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persecution. We need to call on the
Government of Burma to immediately
give humanitarian groups access to the
Rohingya who are trapped in Burma, in
what some have described as con-
centration camps. We need to call on
Burma’s leaders to provide the hun-
dreds of thousands of Rohingya refu-
gees who have been forced to flee their
homes and villages with a safe and as-
sisted right of return.

In addition, the Burmese Govern-
ment—the Burmese nation—needs to
figure out how to end the root causes
of this conflict—an age-old ethnic and
religious conflict—and find a way to
embrace the diversity within their na-
tion. Certainly, this is not the first
time that the tensions have erupted
into violence. It has happened time and
time and time again, but this is the
worst we have ever seen.

Kofi Annan, the former U.N. Sec-
retary General, is the current chair-
man of the Advisory Commission on
Rakhine State. He and his team have
called on Burma to take the appro-
priate actions to end this cycle of vio-
lence, this cycle of radicalization.

The entire Rohingya community is
counting on us—the world—to notice
and to act. We must immediately see
an end to the violence, full access for
humanitarian organizations, coopera-
tion with and access for the United Na-
tions fact finding mission, the safe re-
turn of refugees, and the implementa-
tion of the full set of recommendations
from Kofi Annan’s report.

It is also critical that the United
States and the international commu-
nity continue to shed light on this hor-
rific problem, provide sustained aid
and support to the refugees in Burma
and in Bangladesh, and take action to
show other repressive governments
that there will be consequences for pur-
suing this type of persecution, starting
with a strong U.N. Security Council
resolution.

International action to end this vio-
lence, increase humanitarian assist-
ance, and extend our aid to the
Rohingya people is the right thing to
do. I pray that together we will answer
that call.

I also thank my colleagues who have
already been engaged in this issue.
There are a number of them, but I am
particularly aware of Senator Richard
Durbin’s, Senator JOHN MCCAIN’s, and
Senator BEN CARDIN’s involvement and
leadership.

Let’s build on that foundation to
have the Senate demonstrate attention
to this issue through letters, and we
should also try to arrange a Senate
trip to visit both Burma and Ban-
gladesh in order to draw additional
international attention and build mo-
mentum for action.

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

HURRICANE RECOVERY EFFORTS AND TARGETED
TAX RELIEF

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, it has
been quite a few weeks now since Har-
vey hit and, then, Irma. Now Maria has
devastated the island of Puerto Rico
and the Virgin Islands. Of course, my
gaze has been firmly on the devasta-
tion wrought by Hurricane Harvey
back in my home State of Texas. Yet
we are joined together with those who
suffered under Irma and Maria, and we
will remain steadfastly with them as
we all work to recover from these ter-
rible hurricanes.

Last week, I rode in a Black Hawk
helicopter with Russ Poppe, as well as
our Adjutant General, John Nichols.
Mr. Poppe is executive director of the
Harris County Flood Control District.
We were able to survey in the air
things I had seen up close during sev-
eral trips back home, the wreckage of
the land and livelihoods.

It is an emotional thing for families
and homeowners to basically take all
of their worldly possessions out to the
front of their house and put it in the
front yard because it is completely ru-
ined as a result of the water, along
with things like the drywall, trying to
attack the mold before it grows and
makes the house uninhabitable.

We saw from about 10,000 feet in the
air what we had previously seen from
the ground, but from the air, you defi-
nitely get a different perspective on
the waterlogged landscape. You see so
much more. You see the levees, the res-
ervoirs, the areas hit. You see the dam-
aged goods and drywall that people
have taken out of their homes as the
first step toward recovery. It definitely
has an impression on you, particularly
with the size and scale of the affected
area. It is really hard to believe until
you see it from that perspective.

So when I took off my headset and
sunglasses—and by the way, Speaker
PAUL RYAN joined us on that particular
trip, and we all appreciate his being
there. When we stepped off the chopper,
what I thought about was not only
what we have done so far but how much
further we still had to go. It is not just
about building materials, street and
roof repairs, or even the temporary
housing that people need, although all
of those things are surely important.
We need to remember that the rem-
edies are not going to be one-size-fits-
all. We need broad support, but we also
need targeted and narrow support to
help people get back on their feet. We
need to keep each family in mind and
what their own particular needs may
be depending on their particular cir-
cumstances.

