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This bill is simple. It only suspends 

new IRS rulemaking related to 
501(c)(4)s until the ongoing investiga-
tions are completed. It simply suspends 
for 1 year. That is prudent and nec-
essary. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
support of free speech rights by these 
groups by approving this legislation to 
prevent the finalization of the IRS’s 
rule or any other that seeks to con-
tinue to target groups based on ide-
ology. 

Madam President, with that, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Finance 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. 2011, that the bill be 
read a third time and passed, and the 
motion to reconsider be laid on the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. Reserving the right to 
object, Madam Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. This bill is clearly with-
in the jurisdiction of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, because it changes 
the Tax Code. For many months before 
I became the Chair of the committee, 
the Finance Committee staff, on a bi-
partisan basis, worked very hard and 
very comprehensively in a thoughtful 
way to address this issue, interviewing 
28 IRS employees and reviewing ap-
proximately 500,000 pages of docu-
ments. 

It is my hope—and again, I have been 
the Chair of the committee for only a 
little bit over 1 week—it is my hope 
and expectation that our report will be 
ready for release next month or in 
early April. 

The Finance Committee, as I have in-
dicated, is the committee of jurisdic-
tion. It has the technical resources, the 
expertise, and experience to best fash-
ion the appropriate remedies. My view 
is these matters are simply too impor-
tant to be handled on the floor without 
the opportunity for the Finance Com-
mittee to address these issues, examine 
them in hearings, and to have mean-
ingful debate. 

The Senator from Arizona believes 
that the new rules from the IRS are 
not fair because they limit the public 
debate. I want to indicate to him and 
to our colleagues that I don’t take a 
back seat to anybody in terms of pro-
moting public debate. Free speech and 
fair treatment for all Americans—all 
Americans—in the political process is 
absolutely central to what I believe 
government ought to be all about. 

I have tried, with our colleague from 
Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, to show 
that even in these difficult, polarizing 
political times, the parties can come 
together. Senator MURKOWSKI puts it 
very well in terms of what the future 
ought to be all about. It truly embodies 
our campaign disclosure bill—which, I 
would mention, is the first bipartisan 
campaign finance bill in the Senate 
since the days of McCain-Feingold. 

Senator MURKOWSKI says it best when 
she says that what she wants, with re-

spect to the rules for political debate 
in this country, is the ‘‘even-steven’’ 
rule. She wants to make sure the same 
principles that apply to the NRA apply 
to the Sierra Club, so that all Ameri-
cans, in the course of political debates, 
are treated fairly. Also, we both believe 
that shining a light on the dark money 
that pulses through the American po-
litical system is not going to inhibit 
free speech. To the contrary, it is going 
to enhance the public’s right to know 
about who is behind the political ads 
that bombard them during the political 
season without accountability or 
transparency. 

I agree with Justice Scalia when he 
said: 

Requiring people to stand up in public for 
their political acts fosters civic courage, 
without which democracy is doomed. 

So there are two reasons for my ob-
jection. First, the Finance Committee 
is the committee of jurisdiction that 
ought to have the opportunity to ad-
dress these questions, and I want to as-
sure my friend from Arizona—whom I 
have worked with many times on 
issues—that having just become the 
Chair, I intend to work very expedi-
tiously on this matter, particularly 
with Senator HATCH. 

Second, I point out to my colleagues 
on the floor there is a bipartisan oppor-
tunity in the days ahead to address 
many of these issues. It is embodied 
very eloquently by Senator MUR-
KOWSKI, who says: If we are going to be 
serious about promoting the widest 
possible debate in this country and 
treating everyone fairly, we do it in ac-
cord with that even-steven principle. 

For those reasons, I object at this 
time to the unanimous consent re-
quest. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. FLAKE. If I could, I want to re-

spond to a few of the Senator’s items. 
The Senator is correct, it falls under 

the Finance Committee’s jurisdiction. 
That is part of the reason why I bring 
this forward. The Finance Committee 
is undergoing an investigation that is 
not yet complete, so I think it would 
be prudent to forestall the implemen-
tation of new rules by the IRS while 
the Finance Committee investigation 
is ongoing. I think we all agree we 
shouldn’t move forward on imprecise or 
incomplete information. That is why 
we are simply saying we are not pro-
posing a rule, we are saying simply 
delay the new rule until investigations 
can be completed. 

