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Eight days after Mr. Comey’s firing,
Trump appointee and Deputy Attorney
General Rod Rosenstein appointed Rob-
ert Mueller to oversee the investiga-
tion into ‘“‘any links and/or coordina-
tion between the Russian government
and individuals associated with the
campaign of President Donald Trump”’
and ‘‘any matters that arose or may
arise directly from the investigation.”

His appointment reassured Ameri-
cans that there will be a full and thor-
ough law enforcement investigation.
The announcement was met with sup-
port on both sides of the aisle and re-
ceived nearly universal praise. In fact,
many of the same people who are at-

tacking him today ©praised Mr.
Mueller’s appointment just months
ago.

Indeed, there is much to praise. The
fact is, Robert Mueller has impeccable
credentials as a man of the law. He has
assembled a team that includes some of
the Nation’s best investigators, and he
is leading the investigation with the
professionalism it deserves.

Mr. Mueller is a dedicated Vietnam
war veteran and a lifelong Republican,
appointed to his current role by Dep-
uty Attorney General Rod Rosenstein,
also a Republican. In fact, all of the
major players to date in this investiga-
tion—former Director Comey, current
FBI Director Rosenstein, and even At-
torney General Sessions, who has had
to recuse himself—are all Republicans.
The charges that some have made that
somehow Democratic political bias has
crept into this investigation are base-
less, given the makeup of the leader-
ship team.

In recent weeks, much has been made
of some political opinions expressed by
an FBI agent during the election last
year. This specious line of argument
conveniently ignores the fact that as
soon as Mr. Mueller learned about
those comments, he immediately re-
moved that agent in question from the
investigation. If anything, this inci-
dent only adds to Mr. Mueller’s credi-
bility as a fair and independent investi-
gator.

I stand here as the vice chairman of
the Senate Intelligence Committee. We
are in the midst of our own investiga-
tion into Russian incursion, and I am
proud of the way Chairman BURR and
our committee has taken on this very
difficult task.

We have made tremendous progress
uncovering the facts of Russian inter-
ference in our elections. Our commit-
tee’s work helped expose the dark un-
derbelly of disinformation on many of
our social media platforms. We have
successfully pressed for the full ac-
counting of Russian cyber efforts to
target our State electoral systems,
and, despite the initial denials of any
Russian contacts during the election,
this committee’s efforts have helped
uncover numerous and troubling high-
level engagements between the Trump
campaign and Russian affiliates, many
of which have only been revealed in re-
cent months.
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We have a lot of work to do. Our
committee has gone out of its way to
ensure continued bipartisan backing
for this effort, and I am committed to
seeing the effort through. However, it
should be very clear that our com-
mittee cannot and will not stand as a
substitute for Mr. Mueller’s investiga-
tion.

As Chairman BURR and I have noted
on numerous occasions, the FBI is re-
sponsible for determining any criminal
activities related to this inquiry. As
such, Mueller has already moved to in-
dict two individuals and has negotiated
two additional guilty pleas. This was
an investigative path reserved solely
for law enforcement, and it is essential
that it be permitted to go on
unimpeded.

The country no doubt remains se-
verely divided on the question of the
last election. However, the national se-
curity threat facing us today should
demand that we rise above partisan dif-
ferences. No matter the political di-
vide, surely each of us—and all Ameri-
cans—should want to know the truth of
what happened during last year’s elec-
tion, and, no doubt, we want to know
that as quickly as possible.

The President has long called the in-
vestigation into Russian meddling into
the 2016 election a witch hunt, and he
has done much to discredit the intel-
ligence community’s unanimous as-
sessment of Russian interference in our
election. The failure of this White
House to lead a whole-of-government
approach to prevent this type of elec-
tion interference in the future—either
by the Russians or some other adver-
sary—defies understanding. The Presi-
dent’s refusal to accept the intel-
ligence community’s assessment and
his blatant disregard for ensuring that
Russia never again infiltrates our elec-
tion process has been unnerving and
cause for significant concern.

