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That is a big deal, because in just 

about 1 year, we have reduced the num-
ber of people without insurance by 25 
percent in this country. In my State of 
Connecticut, which probably has the 
best-run exchange in the country, we 
have actually reduced the number of 
people without insurance by 50 percent. 

Better news is the quality is getting 
better. Some of the measurements we 
most closely watch to decide whether 
people are getting better care—things 
such as hospital-acquired infections 
and readmission rates after surgery— 
are going down. That is really good 
news. Of course, maybe the best news 
of all is the taxpayers are saving 
money, an extraordinary leveling off of 
health care inflation. 

Health care spending never goes 
down from year to year. We used to 
have 7-percent to 8-percent increases in 
spending on an annual basis. We are 
now seeing 2-percent or 3-percent in-
creases. In fact, the lowest rate of in-
crease since we started tracking health 
care spending happened in this last 
year. Federal taxpayers are saving, on 
average, $1,000 per Medicare bene-
ficiary compared to what the Congres-
sional Budget Office thought we would 
be spending when we passed the Afford-
able Care Act. 

That does not mean we do not have a 
lot of work to do. But it does mean the 
conversation we should be having 
today is about perfecting the Afford-
able Care Act, making it work even 
better, not repealing the Affordable 
Care Act. 

It is not just me. I have been down to 
the floor over and over again to make 
this case, that the numbers simply do 
not lie. The press, universally, perhaps, 
reporting on this overwhelming ava-
lanche of data, tells us that the Afford-
able Care Act is working. I literally in 
the 5 minutes before I came to the floor 
did a quick search to see what people 
were saying. New York magazine: 
‘‘Four new studies. ObamaCare is 
working incredibly well.’’ 

Forbes: ‘‘More solid proof that 
ObamaCare is working.’’ 

Washington Post: ‘‘Despite the crit-
ics, ObamaCare works.’’ 

Business Insider: ‘‘Major new study 
says ObamaCare is working.’’ 

Rolling Stone: ‘‘ObamaCare: It’s 
working.’’ 

I could do a full 10 minutes just on 
the headlines that tell you the Afford-
able Care Act is working. But instead 
of talking about making it work bet-
ter, today we are talking again about 
repealing it. The House took, I think, 
their 56th vote to repeal all or part of 
the bill. This morning several of our 
colleagues unveiled a proposal to re-
place the Affordable Care Act. 

Now I give my colleagues credit. It 
has been 5 years. This is the first time 
we have seen even a memo on what 
would be this replacement we have 
been hearing a lot about. But it is still 
a memo, as far as I can tell. We do not 
have any legislative text or any CBO 
score. But I wanted to come to the 

floor and talk for a minute about what 
this replacement would mean. 

The replacement memo we looked at 
this morning, offered by two of our 
Senate colleagues and one of our House 
colleagues, all really thoughtful legis-
lators on this issue—I want to give 
them credit for putting this on the 
table. It would really mean the retrac-
tion of health care coverage for mil-
lions of Americans. People who have fi-
nally been able to afford health care 
because of the Affordable Care Act now 
would go back onto the rolls of the un-
insured. 

Why? Well, for two major reasons. 
Their plan reduces the number of peo-
ple who would be eligible for the sub-
sidies by millions, and then greatly re-
duces the amount of the subsidy. They 
admit that is the best way to get cov-
erage, so we are not arguing any 
longer, at least, over whether providing 
tax credits in order for people to buy 
private insurance is the right way to 
go about expanding coverage. They 
want to lessen the amount of money we 
are providing in tax credits, meaning a 
lot less people are going to get insured. 
So you would have millions and mil-
lions of people who would go back onto 
the rolls of the uninsured, people who 
would once again be at the mercy of in-
surance companies, would lose every-
thing, their house, their savings, their 
car, just because their kid got sick. 

But the second thing it does is really 
puts insurance companies back in 
charge of our health care. It gets rid of 
the prohibition on gender rating, which 
is a complicated way of saying that in 
the old system, insurance companies 
charged women more just because they 
were women. The Affordable Care Act 
does not allow that any longer. But 
that is what we would go back to under 
this alternative. It used to be that in-
surance companies would say: You are 
only going to get a certain amount of 
insurance per year and then we cut you 
off. Well, for a family I know in 
Simsbury, CT, whose son has a fairly 
rare blood disorder, that meant they 
had to pull out of their savings every 
year in order to afford his expensive 
drugs. That discriminatory treatment 
would come back. 