As I started out to say, it is not just
Texas we are talking about anymore; it
is Florida, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands too. We all remember that
those places were hit by Hurricanes
Irma and Maria right after Texas was
hit by Harvey.

I want to make one thing clear,
though: We in Texas stand together
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with our fellow Americans who suffered
from Hurricanes Maria and Irma, as
well as those who suffered from other
natural disasters occurring in and
around our country, and we will do ev-
erything we can to help the people who
were harmed and damaged, even dev-
astated by these terrible storms. We
will help them fight to get back on
their feet, to recover, and to return
their lives to some form of normalcy.

One way we can work together and
deliver relief to different people in dif-
ferent geographic areas is in providing
temporary tax relief. Now, I know this
sounds kind of like a small thing to do,
but if you think about it, this is a
thousand-year storm. Hurricane Har-
vey dropped 34 trillion gallons of water
on the same area over a period of about
5 or so days. Many people were not in
the hundred-year floodplain, which is
typically where you would buy flood
insurance, so many people suffered
losses that were not covered by flood
insurance. What many of these folks
will have to do is dip into their retire-
ment savings and other savings in
order to help to get life back to nor-
mal. This relief will help folks get back
on their feet as they rebuild their
homes and businesses and neighbor-
hoods in the wake of these hurricanes.

We recently passed—earlier this
afternoon—a Federal Aviation Admin-
istration reauthorization, but it also
included the tax package I am talking
about now that provides this targeted
relief. These provisions will help hurri-
cane victims in all of the devastated
areas Kkeep more of their paycheck,
first and foremost, but be able to de-
duct the cost of their property damage
on their tax return and encourage even
more Americans to generously donate
to hurricane relief to help their neigh-
bors and employees.

I know this tax package is a small
matter. It is not a panacea and cer-
tainly not a cure-all, and it is not sup-
posed to fix every storm-related prob-
lem or absolve us from honoring our
ongoing responsibilities in the days
ahead. But as John Steinbeck once
said, ‘‘and now that you don’t have to
be perfect, you can just be good,” and
I think these are good reforms. They
will complement other measures by the
Federal Government, as well as other
State and local actors.

Similar provisions were introduced in
a noncontroversial section of the FAA
reauthorization bill that unfortunately
House Democrats, led by Leader
PELOSI, tried to block earlier this
week. Despite the delays, I am pleased
that the House acted a second time
earlier today to ensure that this relief
is delivered to those who need it
most—again, not just in Texas but in
Florida, the Virgin Islands, and in
Puerto Rico, which reportedly has been
devastated. Now we in this Chamber
seem to have finally gotten the mes-
sage, too, by passing this relief just
this very afternoon as part of the FAA
bill.

Our colleague from Florida, Rep-
resentative CARLOS CURBELO, said
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about the hurricane victims in his
home State: ‘““They don’t have time to
wait. They certainly don’t have time to
play political games.” He is right, and
now we can say we have taken those
words to heart.

So I remember what I saw from that
helicopter. Now that the time for sur-
veying the scene has ended, what is no
longer up in the air is this: For many
Texans, Floridians, and Puerto Ricans,
targeted tax relief will serve to make a
difficult year just a little easier.

So I salute the House for getting the
job done, and I am glad we in this
Chamber have quickly followed suit.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I want
to thank the senior Senator from
Texas for his leadership in the disaster
response, and I pledge my commitment
to whatever is needed for Houston and
the areas around Houston, as well as
Florida. I appreciate the commitment
at the legislative level for what needs
to be done in Puerto Rico.