In recent days, the President has said
he is not considering removing Special
Counsel Mueller, but the President’s
track record on this front is a source of
concern. I am certain most of my col-
leagues believed he wouldn’t fire Jim
Comey either.

Firing Mr. Mueller, or any other of
the top brass involved in this inves-
tigation, would not only call into ques-
tion this administration’s commitment
to the truth but also to our most basic
concept, the rule of law. It also has the
potential to provoke a constitutional
crisis.

In the United States of America, no
one—no one—is above the law, not even
the President. Congress must make
clear to the President that firing the
special counsel or interfering with his
investigation by issuing pardons of es-
sential witnesses is unacceptable and
would have immediate and significant
consequences.

I hope my concerns are unfounded—
in many ways, I had hoped I would
never have to make this kind of
speech—but there are troubling signs.
It is critical that all of us, as elected
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officials and as citizens, speak out
against these threats now before it is
too late.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

—————

TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND TECH-
NOLOGY COMPANIES AND CON-
SUMER PROTECTION

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise
to deliver the second in a series of floor
speeches that I offer as I close out my
time in the Senate.

This afternoon, I want to talk about
Americans’ relationship with tele-
communications and technology com-
panies and what that means for their
access to essential services and for
their privacy.

When I entered the Senate in July of
2009, then-Majority Leader Harry Reid
asked me to serve on the Judiciary
Committee. I pointed out that there
are a lot of lawyers in the Senate and
that I wasn’t one of them, but he said
he needed Members with my perspec-
tive on the committee. I wondered how
my background could possibly serve me
on Judiciary, but it did—almost imme-
diately—when in December of that
year, Comcast announced its intention
to acquire NBCUniversal.

I happened to know a lot about the
effects of media consolidation because
I used to work in media. When powerful
corporations are permitted to acquire
other powerful corporations, it is the
American consumers who are left fac-
ing higher prices, fewer choices, and
even worse service from their tele-
communications providers. I ques-
tioned why an already powerful com-
pany should be allowed to get even big-
ger and thus extract more leverage
over consumers and the businesses reli-
ant on its platform.

It was through my work on Comcast
and NBCUniversal that I learned about
the rising costs of internet, phone, and
TV services, as well as the importance
of preserving net neutrality. I also be-
came interested in how giant tele-
communications companies, as well as
ever-evolving tech companies, were
treating the massive troves of user
data they were collecting on a per-
petual basis.

I believe consumers have a funda-
mental right to know what informa-
tion is being collected about them. I
believe they have a right to decide
whether they want to share that infor-
mation and with whom they want to
share it and when. I believe consumers
have a right to expect that companies
that store their personal information
will store it securely.
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I also believe all Americans deserve
affordable access to high-quality tele-
communications services—services
they depend on to communicate with
the world, get an education, and find a
job. I believe the internet should re-
main the open platform for innovation,
economic growth, and freedom of ex-
pression it has always been.

Perhaps it was the complex nature of
these issues or even the financial in-
centive to turn a blind eye, but when I
came to the Senate, very few Members
of Congress were talking about cor-
porate consolidation, commercial pri-
vacy, or net neutrality—issues that
have gained much deserved attention
in more recent years. Whatever the
reason for other Members’ hesitance, I
felt it was incumbent upon me to get
into the weeds on these issues so I
could be a leader in the Senate and ul-
timately address the concerns of ordi-
nary Minnesotans.

That is why, when the interests of
the American consumers have clashed
with the desires of powerful tele-
communications and technology com-
panies, I have always tried to put the
public first and to fight on their behalf
by shedding light on corporate abuses
and using all the tools at my disposal
to curb them.

Again, it is through my work on the
Judiciary Committee—and, more spe-
cifically, my work on media and tech-
nology policy—that I believe my per-
spective from my previous career has
been of most value.