Also, with regard to the issue of fair-
ness, I should note that this applies to 
501(c)(4) organizations, nonprofit orga-
nizations. There are other organiza-
tions that are also nonprofit but are 
not included in this proposed rule-
making—for example, labor unions. 
They offer, under a nonprofit status as 
well, a 501(c)(5). They are not included 
here. 

The Senator correctly says we should 
be concerned about fairness for all 

groups that are under this kind of non-
profit umbrella. That is concerning to 
a lot of people as well, because those 
organized under 501(c)(4) status are tar-
geted here when those organized under 
(c)(5) status are not, when they have 
some of the same restrictions on what 
they can do. So we would be imposing 
new rulemaking and new rules on some 
organizations and not others. That is 
one concern and another reason to 
forestall new rulemaking until we have 
more complete information about what 
is going on at the IRS. 

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

ator from Washington. 

f 

HEALTH CARE 

Mrs. MURRAY. I come to the floor 
this afternoon to take some time to 
talk about a law this Chamber passed 
in 2009. I wish to talk a little bit about 
what it means to serve in this body, 
what our responsibilities are, and why 
our constituents sent us here in the 
first place. 

I have served in the Senate for more 
than 20 years and I have seen my share 
of controversial legislation. I have seen 
Democratic bills that Republicans 
couldn’t stand; I have seen Democratic 
bills that Democrats wouldn’t vote for; 
and I have seen bills that pretty much 
everybody opposed. But what I have 
seen in the last 4 years since the Af-
fordable Care Act was passed by Con-
gress and signed by the President is 
something new altogether. 

Since the day that law passed, I have 
seen some of my Republican colleagues 
set reason, and some of their basic du-
ties as public officials, completely 
aside, all in opposition of a law that 
means millions of Americans have ac-
cess to affordable, quality health insur-
ance they couldn’t get before. It is a 
law that means millions of young peo-
ple, many of them fresh out of college, 
are able to stay on their families’ in-
surance plans. It is a law that says it is 
illegal for insurance companies to 
charge women more money just be-
cause they are women. It is a law that 
has provided millions of Americans 
with access to free preventive 
screenings and health care such as 
colonoscopies, mammograms, and flu 
shots. It is a law that says if you are an 
American and you have a preexisting 
condition, it is illegal for an insurance 
company to turn you away. 

Since 2009, I have seen some of my 
colleagues simply refuse to acknowl-
edge those facts about the law. I have 
watched them time and time again not 
listen to or hear stories of people in 
their own States whose lives have been 
changed by the Affordable Care Act 
and others who simply need access to 
get the benefits that are theirs. Some 
of my colleagues have even passed laws 
that make it harder to get covered 
under the Affordable Care Act. 

One of our responsibilities as Sen-
ators, as public servants, is to help our 
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constituents access the Federal bene-
fits that are available to them, particu-
larly when it comes to health care. 
That might mean, perhaps, putting 
someone in touch with a navigator to 
help make sure they are getting the 
most affordable health insurance plan. 
It may be helping them become aware 
of an enrollment event in their State 
where they can learn how to get cov-
ered. 

But our responsibilities don’t end 
there. We also have to have an open, 
honest discussion about what the Af-
fordable Care Act means for our con-
stituents and talk about ways to im-
prove it. 

Instead, what we have seen is some of 
our colleagues who have spent the bet-
ter part of 4 years try to turn this law 
into a bogeyman and trying to score 
cheap political points on an issue that 
can literally mean the difference be-
tween life and death. 

I can understand why some of our 
colleagues disagree with parts of this 
law, and I have heard from some people 
who had challenges, honestly. We have 
to look and say can we fix this in a way 
that makes it work better for you. But 
what I can’t understand is why anyone 
elected to Congress would decide to 
simply ignore real-life stories of their 
own constituents whose lives were 
changed the day this law took effect. 

I can’t understand why anyone would 
ignore an opportunity to make this law 
better, because that is not why we were 
sent here. We were sent here to listen 
to our constituents and fight to make 
sure our laws work for them. 

I want to give some examples from 
my home State of Washington about 
people whose lives have been changed 
by the Affordable Care Act, people 
whose stories have been pretty much 
ignored in Washington, DC. I know 
later this afternoon several of my col-
leagues will be doing the same thing, 
so I hope everybody can turn off Fox 
News for a little while, not listen to 
Rush Limbaugh, and listen to some 
real stories of real live Americans who 
have been impacted by this law. I en-
courage them to go home and listen to 
some of the men and women in their 
own States, because the stories I am 
going to share are not unique. 