Mr. President, we also need to con-
tinue to apply pressure to the adminis-
tration because it does appear as
though there is an unequal response be-
tween what is happening in Puerto
Rico and what has happened in Hous-
ton and in Florida. So we need to hold
as a country the executive branch ac-
countable for the lack of a sense of ur-
gency for 3.5 million Americans who
are mostly going to be without power
for 9 months, who are currently with-
out potable water, who are in a dev-
astated situation. It is our obligation
to do everything we can.

Mr. President, the Senate is about to
make an important decision about who
leads the Federal agency that oversees
everything from the internet, to the
TV, to radio.

This vote is a choice: We can either
give our stamp of approval on the
FCC’s direction under the leadership of
Chairman Pai, or we can decide that
his leadership has put the FCC on the
wrong track and that it is time for
someone else to take charge.

Generally speaking, here is how I ap-
proach a nomination. There are three
reasons one might reject a nominee. If
the person is corrupt, it is a non-
starter. If the person is nonqualified, it
is also a nonstarter. And even on policy
grounds, in the policy space, just dis-
agreeing with someone can often boil
down to the fact that there is a Presi-
dent from another party and is not suf-
ficient to vote no.

Chairman Pai is someone I know. He
is skillful, he is a decent human being,
he is very smart, and he is qualified.
When we disagree, we can do it in a
way that doesn’t ruin our ability to
work together on the following day on
the following issue. And this is no
small thing in today’s political cli-
mate. So it is important that if we are
ever going to get something done, we
are able to disagree and find common
ground afterward.
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I do like Chairman Pai as a person. I
think he is ethical and he is capable.
But he is just so wrong on policy. For
me, that means he is not the right
leader for the FCC. I want to highlight
four of the concerns I have.

First, the FCC really is trying to end
the internet as we know it by getting
rid of net neutrality. If they succeed,
your internet service provider will
have the power to stop you from seeing
certain kinds of content. They will be
the ones that make decisions about
what you can access online and how
fast and how much you have to pay for
it.

Some people say that companies
aren’t going to change the internet be-
cause it is not in their interest to
change the internet, even if the law
goes away. But think about this: Most
often, these ISPs are publicly traded
companies, and they are going to make
decisions based on their own financial
interests. It is not just an objective; it
is their obligation. If there is an oppor-
tunity to change their business model
for internet service, they are duty
bound to pursue it. They do not have
any obligation to a free and open inter-
net; they have an obligation to share-
holders and to profits.

That is why net neutrality exists in
the first place—because we should not
leave it up to any company to decide
whether they are going to charge peo-
ple more to stream video, for example,
or block certain content altogether. If
we allow the FCC to end net neu-
trality, Americans across the country
are going to find that the internet no
longer works in the way that it should.
And this has happened under Chairman
Pai’s leadership.

It is not just bad policy that he is
pursuing; they have also had some seri-
ous process fouls. When Chairman Pai
announced that the FCC was revisiting
the rules, he made clear that the FCC
was going to get rid of net neutrality
regardless of what happened through-
out the process. He said: ‘“This is a
fight we intend to wage and it is a fight
we intend to win.” Why is that a sig-
nificant thing to say? ‘“This is a fight
we intend to wage and it is a fight we
intend to win.” This a quasi-judicial
agency. They just opened up a public
comment period. There were 22 million
members of the public who submitted
public comments after the Chairman of
the Commission has already announced
that he has decided which way they are
going to go. I think that is antithetical
to the governing statute, and it is anti-
thetical to the basic premise that if
you have an open comment period
where an individual has an opportunity
to express themselves, you have to lis-
ten to them. You don’t say: I already
decided, but you 22 million people—if
you have an opinion, I will be happy to
receive it and file it and do what I
planned to do all along. That is the
exact opposite of how this is supposed
to work.

The agency proposes the rule, the
public weighs in, and then the agency
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considers the comments from the pub-
lic in making the decision. But Chair-
man Pai turned it upside down. The
FCC has tried to diminish the fact that
s0 many people tried to weigh in.
About 96 percent of the roughly 22 mil-
lion people who have weighed in have
weighed in in favor of net neutrality.
They are trying to lay the groundwork
to get rid of net neutrality even though
the vast majority of people are for it.
By doing that, the FCC is effectively
saying that lobbyists and law firms
matter more than regular citizens.