Comecast’s proposal to acquire NBCU
immediately made me uncomfortable
because I had seen their motives for
this deal before. In 1993, during my 13th
season at ‘‘Saturday Night Live,” the
Big Three networks—NBC, CBS, and
ABC—pressured Congress to change the
rules that had previously prevented
them from owning any of the shows
they aired in prime time. The purpose
of the rules had been to prevent the
networks from prioritizing their own
shows over others or otherwise harm-
ing competing programming.

Unsurprisingly, after the rules were
repealed, the networks—contrary to
their guarantees and assurances they
had given Congress—began giving the
shows they owned preferential treat-
ment. At the time, ‘““Seinfeld,”” which
aired on NBC, was not owned by NBC
and had been produced before the rules
had changed—was the No. 1 show on
television, which made the Thursday
night timeslot following ‘‘Seinfeld”’ the
most valuable real estate on television.
I watched as shows that eventually
wound up in that premium location
were all owned, at least in part, by
NBC.

So when I became a Senator, one of
the first major deals I opposed was
Comcast’s acquisition of
NBCUniversal. As in the case of
AT&T’s current bid to buy Time War-
ner, this deal was about giving omne
company the ability to control both
the programming and the pipes that
carry it. I knew from my time in media

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that a combined Comcast-
NBCUniversal would have strong incen-
tives to favor its own programming
over that of others and restrict com-
peting distributors from accessing that
programming. I knew these incentives
would hurt competing content cre-
ators, inhibit the free flow of informa-
tion, and ultimately harm consumers.

Unfortunately, I was not wrong. In
the years after its acquisition of
NBCUniversal, Comcast repeatedly vio-
lated the terms of its agreements with
the FCC and the Department of Jus-
tice, favoring its own news program-
ming over its competitors in Comcast’s
channel lineup and failing to live up to
its promises regarding offering afford-
able standalone broadband, racial di-
versity in programming—they did not
live up to their promises there—and
online video distribution. Because
merger conditions are extremely dif-
ficult and costly to enforce, competi-
tion and consumers were harmed in the
process.

Comecast’s behavior in the wake of
acquiring NBCUniversal was one of the
major reasons I then opposed its pro-
posal to turn around and buy Time
Warner Cable a couple years later. It
was also one of the major reasons I be-
lieve that later deal was ultimately
dropped after objections from the FCC
and the Department of Justice.

For a long time in the Senate, it was
a lonely battle. For over a year, I was
the only Senator to oppose Comecast’s
proposals to buy Time Warner Cable—
a deal that would have given the com-
bined company 57 percent of the
broadband market—but advocates and
ordinary citizens raised their voices,
and together we were able to stop the
deal.

Most recently, I have led my col-
leagues in scrutinizing AT&T’s pro-
posed acquisition of Time Warner, and
I have once again called on regulators
to move to block the deal for the inevi-
table harm it will cause to competition
and consumers.

I have been proud to lead these ef-
forts, and I leave here in a much dif-
ferent environment than when I ar-
rived. I know there are strong voices in
the Senate that will carry on the fight
when I am gone.

These efforts to slow down and halt
media consolidation are part of a very
important, larger development we have
seen in our country. In recent years,
there has been a resurgence in the
American public’s—and, in turn,
Congress’s—interest in combating cor-
porate consolidation.

When I first entered the Senate, I
wasn’t sure most Americans under-
stood what was at stake when these
powerful companies wanted to com-
bine. Vertical integration and anti-
trust laws sounded like obscure, almost
boring, topics, but more and more
Americans are getting educated about
these issues, and more and more Mem-
bers of Congress are working to get
Washington focused on how they affect
the lives of real people.
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Just look at the fight for net neu-
trality. For many of the same reasons
that I opposed Comcast’s acquisition of
NBCUniversal, I have long supported
strong net neutrality rules to ensure
that the internet remains a level play-
ing field where everyone can partici-
pate on equal footing, free from dis-
crimination by large internet service
providers like Comcast, Verizon, and
AT&T.