While the bill tries to address the 
issue of preexisting conditions, it 
seems to say that you would have a 
one-time chance to get on an afford-
able care policy if you had a pre-
existing condition. But if you did not 
sign up in that opening moment, in 
that special offer, then you would not 
be able to sign up later on. So if you 
got sick later on, it would be too late 
for you, or if you lost your coverage at 
any point, like, on average, 89 million 
Americans have over the last 3 years, 
you would not get the chance to have 
insurance with a preexisting condition 
at the same rate as people without pre-
existing conditions. 

What this bill is about is people pay-
ing more and getting less. It is about 
going back to the day when people 
could not afford health care and they 

lost everything simply because they or 
a loved one, a spouse or a child, got 
sick. Never mind the fact that some of 
the pieces I thought we all agreed on 
are repealed in this proposal. The 
doughnut hole is an outrage, the idea 
that seniors who are trying to buy pre-
scription drugs on Medicare get a little 
bit of coverage, then no coverage, then 
a lot of coverage. Middle-income sen-
iors cannot afford that gap in coverage. 

Well, the Affordable Care Act effec-
tively eliminates the doughnut hole. 
That has saved seniors $11 billion since 
2010. This memo we have seen from the 
Republican side would apparently get 
rid of those savings, putting the dough-
nut hole back, putting millions of sen-
iors back on the hook for all of these 
costs when they lose coverage. This ef-
fort to replace the Affordable Care Act 
is a giant step backwards for millions 
of American families. 

Here is the conversation we should be 
having: We should be talking about 
how to make this law work even bet-
ter. It is a major concession, frankly, 
from the Republicans that tax credits 
are the appropriate way to get people 
more insurance. It is a concession that 
we should be at least addressing the 
issue of discrimination against sick 
people. But the protection they are of-
fering is minimal, and the expense that 
would be passed on to seniors, families, 
hard-working Americans is immense. 

So I am looking forward to seeing 
this introduced as a piece of legisla-
tion. I am looking forward to seeing 
the CBO score on it. Clearly the Amer-
ican people do not want us to have this 
debate over repeal any longer. They are 
sick and tired of it. They want us to be 
talking about creating jobs, protecting 
this country, making college more af-
fordable, and making small, meaning-
ful changes to the Affordable Care Act 
to make it work even better. 

The data does not lie. The numbers 
do not lie. The increasing stories of 
people all across this country who are 
benefitting from the Affordable Care 
Act do not lie. The Affordable Care Act 
is working. We should stop having this 
tired debate over repealing it and re-
placing it with something that is much 
lesser coverage for much more cost and 
invest in a conversation about how to 
make sure the good news continues 
about the Affordable Care Act working 
for millions of Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY FUNDING 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am 
disappointed that earlier today once 
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again our Democratic colleagues 
have—like the palace guard protecting 
the White House—blocked and filibus-
tered moving to the Homeland Secu-
rity bill—a bill that the House has 
passed and that would fully fund every 
lawful program of Homeland Security. 

The House has passed a bill that 
funds Homeland Security, they have 
sent it to the Senate, and the Demo-
crats are refusing to let it come to the 
floor to even be debated. They are fili-
bustering a motion to proceed to the 
bill, where amendments can be offered. 

Senator MCCONNELL has said we will 
have amendments. Senator COLLINS has 
already reached out with amendments 
she thinks have bipartisan support. 
That is the way the process in the Sen-
ate is supposed to work. That is what 
we should do. 

Amazingly and incredibly, our Demo-
cratic colleagues say that the Repub-
licans want to shut down Homeland Se-
curity and that the Democrats are try-
ing to keep that from happening. They 
claim Republicans have put riders on 
the bill. But I would say that I think, 
if there is any logic left in this body, 
that the riders were put on Homeland 
Security unilaterally and unlawfully 
by the President of the United States. 
He put those riders on Homeland Secu-
rity when—after Congress refused to 
pass his amnesty bill that had in it the 
right to work for people who are ille-
gally in the country—he gave legal sta-
tus to people illegally in the country; 
he gave them a Social Security card 
with a photo ID—he wants to provide 
all of them with that and let them par-
ticipate in Social Security and Medi-
care. That is what the President wants 
to do. All of those things fall outside 
the law governing Homeland Security 
and all of the items and programs that 
are involved in that homeland security 
process. This amnesty is outside of it. 
In fact, amnesty is not pro-homeland 
security, it is anti-homeland security. 
It is anti-law. It rewards people who 
have violated the law. It is going to 
create a mechanism where these people 
who get these photo IDs will have the 
ability to take any job in America, and 
nobody is going to check them in any 
effective way. In fact, it is quite clear 
that the Administration doesn’t even 
intend to have personal interviews 
with them because the Administration 
doesn’t have the time or the people. 
But they are spending money out of 
the lawful part of Homeland Security 
to create an office across the river in 
Crystal City, and they are hiring 1,000 
people to process these individuals. 