This is just the tip of the iceberg.
The FCC has claimed that cyber at-
tacks kept people from being able to
comment, but they have not been
forthcoming about what exactly hap-
pened, and we are still working in our
oversight role to figure that all out.

Secondly, I would like to address
media ownership. Local TV broad-
casters are an essential part of every
community. People know their local
TV station. They trust it. There is a
range of perspectives offered. Because
the broadcasters are based in the com-
munity, they have relationships with
their viewers that make their content
better and more relevant.

For decades, Congress and the FCC
have taken steps to keep local broad-
casting local because it benefits the
public interest. These are the public
airways. It is like fast food options
across the country. You may not mind
McDonald’s once in a while, but you
don’t want that to be the only option
in your hometown. You want some-
thing that captures the local culture in
your community. That is what local
broadcasting does. It makes TV in Hon-
olulu different from TV in Hartford or
Houston.

But now the American tradition of
local broadcasting is in real danger be-
cause the FCC is going to change the
rules so that these stations can be
bought out by a single company with-
out any limits. I have no doubt this
would create a world of sort of nation-
alized content distributed through each
of these local companies, with con-
sumers having to watch whatever is
distributed to them by their national
headquarters. This is no longer local
news, and this is not the broadcast
media that Americans deserve.

The third area I want to talk about is
broadband access. Right now, Ameri-
cans have widely different levels of
internet speed basically based on where
they live. In some places, you have
great broadband access, no trouble
streaming video, accessing government
services online, downloading,
uploading, but in rural and Tribal com-
munities, they are very, very far be-
hind. As the FCC noted, 39 percent of
rural America and 41 percent of those
on Tribal land lack access to advanced
broadband. Even if they have cell
phones with internet access, a mobile
network will typically offer slower
speed than fixed broadband, so they
can’t go online and do the things we
can in Washington, DC, or in many
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other cities across the country. So ev-
eryone, on a bipartisan basis, under-
stands that this needs to change.

High-speed broadband is the corner-
stone to economic development, public
safety, and quality of life in every com-
munity, no matter how many people
live in your community. The FCC has
historically worked so that every
home, school, and business has had
adequate access to the internet because
that is what it will take to unlock the
innovation and potential for all Ameri-
cans.

The FCC has worked on this issue by
setting the bar for what it will take to
connect more Americans to the inter-
net. There is already a threshold in
place which says that this is what
high-speed internet access is, so we
know who has it and who doesn’t. But
instead of actually working to get
more people broadband, the FCC is
working to change the definition of
broadband so that it looks as if they
have gotten people more broadband.
That way they can say that more
Americans are covered, even if they
have internet service that does not
meet their needs. In other words, they
are not actually solving the problem;
they are literally just redefining what
it means to have access. Rather than
giving people access, they are papering
over the problem that they are not
solving. This is a real issue, and it is
something that the Commerce,
Science, and Transportation Com-
mittee members have worked on on a
bipartisan basis.

The way to get more people
broadband access is to get more people
broadband access. It is not to change
the rules and to change the metrics so
that you can come back to the Con-
gress and say: Look, we just achieved
more access by allowing these compa-
nies to claim that people are covered
who are not.

The fourth and final concern I want
to raise is a little more sensitive be-
cause, as I said, I like Chairman Pai,
and I respect Chairman Pai, but he
made some comments during his con-
firmation hearing that worried me. I
asked if he agreed with the President’s
comments calling the media the enemy
of the state. He would not give a direct
answer.

I understand that Mr. Pai is a Repub-
lican. That is not the problem. I under-
stand Republicans will be appointed in
a Republican administration. I am the
former Democratic Party chairman of
the State of Hawaii, so I understand
party loyalty. I respect party loyalty.