Net neutrality preserves the internet
as the engine for innovation that it has
always been and allows businesses of
all sizes to thrive—even when they are
up against the largest, most profitable
corporations. Here is just one example
I found useful in explaining net neu-
trality:

In 2005, three guys set up shop over a
pizzeria in a strip mall in San Mateo,
CA, where they launched the now-ubiq-
uitous YouTube. Video-sharing
websites were in their infancy, but
these guys already faced competition
from something that preceded it called
Google Video, but Google Video wasn’t
very good. Because of net neutrality,
YouTube was able to compete with
Google Video on a level playing field.
The giant internet service providers
treated YouTube’s videos the same as
they did Google’s, and Google couldn’t
pay them to gain an unfair advantage,
like a fast lane into consumer homes.

They were treated the same, neu-
trally. The content was neutral—net
neutrality. People really liked
YouTube. They preferred YouTube to
Google Video, and YouTube thrived. In
fact, in 2006, Google bought it for stock
valued at $1.65 billion. That is a nice
chunk for three guys over a pizzeria in
San Mateo.

It is not just tech companies and
small businesses that rely on open
internet. In a submission to the FCC in
2014, a coalition that includes Visa,
Bank of America, UPS, and Ford ex-
plained that ‘‘every retailer with an
online catalogue, every manufacturer
with online product specifications,
every insurance company with online
claims processing, every bank offering
online account management, every
company with a website—every busi-
ness in America interacting with its
customers online is dependent upon an
open Internet.” I have repeated this
quote on the floor and at rallies time
and time again over the years because
I think it perfectly exemplifies the im-
portance of this issue.

Preserving net mneutrality is only
controversial for the few deep-pocketed
entities that stand to financially gain
without it.

If FCC Chairman Pai ultimately has
his way, we will be entering a digital
world where the powerful outrank the
majority, a world where a handful of
multibillion-dollar companies have the
power to control how users get their
information, and a world where the
deepest pockets can pay for a fast lane
while their competitors stall in the
slow lane.

For nearly 9 years, I have been call-
ing net neutrality the free speech issue
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of our time because it embraces our
most Dbasic constitutional freedoms.
And ironically, the kind of civic par-
ticipation that has aspired so many of
us in recent months—and has effected
real change, like in the fight for net
neutrality and the successful efforts to
save the Affordable Care Act—has de-
pended in no small part on a free and
open internet.

In 2015, the FCC’s vote to reclassify
broadband providers as common car-
riers under title II of the Communica-
tions Act didn’t just mean good things
for net neutrality; it also had impor-
tant implications for consumer pri-
vacy. It gave the agency the authority
and the responsibility to implement
rules to protect Americans’ privacy by
giving consumers greater control of
their personal data that is collected
and used by their broadband providers.
That was a big win. Republicans didn’t
see it that way. One of the first things
they did this Congress was to repeal
those rules, which was a huge blow to
Americans’ right to privacy.

For my part, I have long believed
that Americans have a fundamental
right to privacy. I believe they deserve
both transparency and accountability
from the companies that have the ca-
pacity to trade on the details of their
lives. And should they choose to leave
personal information in the hands of
those companies, they certainly de-
serve to know that their information is
being safeguarded to the greatest de-
gree possible. This transparency and
accountability should come from all
the companies that have access to
Americans’ sensitive information. This
includes internet service providers like
Comcast and AT&T but also edge pro-
viders 1like Google, Facebook, and
Amazon.

In 2011, I served as chair for the inau-
gural hearing of the Judiciary Sub-
committee on Privacy, Technology and
the Law—a subcommittee that I found-
ed after it became abundantly clear
that our Nation’s privacy laws had
failed to keep pace with rapidly evolv-
ing technologies.