I will start with the story of Susan 
Wellman from Bellingham, WA. She is 
self-employed and has had to pay for 
individual health insurance. Every 
year she has watched her health care 
costs rise higher and higher. It reached 
the point where she was paying $300 
monthly premiums with an $8,000 de-
ductible. All were what she described 
as ‘‘paying for nothing.’’ So as soon as 
she could, Susan got access to health 
care through our Washington State ex-
change, and she was so happy to have 
that chance. She spoke on the phone 
with a real-live person, and she was 
able to sign up for an affordable plan in 
just a few minutes. Now Susan is on a 
plan that costs her $125 a month in-
stead of $300—$125 instead of $300—and 
it is a plan that has a $2,000 deductible, 

not an $8,000 deductible, and she says it 
actually pays for things. 

Guess what. She can now afford to go 
to a doctor not just in the case of an 
emergency but for a physical or a 
mammogram that could save her life, 
not to mention thousands of dollars in 
health care costs. That kind of preven-
tive care is good for Susan, and it is 
good for her family. It is also good for 
this country because when more people 
have access to preventive care, it 
makes health care cheaper for every 
single one of us. 

Another person I have heard from 
whose life was changed by the afford-
able health care act is a man named 
Don Davis. He is 59 years old, and he 
actually goes by ‘‘Reverend Don.’’ He is 
a pastor in Seattle, and he is also a vol-
unteer at the Boys and Girls Club. As 
the pastor of his church, he doesn’t get 
any health care through his job. He 
doesn’t even have a salary. That meant 
for a long time that Reverend Don 
didn’t have health insurance. So when 
he was hospitalized back in 2008 for se-
vere headaches, he was only able to re-
ceive an MRI through charity care. 
That MRI showed that Reverend Don 
had several brain tumors, but when the 
doctors wanted to do more testing and 
provide more care, he didn’t have the 
insurance to pay for that. This is a 
man who has asked for nothing in life, 
who woke up every day willing to give 
to others, but he couldn’t get the basic 
care he needed when he got sick. 

Reverend Don is healthy today. He is 
serving his community. Because of the 
Affordable Care Act, he now also has 
health insurance. He signed up with a 
navigator at the local YWCA. Now, if 
he gets a headache, he can afford to go 
to the doctor. So because of the Afford-
able Care Act, Reverend Don can afford 
to dedicate his life to people in his 
community and he doesn’t need to 
worry that the cost of the health care 
he needs might be denied him. 

Finally, I want to talk about a cou-
ple in Bellingham, WA, named Rod 
Burton and Sarah Hill. Rod is one of 
millions of Americans who have had 
the utterly maddening experience of 
being denied insurance because of a 
preexisting condition. In Rod’s case his 
preexisting condition was a congenital 
heart defect. Under our old system Rod 
was deemed uninsurable by most insur-
ance plans from the moment he was 
born. So for a long time Rod found 
himself forced into purely catastrophic 
insurance with a very high premium 
that wouldn’t cover much of anything. 
That changed for him with the Afford-
able Care Act. 

Despite his heart defect, Rod was 
able to get a plan that covers him and 
his wife, and they found out they were 
eligible for tax credits to help pay for 
it. So today both Rod and Sarah are 
covered through a silver plan with 
lower premiums than the plan that 
only covered Rod if the worst hap-
pened. 

I know we have a number of other 
colleagues who are here to speak, and I 

note some of them are here to tell sto-
ries from their own States, but I would 
like to note that I only told three sto-
ries today of people who are benefiting 
from the Affordable Care Act. These 
are only 3 people among the 400,000 oth-
ers in my home State of Washington 
who have now signed up for care 
through the exchange, Washington 
Healthplanfinder, and they are only 3 
people among the 4 million people who 
have signed up across the country. For 
the most part, their stories are not 
unique. Millions of other Americans 
face the same kind of health care prob-
lems they do. It is time that we stop 
ignoring that reality. It is time that 
we do our job and help our constituents 
get the health care coverage they de-
serve and can now get under this law. 

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

ator from Utah. 
IRS 501(C)(4) REGULATIONS 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I un-
derstand Senator SCHUMER wants to 
speak in a little while, so I will try to 
hurry my remarks as quickly as I can. 

I rise today to speak once again on 
the proposed IRS regulations targeting 
grassroots 501(c)(4) organizations. I 
have already come to the floor to dis-
cuss this issue, and I expect I will be 
here several more times in the coming 
months as these proposed rules con-
tinue to move through the regulatory 
pipeline at the IRS. 