We have a President and a White
House that are pushing to blur the
legal, moral, and ethical boundaries in
our Nation’s Capital. This is not the
time to get cute when we ask a ques-
tion about the rule of law. This is not
the time to finesse an answer. The only
acceptable answer is this: I will not let
anyone interfere with my work, wheth-
er it is the President or anyone else,
and the media is not the enemy of the
state. Mr. Pai did not take that oppor-
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tunity. This was one of a few opportu-
nities Mr. Pai had to be unequivocal.
The senior Senator from New Mexico,
if I remember correctly, and other
members of the panel, sort of gave him
a second and third bite at the apple so
that he could get it right. It was an
easy one to get right.

I understand it is politically com-
plicated, but sometimes you have to
set aside the politics and just say what
is right and do what is right. My in-
stinct is that he will not use the FCC
to do anything that crosses any ethical
boundaries that I am worried about,
but the fact that he will not say so
leaves an opening that should not be
there.

The President has tweeted about
media companies that give him bad
coverage. He consistently refers to the
media as ‘‘fake news’ media and ‘‘gar-
bage’” media and makes unsubstan-
tiated claims about various networks
and newspapers and threatens to come
after them. So it is not out of the
realm of possibility that this could go
beyond some partisan talking point
from the Democrats in the Commerce,
Science, and Transportation Com-
mittee and into a real crisis.

I just want to hear from Mr. Pai. He
will be confirmed on Monday, but I
want to hear from Mr. Pai that he does
not believe the media is the enemy of
the state and he will not allow any in-
terference from the White House.

I would like to end by bringing this
back to the American people. This vote
is our chance to stand up for them.
There will not be a vote on net neu-
trality on the floor in the next weeks
or months, but they deserve to keep
their faith in local broadcasting, they
deserve a free and open internet, and
they deserve to have adequate access
to the internet no matter where they
live. That is why I have to vote no on
this nominee.

I admire Chairman Pai. I like him as
a person, but he is the wrong leader for
the FCC. I urge my colleagues to join
me and vote no on his nomination.

I yield the floor.

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

Ms. HASSAN. Mr. President, I, too,
rise today to oppose the renomination
of Ajit Pai to serve as Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission.
I will start my remarks by acknowl-
edging my friend, the Senator from Ha-
waii, and echoing his sentiments about
the respect I have for Chairman Pai’s
ability, his skill, his intelligence, his
dedication, and commitment, but I,
too, as a member of the Commerce
Committee, have sat through testi-
mony from Mr. Pai and watched a
number of things unfold with regard to
policy that is critically important to
people of New Hampshire and our coun-
try. I find that I, too, am in a position
of being unable to support this nomina-
tion.

The FCC plays a critical role in over-
seeing our communications networks,
protecting consumers, and ensuring
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that our Nation’s businesses can com-
pete on a level playing field. Unfortu-
nately, throughout his tenure at the
FCC, and particularly during his time
as Chairman, Mr. Pai has not dem-
onstrated a commitment to those
goals. To start, I have real concerns
with the Chairman’s actions to under-
mine net neutrality and the impact
that would have on people in New
Hampshire and throughout our coun-
try.

A free and open internet is essential
to consumers, essential to entre-
preneurs and innovative small busi-
nesses that are the foundation of our
economic success. Net neutrality is the
concept that internet service providers
should provide equal access to applica-
tions and content online, and they
should not be able to discriminate
against content and content providers
by making certain web pages, applica-
tions, or videos load faster or slower
than others. Put simply, net neutrality
ensures that even the smallest voices
and businesses can be heard and can
thrive. People and businesses in New
Hampshire know this. Granite Staters
have called and written to my office in
support of net neutrality, and the FCC
has received a recordbreaking number
of public comments, reaching tens of
millions, from people looking to make
their voices heard on this topic.

Chairman Pai is not addressing the
concerns of Americans who are speak-
ing out. Instead, he is listening to big
cable companies and internet service
providers and taking direct aim at net
neutrality protections. That is unac-
ceptable. Protecting net neutrality is
essential, but with Chairman Pai at
the FCC, these critical rules are in dan-
ger.