So Congress simply said: Mr. Presi-
dent, we oppose that. We won’t approve 
that process. You said 20 times it is not 
lawful for you to grant amnesty, but 
you have changed your mind and you 
are going to do it anyway. So we are 
going to fund all the programs of 
Homeland Security just like last 
year—with some increase, I suppose— 
but we are not going to fund this office 
across the river to make people lawful 
who, under the law, are unlawful. That 
is what the bill is. 

So my Democratic colleagues say 
that somehow this doesn’t fund Home-
land Security and that Congress has no 
right to decide what it funds and 
doesn’t fund. But it is a fundamental 
power of the people’s elected represent-
atives to control the purse strings, to 
decide what gets funded and what does 
not get funded. Congress can fund pro-
grams that it doesn’t like as a matter 
of policy or it could defund those pro-
grams, and it could defund programs it 
believes are illegal. 

As a matter of fact, I would say Con-
gress has an absolute duty to refuse to 
fund programs set up by the President 
of the United States that he would like 
to carry out if Congress believes those 
programs are unlawful. So that is 
where we are. 

It is beyond my comprehension that 
our friends on the other side—at least 
seven have said in clear statements 
that they oppose the President’s Exec-
utive amnesty, and they are now vot-
ing unanimously to not go to the bill 
and even allow it to be considered. 

Now, one thing is not being consid-
ered enough. This amnesty is more 
than prosecutorial discretion. The 
President of the United States is giving 
work authorizations to more than 4 
million people, and for the most part 
they are adults. Almost all of them are 
adults. Even the so-called DACA pro-
portion—many of them are in their 
thirties. So this is an adult job legal-
ization program. And we talked about 
why Congress didn’t approve and it 
didn’t pass, and why the President 
shouldn’t carry out on his own that 
which Congress has rejected and for 
which he has no lawful basis. 

But let’s go further. Let’s ask on be-
half of the American people, the Amer-
ican working people, is this a good 
idea? Is it a good idea at this time of 
low wages—a time when the percentage 
of Americans in the working popu-
lation who are actually working and 
have jobs is at the lowest it has been 
since the 1970s? Is this the right time 
to advance another 5 million people 
into the job market—a time when we 
admit 1 million lawful immigrants to 
the United States a year? I believe we 
have 700,000 guest workers from abroad 
working in America on top of that, and 
we’re adding another 5 million who can 
take any job in the economy? 

Frankly, the problem, colleagues, is 
not that we have a shortage of workers 
in America; the problem is we have a 
shortage of jobs and we have the lowest 
workforce participation that we have 
had in a long time. 

Gallup recently noted that if some-
one works just a few hours a week, 
they are counted as an employee. Peo-
ple used to work 40 hours—overtime 
maybe—now they work 10 hours a 
week, and they are counted as an em-
ployee. If you are an engineer working 
at a fast food restaurant, you are 
counted as employed. So there are a 
whole bunch of factors that they know 
are out there that are causing the 
American people to be very concerned 

about their futures, even though politi-
cians in Washington are saying things 
are so great. 

Wages fell in December—I think the 
last full month for which we have the 
data—5 cents an hour. So it is not get-
ting much better. That is not disput-
able data. We want wages to go up, not 
down. 

So I think this is all important, and 
it is time for Congress to understand 
whom we represent and whom our 
focus should be on. We want to treat 
people who come to America well. We 
want to give them every lawful benefit 
when they immigrate to America prop-
erly. And people who enter unlawfully 
need to be treated humanely and proc-
essed properly, and the laws need to be 
enforced. We don’t want to mistreat 
those people. 

But what is it that is critical? What 
is critical is that we know whom we 
represent. We represent lawful immi-
grants and citizens of the United 
States of America. Our duty is to 
them. We should establish an immigra-
tion policy that serves their interests. 