The public comment period for these 
proposed regulations ends today. As of 
this morning, the IRS had received 
over 100,000 comments on this proposal, 
the vast majority of them negative. 
This is an all-time record. In fact, the 
number is more than five times greater 
than the previous record for comments 
on a proposed IRS regulation. By con-
trast, the Keystone XL Pipeline—an-
other item of enormous public inter-
est—received just over 7,000 comments. 

With all this public attention, the ob-
vious question is, Why? Why has this 
proposal generated so much criticism 
from the American people? I think the 
answer is quite simple: The American 
people see this proposal for what it is— 
an attempt to silence this administra-
tion’s critics and keep them on the 
sidelines of the democratic process. 

I would like to take a few minutes to 
describe in detail just what this regula-
tion does. 

Under the Internal Revenue Code, a 
501(c)(4) organization is a nonprofit or-
ganization, the exempt purpose of 
which is the ‘‘promotion of social wel-
fare.’’ The phrase ‘‘promotion of social 
welfare’’ has long been defined as ‘‘pro-
moting in some way the common good 
and general welfare of the people of the 
community’’ or ‘‘bringing about civic 
betterments and social improve-
ments.’’ 

Such organizations may engage in 
political activity for or against can-
didates for public office so long as their 
primary activity falls under the cat-
egory of promoting social welfare. 

Under current regulations, activities 
such as voter registration or ‘‘get out 
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the vote’’ drives are correctly treated 
as promoting social welfare, just like 
the distribution of voter guidelines 
outlining candidates’ positions on 
issues that are, in the view of the orga-
nization, important to the public. 

The proposed regulations would re- 
categorize these types of candidate- 
neutral activities as not consistent 
with the exempt purpose of promoting 
social welfare. This is important be-
cause over the past few days, in an ef-
fort to justify these regulations, the 
administration has communicated to 
Members of Congress that they are not 
banning these types of activities; they 
are just putting them in different cat-
egories. But lost in their justifications 
are some important distinctions. It is 
easy to get lost in the weeds, which is 
probably what the administration is 
hoping for. So let’s break this down. 

Traditionally speaking, in order to 
keep their tax exemption, 501(c)(4) or-
ganizations have had to limit their in-
volvement in ‘‘political activities’’ to 
around 49 percent or less of their over-
all activities. In other words, they can 
be directly involved in the political 
process so long as the majority of their 
activities are devoted to social welfare. 

What this proposed regulation would 
do is redefine the parameters of what is 
considered political activity, moving a 
number of activities from the social 
welfare category to the political cat-
egory. As I said, under this regulation, 
simply stating where candidates for 
public office stand on issues important 
to a specific 501(c)(4) organization 
would be considered political activity. 
In fact, even mentioning a candidate’s 
name in a communication within a 
specified period before an election— 
even if the communication does not 
say whether the organization supports 
or opposes the candidate—would be 
considered political activity. As I men-
tioned, the same could be said for voter 
registration drives or ‘‘get out the 
vote’’ initiatives even if the efforts are 
obviously and legitimately non-
partisan. 

Basically, this proposed regulation 
would instantly categorize so much 
run-of-the-mill behavior as partisan 
political activity that many existing 
501(c)(4) grassroots organizations would 
have to stop promoting their causes al-
together. And that is precisely what 
the administration wants. They do not 
want 501(c)(4)s educating the public on 
the issues of the day or telling voters 
where candidates stand on political 
issues. Sure, they are fine with these 
groups promoting social welfare so 
long as that promotion does not in-
clude criticism of this administration 
or its policies that are harmful to the 
general welfare of their communities. 

It would be one thing if the IRS was 
an agency with clean hands when it 
came to dealing with critics of this ad-
ministration. But, as we have seen, 
that is simply not the case. Indeed, 
over the last few years we have seen a 
record of harassment and intimidation 
of conservative groups applying to the 

IRS for tax-exempt status. The agency 
is under investigation in three separate 
congressional committees for its ac-
tions in the run up to the 2010 and 2012 
elections. 

Put simply, the credibility and the 
political independence of the IRS are 
very much in question. A reasonable 
person would think that, rather than 
further damaging the IRS’s reputation, 
the administration would instead focus 
on rebuilding it in the aftermath of the 
targeting scandal. Sadly, there don’t 
appear to be too many reasonable peo-
ple working in the Obama administra-
tion, at least not when it comes to this 
set of issues. 