When people talked about protecting
their privacy when I was growing up,
they were talking about protecting it
from the government. They talked
about unreasonable searches and sei-
zures, about keeping the government
out of their bedrooms. They talked
about whether the government was
trying to keep tabs on the books they
read or the rallies they attended. Over
the last 40 or 50 years, we have seen a
fundamental shift in who has our infor-
mation and what they are doing with
it. That is not to say that we still
shouldn’t be worried about protecting
ourselves from government abuses, but
now we also have relationships with
large corporations that are obtaining,
storing, sharing and in many cases sell-
ing enormous amounts of our personal
information.

When the Constitution was written,
the Founders had no way of antici-
pating the new technologies that would
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evolve in the coming centuries. They
had no way of anticipating the tele-
phone, for example, and so the Su-
preme Court ruled over 40 years ago
that a wiretap constitutes a search
under the Fourth Amendment. The
Founders had no idea that one day the
police would be able to remotely track
your movements through a GPS device,
and so the Supreme Court ruled in 2012
that this was also a search that re-
quired court approval. All of this is a
good thing. Our laws need to reflect the
evolution of technology and changing
expectations of American society. This
is why the Constitution is often called
a living document. But we have a long
way to go to get to the point where our
modern laws are in line with modern
technology.

My goal for the subcommittee was to
help members understand both the ben-
efits and privacy implications of
emerging technologies; to educate the
public and raise awareness about how
their data is being collected, used, and
shared; and, if necessary, to legislate
to fill gaps in the law. When politics
prevented legislation, I repeatedly
pressed companies—many of them
more than once—to be more trans-
parent about how they were treating
their customers’ private information,
including wusers’ location data, web-
browsing histories, and even their fin-
ger and face prints.

As consumer awareness has evolved,
these companies have taken important
steps to improve transparency of their
use of Americans’ personal informa-
tion. But unfortunately, accumulating
massive troves of information isn’t just
a side project they can choose to halt
at any given time; for many of them, it
is their whole business model. We are
not their customers; we are their prod-
uct.

Recently, we have seen just how
scary this business model can be. In
October of this year, the Judiciary
Committee examined Russia’s manipu-
lation of social media during the 2016
campaign, and both the public and
Members of Congress were shocked to
learn the outsized role that the major
tech companies play in so many as-
pects of our lives, based primarily on
the mass collection of personal infor-
mation and complex algorithms that
are shrouded in secrecy. Not only do
these companies guide what we see,
read, and buy on a regular basis, but
their dominance—specifically in the
market of information—now requires
that we consider their role in the in-
tegrity of our democracy. Unfortu-
nately, this fall’s hearings dem-
onstrated that they may not be up to
the challenge that they have created
for themselves.

The size of these companies is not—
in isolation—the problem, but I am ex-
tremely concerned about these plat-
forms’ use of Americans’ personal in-
formation to further solidify their mar-
ket power and consequently extract
unfair conditions from the content cre-
ators and innovators who rely on their
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platforms to reach consumers. As has
become alarmingly clear in recent
months, companies like Google,
Facebook, and Amazon have unprece-
dented power to guide Americans’ ac-
cess to information and potentially
shape the future of journalism. It
should go without saying that such
power comes with great responsibility.

Everyone is currently and rightfully
focused on Russian manipulation of so-
cial media, but as lawmakers, it is in-
cumbent upon us to ask the broader
questions: How did big tech come to
control so many aspects of our lives?
How is it using our personal informa-
tion to strengthen its reach and its
bottom line? Are these companies en-
gaging in anticompetitive behavior
that restricts the free flow of informa-
tion in commerce? Are they failing to
take simple precautions to respect our
privacy and to protect our democracy?
And finally, what role should these
companies play in our lives, and how
do we ensure transparency and ac-
countability from them going forward?

Modern technology has fundamen-
tally altered the way we live our lives,
and it has given us extraordinary bene-
fits. As these companies continue to
grow and evolve, challenges like those
we have recently confronted in the Ju-
diciary Committee will only grow and
evolve with them. So we must now
muster the will to meaningfully ad-
dress the tough questions related to
competition, privacy, and ultimately
the integrity of our democracy.