Years ago a witness before the Judi-
ciary Committee told that com-
mittee—and I was a member—that, 
‘well, if your policy is to do what is 
best for poor people around the world, 
it is almost always the right thing to 
let them come to America. If they get 
in trouble health-wise, the hospitals 
will take care of them. Their children 
get a free education. If they get in 
trouble otherwise, this country helps 
them.’ 

But what we have to decide is what is 
a good policy for the United States of 
America and how to execute the na-
tional interests, not special interests. 

Let me point this out. The numbers 
are stunning, colleagues, and we are 
going to have to learn these numbers. I 
am going to insist that we know what 
we are doing as we go forward with the 
ever-expanding programs to bring in 
more workers from abroad. 

One of the more remarkable but 
least-reported trends in our economy is 
the disproportionate share of jobs 
being filled by foreign workers. Most 
people do not understand this. The fol-
lowing is new data from the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics—not my opinion; 
these numbers come straight from BLS 
tables. I challenge my colleagues, if 
these numbers are wrong, tell us they 
are wrong. It comes right off the BLS 
table. I don’t think they are disput-
able. I don’t think anybody is disputing 
them. 

The total number of persons em-
ployed in the United States has in-
creased by 1 million since 2007. Frank-
ly, that is not many jobs at all over 
that number of years. It sounds like a 
lot, but it is not many. So we have had 
a total increase of 1 million jobs since 
2007, but during this same time the 
number of jobs for U.S.-born workers— 
citizens—declined by 1 million. 

How is that possible? During this 
same time the number of foreign work-
ers with jobs increased by 2 million. So 
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that is where the net gain occurred. 
This means that all net employment 
gains since the recession have gone to 
workers brought in from abroad. 

How many workers should we be 
bringing into America? Shouldn’t we 
ask how the economy is doing? We are 
having the slowest recovery since the 
Great Depression 80 years ago. 
Shouldn’t we ask questions about that? 
How many people are on food stamps 
and welfare and all kinds of aid pro-
grams? How many people have claimed 
disability? 

During this same time—get this, col-
leagues—the population of Americans 
16 and older increased by 11 million, 
but one-fifth of a million fewer Ameri-
cans are employed. 

Here is a chart that will reflect some 
of this data. This reflects that na-
tives—people born in the country—ac-
counted for two-thirds of the increase 
in the working-age population. It is a 
myth we are having declining birth 
rates to the extent we have fewer peo-
ple coming into the working ages. That 
is not so. Since 2000 we have added in-
creases of 16.8 million working age peo-
ple, but all the employment gains went 
to immigrants from 2000 to 2014. 

I was surprised at this. I knew we 
were having issues with this, and peo-
ple have shared that with me, but I did 
not realize the numbers were this 
stark. 

Let’s look at this. This is the change 
in the working age on these two parts 
of the chart. We have an increase in 
immigrants from 2000 to 2014 by 8.8 mil-
lion people, while the native popu-
lation in their working ages increased 
by 16.8 million people—twice the num-
ber of working age immigrants, basi-
cally. But where did the jobs go, the 
few jobs we have been creating as we 
are recovering from the recession? We 
created 5.7 million jobs since 2000 that 
went to the immigrant population— 
this 8.8 million—and the native popu-
lation showed a decline of 100,000 jobs. 
So even though we had a 16.8 million 
increase in that working-age group, we 
had a decline in native-born workers 
actually working. 

I would say those are stunning num-
bers, and it calls on us to reevaluate 
our policies. We are not against immi-
gration. I am not saying we should end 
immigration, I am saying it is time for 
us to review our immigration policies, 
as any sensible, sane nation would do. 
It is time to do that. 

The President’s policy goes in ex-
actly the opposite direction. By over-
whelming polling data, Americans—in-
cluding Hispanics—agree that amnesty 
has created more of an illegal immigra-
tion flow, and yet this amnesty re-
wards 5 million people for what they 
did illegally. 

Let’s look at a little more of the re-
ality of how this plays out in the 
world. Here is a dramatic article in 
Computerworld about the big power 
company in California—Southern Cali-
fornia Edison. What have they done re-
cently? Information technology work-

ers at Southern California Edison are 
being laid off and replaced by workers 
from India. Some employees are train-
ing their H–1B visa-holding replace-
ments, and many have already lost 
their jobs. The employees are upset and 
they say they can’t understand how H– 
1B guest workers can be used to replace 
them since they are already doing the 
job now. 