We need to call this what it is: an af-
front to free speech and the right of all 
American citizens to participate in the 
democratic process. This is an attempt 
by the administration to marginalize 
its critics and silence them altogether. 

Republicans have been very vocal in 
our opposition to this proposed regula-
tion. We have spoken out in a variety 
of venues. But make no mistake, it is 
not just Republicans and conservatives 
who oppose this new rule. A number of 
left-leaning organizations have spoken 
out against it as well. The ACLU, for 
example, submitted a scathing com-
ment letter to the IRS arguing that 
the proposed regulation would 
‘‘produce the same structural issues at 
the IRS that led to the use of inappro-
priate criteria in the selection of var-
ious charitable and social welfare 
groups for unfair scrutiny.’’ The ACLU 
argued further that social welfare 
groups should be free to participate in 
the political process because that kind 
of participation ‘‘is at the heart of our 
representative democracy. To the ex-
tent it influences voters, it does so by 
promoting an informed citizenry.’’ We 
have seen similar comments from 
groups such as the Sierra Club. Leaders 
of labor unions have also publicly 
weighed in about the overly broad na-
ture of the proposed regulation. 

Put simply, when you have a pro-
posal that is drawing unanimous oppo-
sition from Republicans in Congress 
and is being criticized by the ACLU 
and Big Labor, there is a pretty decent 
chance it is not good policy. Quite 
frankly, that characterization is prob-
ably too charitable for this particular 
proposal. 

This proposed regulation needs to be 
stopped in its tracks. Yesterday the 
House of Representatives passed legis-
lation that would do just that. If en-
acted, the House bill would delay the 
implementation of the proposal for one 
year. I am an original cosponsor of the 
Senate companion bill to this legisla-
tion, which was introduced by Senators 
FLAKE and ROBERTS. 

Sadly, I think I know where my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
stand on this issue, and I expect those 
of us here in the Senate who support 
the right of all Americans to partici-
pate in the political process are likely 
to be disappointed with regard to this 
particular legislative effort. Still, even 

if this legislation dies here in the Sen-
ate, that will not be the end of the line. 

Earlier this month, when I came to 
the floor to talk about this issue, I 
called on IRS Commissioner Koskinen 
to use his authority to block these reg-
ulations. I expect him to do so. When 
questioned about this proposal, he has 
consistently deferred, usually saying 
he was not the Commissioner when it 
was drafted and published. Fine. But he 
is the Commissioner now, and now that 
he is the Commissioner, he is in a posi-
tion to stop the proposed regulation 
from going final and acquiring the 
force of law. This proposal cannot take 
effect unless Commissioner Koskinen 
personally approves and signs the final 
regulation clearance package. That 
being the case, I call on him today to 
do the right thing—to not sign it when 
it reaches his desk. In fact, he ought to 
decry it for what it is. 

In an ideal world, the administration 
would simply withdraw this proposal 
and leave this issue alone. However, we 
are not living in such a world. That 
being the case, if the administration 
continues its effort to push through 
this proposed rule, the IRS Commis-
sioner can and should use his authority 
to stop it from taking effect. After all, 
that is one reason Congress gives the 
IRS Commissioner a 5-year term. The 
Commissioner is supposed to be free 
from political pressure when making 
decisions and implementing our Na-
tion’s tax laws. 

In light of that fact, I want to im-
plore Commissioner Koskinen to use 
the power he has been granted to re-
store the IRS’s credibility and make it 
clear to the American people that his 
agency, the IRS, will no longer be used 
as simply another political arm of this 
or any future administration. I hope he 
will do so because it is the right thing 
to do, and I am calling on him to do it. 

I have faith in Commissioner 
Koskinen. I believe he is an honest 
man. I don’t think he has any other 
choice but to stop these obnoxious reg-
ulations which people from the left to 
the right consider to be breaches of 
free speech and are wrong. 

I yield the floor. 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, 
over the next several months the Af-
fordable Care Act is going to become 
less important as a Republican cam-
paign issue because more and more 
Americans—from young adults all the 
way through seniors—are going to real-
ize the benefits it has to offer. It is 
happening already. 

