also result in
higher costs of living for Americans
across the board, particularly on the
middle class and lower-income work-
ers.

And let’s also set aside the fact that
she has endorsed taxes on goods like
guns and soda, many of which would be
predominantly imposed, not on the
super wealthy, but the middle class and
lower-income earners.

If you ignore those statements on her
part and focus on her plan, her tax and
spending proposals have little basis in
reality. Modest increases in the indi-
vidual tax rates for the highest earners
wouldn’t cover our current and pro-
jected deficits, let alone pay for the
massive spending increases she has pro-
posed. Similarly, there aren’t enough
corporate tax ‘‘loopholes’ that could
reasonably be eliminated to cover the
costs of her campaign promises.

We know this because we have gone
through it with the current occupant
of the White House. In every major
budget dispute and many of the con-
flicts surrounding the statutory debt
limit, President Obama has repeatedly
clamored for increased taxes on the so-
called rich, often claiming that doing
so would solve our budgetary problems.

This is, of course, a facade that only
serves a political agenda and it has per-
meated beyond the election season and
into discussions that are supposed to
be about actually creating policy.

As I mentioned earlier, this problem
persists outside of the tax space. We
also see it in our debate over health
care policy.

Here is the reality we are living in
when it comes to health care: Costs are
going up across the board as insurance
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premiums continue to skyrocket while
the implementation of the President’s
health law continues to be a disaster.
Enrollment numbers in the Obamacare
exchanges continue to fall well below
the projections made by both the ad-
ministration and the Congressional
Budget Office, and the result is a
steady decrease in options for patients
and consumers and increased burdens
on businesses and hardworking tax-
payers.

Even without the inherent systemic
problems causing the downward spiral
of the entire Obamacare system, the
implementation of the law has been re-
markably inept and unaccountable.

For example, nearly two-thirds of the
Obamacare CO-OPs have failed, costing
taxpayers billions of dollars.

In addition, the Government Ac-
countability Office repeatedly reports
that criminals and fraudsters are like-
ly able to navigate the Obamacare ex-
changes and even obtain tax subsidies
due to the lack of proper safeguards in
the system.

Despite all of these failures, which
highlight both the shortcomings of the
law and the innate inability of govern-
ment to regulate such a vast and com-
plex marketplace, the Democrats still
argue that more government is the an-
swer.

President Obama has repeatedly re-
fused to acknowledge that the health
law isn’t working, writing off unfavor-
able data points as being anecdotal or
irrelevant to the bigger picture.

The Democrats’ nominee for Presi-
dent takes it one step further, doubling
down on the Obama administration’s
position while promising even more
government control of the health care
system.

She has outlined a number of ‘‘re-
forms’ she would like to add to the
‘‘progress we’'ve made”’ under
Obamacare. And, each of her proposals
amounts to an expanded role for the
Federal Government.

Most notably, of course, she has res-
urrected the so-called public option, by
promising voters access to a govern-
ment-run health care plan.

She is not alone. An expanded role
for the government in health care is
what most Democrats openly say that
they want.

I am not making that up or casting
unfounded aspersions. This isn’t para-
noia on my part. My colleagues have
purposefully chosen to make the cre-
ation of a government-run health care
plan a central tenet of their 2016 cam-
paigns. Just a few weeks ago, the vast
majority of the Senate Democratic
caucus signed onto a resolution calling
for a government-run health insurance
option.

It is almost as if the last 7 years
didn’t happen.

It is almost as if my colleagues
haven’t seen the failures of the existing
system and the overwhelming evidence
of government ineptitude when it
comes to health care.

In their resolution, my colleagues are
telling the American people that ex-
panding the government’s role in
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health care will ‘‘lead to increased
competition and reduced premiums,”’
and ‘‘ensure that consumers have the
affordable choices they deserve,” even
though virtually everything about the
Obamacare experience contradicts that
conclusion.

The inevitable result of the course
my colleagues want to follow is a sin-
gle-payer health care system, even if
many of them won’t admit that is their
long-term goal. I have noted several
times that, in a world where the gov-
ernment dictates both the products on
the health insurance market and the
prices at which they are sold, the even-
tual result will be a market where the
government is the only available pro-
vider.

From the time Obamacare was draft-
ed, I have argued that Democrats in-
tended to keep expanding the role of
the government in the health care sec-
tor until they could argue that, after a
series of failures, the only option left is
a nationalized, single-payer health care
system.

And my arguments have been called
paranoid and inflammatory by pundits
and politicians on the other side; yet,
looking at this current campaign sea-
son, it is not remotely a stretch to say
that my colleagues support and eventu-
ally intend to impose a health care sys-
tem run entirely by the government.

Whether we are talking about taxes
or health care or anything else, the
problem with this type of rhetoric and
all of these campaign promises isn’t
that my colleagues are simply wrong
on the facts. The problem is that, when
the rubber meets the proverbial road,
these kinds of promises don’t lead to
good results for the American people.

And, here is why: While some unfor-
tunately seem to live in a perpetual
election cycle, once the votes are all
counted, we have an obligation to actu-
ally govern the country.

I know that fact is sometimes lost on
a number of people in this town, but it
is the cold, honest truth. The purpose
of elections is to eventually enact poli-
cies that are preferred by the voters.