I will not be here to ask those ques-
tions. I will do what I can to find the
answers from the outside, but it is my
colleagues in the Senate who must
prioritize them going forward. There is
simply too much at stake. I know that
they will do so with the help of a tire-
less advocacy community and the bril-
liant minds who have long con-
templated these incredibly complex
issues and ensured that lawmakers pay
attention. And more importantly, they
will do so with the support and encour-
agement of the American people.

I have witnessed significant highs
and significant lows in the fight to pro-
tect consumers’ rights, but the most
important lesson I have learned along
the way is that ordinary Americans
can wield extraordinary power when
they raise their voices. For this reason
and despite significant setbacks in re-
cent months, I know that it is the
public’s interests that can ultimately
prevail.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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REPUBLICAN TAX BILL AND AD-
DRESSING THE NEEDS OF THE
MIDDLE CLASS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that my Republican col-
leagues and President Trump are busy
celebrating the passage of the tax bill
that was voted on at 1:30 in the morn-
ing. They are very excited, and they
are very happy about it. I understand
that. I guess, if one is a billionaire like
President Trump or is a wealthy cam-
paign contributor, you do have a whole
lot to celebrate. Maybe, if you are 1 of
the 6,000 lobbyists here in Washington,
DC, who helped to write the bill, you
are celebrating a lot today. Yet, if you
are one of the vast majority of the
American people who is in the middle
class, you should not be celebrating
today. In fact, you should be pretty
nervous.

The passage of this legislation marks
a great victory for the Koch brothers
and other wealthy campaign contribu-
tors who will see, at a time of massive
income and wealth inequality, huge tax
breaks for themselves. In other words,
the wealthiest people will become
much wealthier. Meanwhile, the def-
icit—what is owed by our kids and our
grandchildren—will increase by $1.5
trillion as a result of this bill. The
largest and most profitable corpora-
tions—companies like Apple, Micro-
soft, Pfizer, and General Electric—de-
spite record breaking profits, are going
to see very, very large tax breaks to
the tune of many billions of dollars.

Now, at a time when the very
wealthy are becoming much richer,
tens of millions of American families
are struggling to Kkeep their heads
above water economically. There are 40
million Americans who are living in
poverty. The nonpartisan Tax Policy
Center tells us that in terms of this
legislation, 83 percent of the tax bene-
fits will go to the top 1 percent by the
end of the decade, who are already
doing phenomenally well, and that 60
percent of the benefits will go to the
top one-tenth of 1 percent. Meanwhile,
at the end of 10 years, some 92 million
middle-class households will be paying
more in taxes.

On top of all of that, as the only Na-
tion—major country—on Earth not to
guarantee healthcare to all people, this
bill will result in 13 million Americans
losing their health insurance. I under-
stand the President was really excited
about this. Hey, what a great day.
There are 13 million more Americans
who are losing their health insurance
when we are the only major country on
Earth not to guarantee healthcare to
all people.

In the ending of the individual man-
date, what all of the experts tell us is
that our healthcare premiums will go
up. If you are an average person out
there, your healthcare premiums will
very likely go up as a result of this leg-
islation. Meanwhile, starting mnext
year—I am not talking about 10 years
from now—some 8 million middle-class
families will pay more in taxes.
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Doesn’t it say a lot about Republican
priorities when they make permanent
the tax breaks for corporations; yet
they make temporary the tax breaks
for working families, which will expire
in 8 years?

Furthermore, I would hope that
every American is listening closely to
what Speaker of the House PAUL RYAN
is talking about. I have to give RYAN
credit for being pretty honest about
the intentions of the Republican Party.
Just this morning, he was on ABC, say-
ing what he has said for quite a while,
and that is that the Republican plan is
a two-step approach. Step No. 1 is pass-
ing the legislation that passed last
night here and today in the House.
Step No. 2 is, having run up a deficit of
$1.5 trillion, they are now going to
come back and offset that deficit by
making massive cuts to Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and Medicaid.