Apparently, Southern California Edi-
son—a power company rooted in the 
United States of America—is con-
verting, laying off, and terminating the 
employment of people who have been 
with them for a number of years. 
Southern California Edison is 
transitioning those positions to foreign 
employees who have come in under the 
H–1B visa program for the sole purpose 
of taking a job. They are not coming 
under the immigration policy where 
they would move from green card into 
permanent residence and into citizen-
ship. They come solely for a limited pe-
riod of time to take a job, and they 
work for less pay too often. 

This is what one person said: 
‘‘They are bringing in people with a couple 

of years’ experience to replace us and then 
we have to train them,’’ said one long-time 
IT worker. ‘‘It’s demoralizing and in a way I 
kind of felt betrayed by the company.’’ 

I bet he did. Continuing to quote 
from the article: 

SCE, Southern California’s largest util-
ity— 

Which is a quasi-almost-government 
entity under the regulatory powers of 
the State— 
has confirmed the layoffs and the hiring of 
Infosys, based in Bangalore, and Tata 
Consultancy Services (TCS) in Mumbai. 
They are two of the largest users of H–1B 
visas. 

Apparently what happens is these 
companies sign up workers in—in this 
case—India, and they call up the big 
power company and say: Look, we have 
all these young people who have an 
education, and your salaries are real 
generous to them, they like your sala-
ries, and we will just send them over on 
H–1B visas. They can stay 3 years and 
then return to their country and you 
can get rid of all those American work-
ers. Maybe you will not have to pay 
such high retirement or health care 
benefits. 

The article goes on to say: 
Computerworld interviewed, separately, 

four affected SCE IT employees. They agreed 
to talk on the condition that their names 
not be used. The IT employees at SCE are 
‘‘beyond furious,’’ said a second IT worker. 
The H–1B program ‘‘was supposed to be for 
projects and jobs that American workers 
could not fill,’’ this worker said, ‘‘But we’re 
doing our job. It’s not like they are bringing 
in these guys for new positions that nobody 
can fill.’’ 

It goes on to say: 
‘‘Not one of these jobs being filled by India 

was a job that an Edison employee wasn’t al-
ready performing,’’ he said. 

It goes on to talk about this. Pro-
fessor Ron Hira, who studied this in 
great depth and has written about this 
problem for some time, made some 
comments on it too: 

The SCE outsourcing ‘‘is one more case, in 
a long line of them, of injustice where Amer-
ican workers are being replaced by H–1B’s,’’ 
said Ron Hira, a public policy professor at 
Howard University, and a researcher on off-
shore outsourcing. Adding to the injustice, 
American workers are being forced to do 
‘knowledge transfer,’ an ugly euphemism for 
being forced to train their foreign replace-
ments.’’ 

He goes on to say: 
‘‘Americans should be outraged that most 

of our politicians have sat idly by while out-
sourcing firms have hijacked the guest work-
er programs.’’ 

So the guest worker program is sup-
posed to help businesses. If they can’t 
get people to work, then they can 
apply to this program, which has some 
limits. Yet the President proposes dou-
bling the number of people who can 
come in with H–1B visas to work. He 
wants to double that number. He has 
been demanding that. But Mr. Hira 
said: 

The majority of the H–1B program is now 
being used to replace Americans and to fa-
cilitate offshoring of high wage jobs. 

So this is a pretty thorough article 
in Computerworld, and it is a growing 
problem in the high-tech industry. 

Professor Hal Salzman, who is a soci-
ologist and public policy professor at 
the Bloustein School of Planning and 
Public Policy at Rutgers University, 
wrote about this last September. This 
is not something new. This has been 
understood for some time. This is what 
he says in U.S. News and World Report: 

All credible research finds the same evi-
dence about the STEM workforce: ample sup-
ply, stagnant wages and, by industry ac-
counts, thousands of applicants for any ad-
vertised job. The real concern should be 
about the dim employment prospects for our 
best STEM graduates. 

Who are STEM graduates? Science, 
technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics. We have been telling our chil-
dren they can have good jobs. Parents 
have borrowed money, invested in the 
college savings plans; students have 
borrowed money themselves to get de-
grees in STEM fields, and now we find 
STEM salaries are flat since 2000—that 
only 40 percent of STEM graduates are 
actually working in STEM jobs. 