I also oppose this nomination be-
cause Chairman Pai is putting rural
broadband advancements at stake. Re-
cently, Chairman Pai and the FCC re-
leased a notice of inquiry that raises
questions about its goals, suggesting it
will consider mobile broadband as an
adequate replacement for fixed
broadband, which would allow speeds
that are two-thirds slower. For many
parts of New Hampshire, mobile is not
dependable enough or fast enough to
meet our economy’s needs, promote in-
novation, and connect young students
with their homework. We must address
the challenges that rural communities
face in getting access to broadband.
But by focusing instead on mobile
broadband, the Chairman would have
us leave rural America without a reli-
able connection.

Finally, I have concerns about Chair-
man Pai’s ability to adequately evalu-
ate the pending Sinclair-Tribune merg-
er that sits before the FCC. For dec-
ades, our Nation has maintained a pol-
icy that limits the number of broadcast
stations that one company can own na-
tionwide. This policy has protected
Americans by allowing them to receive
robust and fair news content about
their communities and has provided a
diversity of voices in the broadcast
news media marketplace.
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This merger would vresult in
Sinclair’s ability to reach over 70 per-
cent of Americans across our country,
far exceeding the Commission’s owner-
ship caps and threatening the diversity
in broadcast news that Americans de-
serve and expect.

Since Chairman Pai took the lead of
the FCC, the Commission has worked
to loosen regulations regarding media
ownership, and, in turn, Sinclair bene-
fited. As this proposed merger is still
under consideration, we need someone
at the helm of the FCC who will thor-
oughly vet the implications and ensure
that it is in the public interest. There
is too much at stake with this merger,
and Chairman Pai’s actions raise
doubts that he can evaluate it impar-
tially.

We need an FCC that is focused on
putting consumers first and ensuring
that all Americans have the oppor-
tunity to thrive in the 21st century
economy. There are simply too many
concerns about Chairman Pai’s record,
his ability to express impartiality on
key decisions, and his goals for Federal
Communications Commission prior-
ities. I will vote against Chairman
Pai’s renomination, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same.

Thank you.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. WYDEN. 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 REFORM

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am
going to take some time this afternoon
to respond to the remarks of the Presi-
dent’s top economic adviser, Mr. Gary
Cohn, with respect to this administra-
tion’s approach to taxes.

Let me be clear right at the outset.
The President and his parade of mil-
lionaires are executing a middle-class
con job. I am going to be very specific
in saying why I reached that judgment
with respect to what they are saying
about taxes.

The President said: ‘I don’t benefit.

Very, very strongly I think there’s
very little benefit for people of
wealth.” Those are the President’s

exact words. ‘“‘It’s not good for me, be-
lieve me,” the President said in his
speech unveiling the tax reform blue-
print on Wednesday.

Unless the President paid zero tax,
the President is going to benefit enor-
mously from his tax plan. His family
would save billions if the estate tax is
eliminated, as he has proposed. His
more than 500 passthroughs will be able
to take advantage of the new Grand
Canyon-sized passthrough 1loophole
that his plan proposes. Based on his
2005 tax return—that is the only omne
available—the President would save
millions each year if the alternative
minimum tax is eliminated.
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Today, the President’s top adviser,
Gary Cohn, said: ‘“We’ve also said that
wealthy Americans are not getting a
tax cut.” They expect you to believe
them and not your lying eyes.

I want to take a few minutes and de-
scribe exactly what the well-to-do are
getting in this bill.

The plan outlined by the Trump ad-
ministration would cost upwards of $5
trillion, and it is overwhelmingly
skewed toward the wealthy and the
biggest corporations. It lowers the cor-
porate rate from 35 to 20, and much of
that goes to wealthy shareholders.

The new passthrough, which would
give this big gift to high-flyers, hedge
funds, basically would let them start
calling ordinary income business in-
come, so it could be taxed at a much
lower rate, and they would in the proc-
ess harm Social Security and Medicare
because they aren’t paying those pay-
roll taxes.

I mentioned the estate tax. This is
for just a few thousand people. The ex-
emption for a couple is already $11 mil-
lion. This break would cost the Amer-
ican people between $250 to $270 billion.
That is an awful lot of money to parcel
out to a few thousand families.