Yet, in every election, candidates and
Members of Congress spend months
taking unreasonable positions and
making outlandish promises because
they play well with the voters. But,
once the election is over, all of that
rhetoric—the promises as well as the
attacks—have to be translated into ac-
tual policy. And, far too often, that
process of translation leads either to
gridlock when elected officials refuse
to move off of their unreasonable cam-
paign positions or to results that, in
the eyes of many voters, appear wa-
tered down in comparison to the prom-
ises they heard in the middle of cam-
paign.

Is it any wonder, then, that the
American people are, by and large,
growing more distrustful of the govern-
ment?

Is it any wonder why the vast major-
ity of Americans across the ideological
spectrum have a negative view of Con-
gress?
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As chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, I am well aware that I am
going to be tasked with translating
election-year rhetoric into workable
policies. I am also aware that the poli-
cies that fall within the Finance Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction are often those
where we hear some the most conten-
tious rhetoric and unrealistic promises
during each and every election cycle,
which makes the job of crafting policy
that much harder.

Don’t get me wrong, I don’t doubt my
own ability to reach policy solutions
that can satisfy members of both par-
ties, and, as chairman and previously
as ranking member, I have worked very
hard to do so. And, prior to that time,
I had a great deal of success working
through difficult policy matters with
members in both parties to find the
right answers to complex problems.

I believe strongly that we can be suc-
cessful in coming up with tax policies,
health care policies, or any other poli-
cies that serve the best interests of the
American people. I simply do not be-
lieve that election-year rhetoric and
hyperbolic campaign promises are the
right starting points for these efforts.

Allow me to boil it down a little fur-
ther and get more specific.

I believe wholeheartedly that we can
reform our broken Tax Code on a bipar-
tisan basis, I just don’t think we can do
it by starting with the notion that tax
reform should be about raising revenue
for increased spending and punishing
disfavored income groups, unpopular
industries, or savvy investors.

I also believe we can find a bipartisan
way to fix our ailing health care sys-
tem. But I simply don’t believe that it
can be done if we are focusing on ex-
panding government in order to keep
campaign promises to create a govern-
ment-run health plan.

I look forward to tackling these
issues with my colleagues and to reach-
ing across the aisle to find the right
answers. In my view, that will be much
easier to accomplish if my friends on
the other side of the aisle will eventu-
ally be willing to set aside the rhetoric
they have employed during the cam-
paign to appease their base.

I am willing to work with anyone to
address these and other issues. We're
just going to have to find a way to cut
to through the politics and partisan-
ship that all too often slows us down.

JUSTICE AGAINST SPONSORS OF
TERRORISM BILL

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today I re-
luctantly voted to sustain President
Obama’s veto of the Justice Against
Sponsors of Terrorism Act, JASTA. It
is essential that we honor families of
the 9/11 victims. I am supportive of
their efforts to pursue justice and hold
accountable foreign powers that sup-
port terrorism in the United States.
However, I am concerned that JASTA
erodes longstanding international im-
munity protections that are essential
to the security of the United States.
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As President Obama explained in a
letter to me, ‘“Enacting JASTA into
law . . . would neither protect America
from terrorist attacks nor improve the
effectiveness of our response to such
attacks. . JASTA sweeps much
more broadly than 9/11 or Saudi Arabia,
and its far-reaching implications would
threaten to undermine important prin-
ciples that protect the United States,
including our U.S. Armed Forces and
other officials overseas, without mak-
ing us any safer.”

In its current form, JASTA under-
mines the principle of sovereign immu-
nity in U.S. courts, which could have
significant reciprocal ramifications. If
JASTA becomes law, other countries
will likely follow suit and enact laws
that threaten U.S. interests and jeop-
ardize the United States’ ability to op-
erate internationally. As Secretary of
Defense Ash Carter noted, ““‘[JASTA] is
likely to increase our country’s vulner-
ability to lawsuits overseas and to en-
courage foreign governments or their
courts to exercise jurisdiction over the
United States or U.S. officials in situa-
tions in which we believe the United
States is entitled of sovereign immu-
nity. U.S. Servicemembers stationed
here and overseas, and especially those
supporting our counterterrorism ef-
forts, would be wvulnerable to private
individuals’ accusations that their ac-
tivities contributed to acts alleged to
violate a foreign state’s law.”

As the Senate Democratic leader, I
feel an obligation to support my Presi-
dent. Although I am voting to sustain
the President’s veto, I would be sup-
portive of follow-on efforts to modify
the JASTA bill in a way that would
allow victims to secure justice while
protecting core U.S. interests.

——

CONTINUING RESOLUTION

MR. DURBIN. Mr. President, I want
to take a few minutes to talk about the
continuing resolution passed by the
Senate earlier today. This bipartisan
agreement is the result of weeks of ne-
gotiations between Democrats and Re-
publicans in both the House and Sen-
ate. It funds the Federal Government
through December 9 at fiscal year 2016
levels and provides much-needed fund-
ing to fight the ongoing Zika public
health emergency. We also now have an
agreement on a path forward to finally
address the public health crisis in
Flint, MI.

Funding the government through a
stop-gap measure like this is not ideal,
but it provides Congress additional
time to negotiate a larger funding
agreement to fund the Federal Govern-
ment through the end of the 2017 fiscal
year.

Included in this agreement is $1.1 bil-
lion in emergency funding to help
States and our Federal health agencies
properly respond to the Zika epidemic.
As of last week, there were more than
23,000 reported cases of Zika in the
United States and its territories, in-
cluding more than 2,000 pregnant



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-10T16:31:50-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