This is what Professor Salzman and 
five others said in an op-ed in USA 
Today, condemning what we are doing 
in America today: 

Average wages in the IT industry are the 
same as those that prevailed when Bill Clin-
ton was President, despite industry cries of a 
shortage. Overall, U.S. colleges produced 
twice the number of STEM graduates than 
annually find jobs in those fields. 

We have to think about how to get 
our people, our children, our constitu-
ents into good-paying jobs. I wish there 
were more of them. I wish there 
weren’t enough jobs and we had to im-
port workers, but it is not so. 

The Salzman article goes on: 
. . . the growth of STEM shortage claims 

is driven by heavy industry funding for lob-
byists and think tanks. Their goal is govern-
ment intervention in the market under the 
guise of solving national economic problems. 
The highly profitable IT industry, for exam-
ple, is devoting millions to convince Con-
gress and the White House to provide it with 
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more low-cost, foreign guest workers instead 
of trying to attract and retain employees 
from an ample domestic labor pool of native 
and immigrant citizens and permanent resi-
dents. Guest workers currently make up 
two-thirds of all new IT hires, but employers 
are demanding further increases. If such lob-
bying efforts succeed, firms will have enough 
guest workers to last for at least 100 percent 
of their new hiring and can continue to le-
gally substitute these younger workers for 
current employees holding down wages for 
both them and new hires. . . . the Census Bu-
reau reports that only about one in four 
STEM bachelor’s degree holders has a STEM 
job, and Microsoft plans to downsize by 18,000 
workers over the next year. 

Microsoft signed a letter to the 
President and Congress just a few 
months ago demanding more foreign 
workers in the same week they an-
nounced laying off 18,000 workers, and 
this is a pattern throughout the indus-
try. They are lobbying for more and 
more while they are laying off workers. 

Here is a statement our office ob-
tained from a union representative at 
IBM: 

On January 28, 2015, IBM embarked on an-
other of its regular ‘‘resource actions’’ or job 
cuts at sites and divisions around the US. Al-
though IBM won’t say how many employees 
were notified that their employment was 
being terminated, the Alliance@IBM esti-
mates the number at around 5,000. 

I continue to read from their state-
ment: 

This has been almost a quarterly experi-
ence for IBM employees. One of the biggest 
drivers of the job cuts is off shoring and 
bringing in guest workers from other coun-
tries. 

So they are laying off Americans and 
bringing in people from abroad. 

The statement goes on to say: 
The terminating of regular IBM U.S. em-

ployees while keeping H–1b visa or L1 visa 
workers on the payroll has been ongoing at 
IBM for years. 

As one worker stated in an email to the Al-
liance just this past week: 

‘‘Received ‘RA’ notice (termination notice) 
yesterday. . . . I was told last October that I 
was being replaced by an IBM India Landed 
Resource. . . . ’’ 

That is a guest worker. 
Another employee e-mailed: 
‘‘I would estimate that of the 20 people in 

my IBM department, at least 80% were im-
migrants on Visa’s working on a so called 
government contract.’’ 

They were working on a government 
contract. They were bringing foreign 
workers. 

And it goes on. 
Here is an article in the Engineering 

Journal about IBM: ‘‘Massive World-
wide Layoff Underway At IBM.’’ 

Look, I am not saying a company 
can’t lay off and be more efficient. The 
business market changes, and they are 
just not able to stay in business if they 
are paying people to do work that 
doesn’t exist. I understand that. 

What I am saying is that at the same 
time they are laying off people, they 
are demanding the right to bring in 
more foreign workers, further driving 
down wages. 

Here is what this article says: 
Project Chrome, a massive layoff that IBM 

is pretending is not a massive layoff, is 

under way. First reported by Robert X. 
Cringely in Forbes, about 26 percent of the 
company’s global workforce is being shown 
the door. At more than 100,000 people, that 
makes it the largest mass layoff at any U.S. 
corporation in at least 20 years. 

So these groups have all come to-
gether in a lobbying group, Compete 
America, the Alliance for a Competi-
tive Workforce. IBM is one of them. I 
think Hewlett-Packard laid off 12,000 
not too long ago; they are part of it. 
Microsoft, laying off 18,000, is part of 
it—demanding more guest workers. 

Cringely wrote that notices have 
started going out, and most of the hun-
dred thousand-plus will likely be gone 
by the end of February. 

How does it impact us? Does it im-
pact Americans? 