According to RYAN, they have a two-
step program. Step No. 1 is to give
massive tax breaks to the rich and
large corporations and to run up the
deficit by $1.5 trillion. Step No. 2 is to
offset that deficit by cutting Social Se-
curity, Medicare, and Medicaid.

How unspeakable and outrageous is
this plan? How much does it go against
what the American people want? This
gives huge tax breaks to billionaires—
to the Trump family, to the Koch
brothers—and then pays for those tax
breaks by cutting Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid.

There are millions of senior citizens
and people with disabilities in Vermont
and all across this country who, today,
are struggling to buy food, to heat
their homes, and to buy the prescrip-
tion drugs that they need because they
are trying to survive on $12,000, $13,000,
$14,000 a year in Social Security. There
are people who have worked their en-
tire lives and have exhausted them-
selves as they approach retirement. Do
not tell those people who live on
$12,000, $13,000 a year in Social Security
that you are going to cut their benefits
through a Chained CPI or by some
other mechanism in order to give tax
breaks to billionaires. How outrageous
that would be.

Don’t tell older workers—many of
them with health problems after their
having worked 20, 30, 40 years—that
you are going to give billions of dollars
in tax breaks to Microsoft, Pfizer, or
General Electric, but then you are
going to ask them to work more years
in order to be eligible for Medicare.

I understand that every Member of
the Congress would like to go home for
the holiday season, and so would I.
This is the time of year during which
Vermont is very, very beautiful. The
truth is that it would really be uncon-
scionable for us to leave Washington
after giving tax breaks to billionaires
and large corporations while we ignore
the enormous problems that are facing
the middle class and working families
of our country.

When Donald Trump ended the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
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Program, the DACA Program, nearly
800,000 lives were thrown into chaos
and uncertainty. Without the legal pro-
tections afforded by the DACA Pro-
gram, hundreds of thousands of young
people today are living in terrible fear
and anxiety about losing the legal sta-
tus they currently have in the only
country they have ever known. These
are young people who grew up in the
United States, went to school in the
United States, are working in the
United States, and are in our military.
This is their home. It would be un-
speakable to take away their legal sta-
tus and subject them to deportation.

Since the President’s announcement
in September, more than 11,000 people
have already lost their protections
under DACA, with approximately 22,000
set to lose their legal protections by
the March 5, 2018, deadline. These are
hundreds of thousands of wonderful
young people. We cannot turn our
backs on them. We must deal with
DACA before we leave for the holiday
break. Any end-of-the-year spending
agreement must address the fear and
uncertainty caused by the administra-
tion’s reckless actions, and a clean
Dream Act must be signed into law.

This is not just what BERNIE SANDERS
wants; this is what the American peo-
ple in overwhelming numbers want. A
Quinnipiac poll came out just the other
day in which 77 percent of the Amer-
ican people supported maintaining
legal status for these young people and
allowing them to move forward toward
citizenship—77 percent—and that is
consistent with other polls that have
been taken. A vast majority of Demo-
crats, Republicans, and Independents
understand that it would be incredibly
cruel and harmful to our country in so
many ways to deny legal status to the
Dreamers. We cannot turn our backs
on the Dreamers. We must address
their crisis right now.

It has been almost 3 months since
funding for community health centers
has lapsed. Our Nation’s 1,400 commu-
nity health centers serve more than 27
million people in roughly 10,000 com-
munities throughout the country. In
my home State of Vermont, one out of
four Vermonters gets their primary
healthcare, dental care, low-cost pre-
scription drugs, and mental health
counseling at a community health cen-
ter.

How does it happen that the Repub-
lican leadership can spend months on a
bill to give tax breaks to billionaires
but not address the lack of funding, the
reauthorization of the Community
Health Centers Program or the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program,
which provides healthcare to 9 million
children?

In this country, there are 1.5 million
workers and retirees in multi-employer
pension plans who could see the pen-
sions that they worked for over their
entire lives cut by up to 60 percent.
People were promised these pensions a
few years ago, and in a disastrous act,
Congress took away that promise, and
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