They would lower the individual top
rate from 39.6 to 35 percent. Let’s make
no mistake about it—the President of
the United States and his top economic
adviser have said they are not going to
give tax cuts to the wealthy. That is
not what they said yesterday. They
said that the top rate was going to go
down from 39.6 to 35 percent. And to
add insult to injury, for those at the
bottom of the economic system who
pay 10 percent now, theirs would go up
to 12 percent. So this is just making a
mockery out of the President’s pledge
that this was going to be about work-
ing families and not about the wealthy.
The fact is, with respect to the middle
class, the Trump team is running a
sleight-of-hand shell game. What they
give with one hand, they just take
away with the other.

They touted yesterday that they
were going to be helping middle-class
folks by doubling the standard deduc-
tion. First of all, that is walking back
the bipartisan proposal we had here in
the Senate—written by myself and my
colleague Dan Coats, now a member of
the Trump administration—that would
triple the standard deduction.

What is particularly outrageous is
that the Trump people aren’t leveling
with those middle-class families. Basi-
cally, they are saying: Oh, you are
really going to do well. You are going
to double the standard deduction. What
they don’t tell them is that they are
going to eliminate the personal exemp-
tion that large middle-class families
rely on. In effect, those large middle-
class families—I think a lot of work-
ing-class families who may have sup-
ported the President—are going to see
a tax increase under the President’s
tax outline that we heard about yester-
day, even with this larger standard de-
duction.
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The President’s team also took a big
pass on the opportunity to expand the
child tax credit to make sure more
working families would benefit from it.
There are no specifics about the child
tax credit in this plan.

The Treasury Secretary went on FOX
News and said that the tax plan is
going to cut the deficit by a trillion
dollars. Mr. Mnuchin is doubling down
on the failed experiment—the idea that
the tax cuts, in effect, pay for them-
selves through economic growth. His-
tory shows that just is not true.

The tax cuts don’t pay for them-
selves. The 2001 and 2003 Bush tax cuts
were billed as tax relief for the middle
class to spark economic growth. In-
stead, the benefits skewed to those at
the very top, and they added trillions
of dollars to America’s debt. Middle-
class wages fell. Unemployment in-
creased. This is a pattern that working
families, middle-class families, cannot
afford to have repeated.

Now the Secretary of Treasury’s
claim is: Well, the Trump tax cuts will
not just pay for themselves; they are
going to bring in an additional $1 tril-
lion in revenue atop their own cost.
William Peter Wyden, age 9, my son,
would say: That is just a bunch of
whoppers. It couldn’t be further from
the truth.

As even Republican-appointed Budget
Office Director Keith Hall has said and
made clear, the tax cuts do not pay for
themselves: ‘“No, the evidence is that
tax cuts do not pay for themselves.”
Those are the words of the Budget Di-
rector appointed by the Republicans.

That Budget Director, Mr. Keith
Hall, went on to say that the models
they are doing—the macroeconomic ef-
fects, the fancy kind of economic lingo
for the big picture in the long term—
show it.

The other comment that was note-
worthy from Mr. Gary Cohn is that the
President remains committed to end-
ing the carried interest deduction. De-
spite his campaign promise that won
him bouquets from political com-
mentators and typical middle-class
voters, once again, the President’s plan
doesn’t close the carried interest loop-
hole. This is the second big occasion on
which the President has failed to fol-
low through on his campaign promise.

A few months ago, in the spring, they
had a one-page outline. They said that
was where they were going on taxes.
They said that one-page outline was
shorter than a typical Fred Meyer re-
ceipt. Fred Meyer is kind of an iconic
store in our State. They had one page
then and didn’t do anything about fol-
lowing through on the President’s
promise to get rid of the carried inter-
est loophole.

Yesterday—again, we didn’t get a
bill, but at least when you kind of
eliminate all the white space, they put
out close to five pages. Once again,
they didn’t close the carried interest
loophole.

In fact, the plan gives such massive
tax cuts to those at the top, invest-
ment managers will not be the only
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