Alliance@IBM, the IBM employees’ union, 
says it has so far collected reports of 5,000 
jobs eliminated, including 250 in Boulder, 
Colo., 150 in Columbia, Missouri, and 202 in 
Dubuque, Iowa. Layoffs in Littleton, Mass., 
are reportedly ‘‘massive,’’ but no specific 
numbers have been published. 

Here is a story in timesunion.com 
about Governor Cuomo in New York. 
His program of IT work in New York is 
being outsourced by IBM. 

. . . IBM has brought hundreds of workers 
from India to fill jobs in Albany for which— 
in theory—plenty of Americans are qualified. 

Walt Disney World’s information 
technology department laid off 500 
workers, while Disney’s profit margin 
has gone up and the stock price is ris-
ing. 

We are going to be talking about this 
for some time. We need to ask our-
selves: What is in the interest of Amer-
ican workers at a time when we are 
laying off large numbers of workers— 
skilled and unskilled? I have been talk-
ing about skilled. 

Do we really need massive increases 
in foreign workers? Do we need to pass 
legislation that would double the num-
ber of guest workers that come into 
the country at this time? I think not. 

I appreciate the opportunity to share 
these thoughts. I see my colleague. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. CARDIN. I ask unanimous con-

sent to engage in a colloquy with Sen-
ator COLLINS not to exceed 20 minutes. 

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

f 

SMALL BREW ACT 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that Senator COLLINS and 
I have introduced legislation known as 
the Small Brewer Reinvestment and 
Expanding Workforce Act, S. 375. The 
two of us have led the effort to try to 
help the craft brewing industry. The 
craft beer industry is composed of 
small businesses that have used their 
ingenuity to create beers that are be-
coming very, very popular. 

It is interesting that when we devel-
oped the excise tax on beer, I don’t 
think we thought of the craft beer in-

dustry at the time. The craft beer in-
dustry, as I said, generally consists of 
small businesses who are struggling to 
find capital in order to expand. The 
current law imposes an excise tax on 
the first 60,000 barrels at $7 per barrel 
for breweries that produce 2 million or 
fewer barrels annually. The Small 
BREW Act would modify that, by in-
creasing the threshold to 6 million bar-
rels. Under the bill, brewers producing 
6 million or few barrels each year 
would pay $3.50 per barrel on the first 
60,000 barrels, and $16 per barrel on 
their annual production between 60,001 
and 2 million barrels. So the Small 
BREW Act would reduce the amount 
they pay in federal excise taxes. 

I wish to take a moment and then 
yield to my colleague to explain the ra-
tionale as to why we have introduced 
this legislation. 

As I said a moment ago, when we im-
posed the excise tax on beer, I believe 
we thought about the big companies 
and that we wanted to have taxes on 
distilled spirits, wine, and beer as an 
excise tax. 

When we take a look at the craft 
breweries, they are really burdened by 
this tax. They are creating jobs, they 
are creating a different product, and 
they are creating new markets for beer 
in this country. I wish to share some of 
these numbers because I think they are 
pretty impressive. 

In 1989 there were 247 breweries in the 
entire United States. Today there are 
over 3,200 small and independent brew-
eries and brew pubs in the United 
States that employ over 110,000 Ameri-
cans. So this has been a real growth in-
dustry. Here are jobs that can’t be 
outsourced, and they have created a 
better product, a better way of doing 
business. But the challenge is that 
they are really strapped for capital. It 
is not easy for them to invest in the 
type of equipment necessary to expand 
their capacity. 

Brewers Association CEO Bob Pease 
said last month in testimony sub-
mitted to the House Ways and Means 
Committee: 

America’s small brewers are 
quintessentially small Main Street manufac-
turers. They typically employ 10 to 100 work-
ers, and many began as home brewers before 
devoting themselves full time to the brewing 
industry. 

I think that the No. 1 problem for 
craft brewers trying to expand their ca-
pacity is access to sufficient capital. 
An article in yesterday’s New York 
Times entitled ‘‘Betting on the Growth 
of Microbreweries’’ quotes Brewers As-
sociation economist Dr. Bart Watson: 

Brewery after brewery is looking for ways 
to grow because when you talk to these com-
panies, the biggest constraint is capacity. 
They’re selling beer as fast as they can make 
it. 

I recently visited Heavy Seas Brew-
ery in Baltimore. Now, I know this 
brewery quite well because I helped 
Hugh Sisson, the owner and CEO, tap 
the very first keg he produced in a 
micropub when he was doing this basi-
cally as a hobby. Well, he has expanded 
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