Every day there are more positive 
stories about people getting cheaper 
coverage, better coverage or coverage 
for the first time. Let me say, in my 
State of New York the initial rollout of 
ACA has been a big success. We didn’t 
have the problems of a Web site be-
cause we did our own, and because we 
have a lot of competition, as was in-
tended on the exchanges, people are 
getting very good offers and a large 
number of people are getting their 
costs reduced. 
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I will tell one story. A friend of mine 

goes to a hairdresser in a conservative 
neighborhood in New York. The person 
who owns the beauty shop is very con-
servative, and when the ACA first 
rolled out she was very upset. She said: 
Look. I have looked at that Web site. I 
am a nice person. I pay for health care 
for my eight employees. It is going to 
cost me hundreds of dollars more for 
each employee. I don’t even know if I 
can afford to stay in business. That 
person talked to all of her friends, I 
think she blogged on her Web site, and 
talked all about it. 

I spoke to my friend a few weeks ago. 
Guess what. This same person actually 
got health care on the New York Web 
site which reduced the cost of health 
care for employees by a couple of hun-
dred dollars each. She was very happy. 
Of course, I asked my friend to make 
sure she puts that on her Web site and 
tells all of her conservative friends 
about that. 

But this story is going to be repeated 
over and over. There are going to be 
millions of seniors who realize they can 
get a free checkup and keep their 
health good. There are going to be mil-
lions of young people who realize they 
can continue their health care and stay 
on their parents’ health insurance from 
age 21 to 26. Millions of people are 
going to find out that either, God for-
bid, someone in their family or some-
one in a family they know has a pre-
existing condition, and now they can 
get health care. Millions of businesses 
are going to see the cost of health care 
is actually going up at a much smaller 
rate than they are used to. So all these 
good things will start mounting and 
the positives about ACA will grow in 
the public’s mind and eventually I be-
lieve it will catch up in the Senate and 
the House. Then something else too 
will happen and that is this: Lots of 
people who are not affected directly by 
ACA have had fear put into their souls. 
They listen to the rightwing talk radio 
and they hear: Oh, they may lose all 
their health care or their costs will go 
way up. But what they are finding is it 
is not happening. 

I met a firefighter who works for New 
York City—not a volunteer fire-
fighter—a few months ago. He said: I 
know ObamaCare is going to kill me. It 
is going to greatly reduce the health 
care I am getting as a New York City 
firefighter. 

They get very good health care and 
they should. They are risking their 
lives for us. He said: It is going to hap-
pen, I hear, in the new year, January 1, 
2014. 

I saw the firefighter a few weeks ago, 
and he said to me: Hey, I still have my 
health care and nothing changed. Well, 
of course nothing changed. All the hor-
ror stories which have been launched 
by so many on the rightwing talk radio 
and those who just hate ObamaCare, 
whether it works or not, are starting to 
fade. 

So we are seeing two things happen 
at once: We are seeing the positives in-

crease and the negatives decrease and 
we are seeing it particularly with sen-
ior citizens. Because the doughnut hole 
is filled, millions of our senior citizens 
are spending much less on prescription 
drugs than they had to. It is a huge 
benefit to them. Since ACA was en-
acted, more than 7 million seniors and 
people with disabilities have saved $9 
billion. That is a huge amount of 
money. To seniors, many of whom are 
on fixed incomes, that is dramatic sav-
ings for them. 

Something else is happening to our 
seniors. They are getting free check-
ups. That does two things. First, it 
saves money out of their own pockets 
but, second, it reduces our health care 
costs because we all know an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure. 

Free checkups are that prevention we 
need. It will not only save the seniors 
but save our system billions and bil-
lions of dollars in the years and dec-
ades to come. Somebody who finds a 
growth on their skin and gets it re-
moved before it becomes cancerous, 
somebody who might get a 
colonoscopy, a mammogram or a pros-
tate exam and is saved from prostate 
cancer—all that is going to happen. 

So the bottom line is very simple: 
People are learning the positives of 
ACA. The Web site is being improved. 
More people are signing up. In my 
State of New York alone, more than 
250,000 people with Medicare saved $246 
million on prescription drugs. The 
numbers are higher when we count up 
to today because that was only the 
first 10 months, through November 1 of 
2013. The benefits are all over the 
place. 

One other thing. This is not our sub-
ject of the week, but I think we have to 
keep mentioning it. We are reducing 
the budget deficit through the ACA. I 
know our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle are very careful about the 
budget deficit. Good. They should be. 
Health care costs are declining and de-
clining significantly. Some is due to 
the recession, but almost every expert 
says much is due to the ACA. 

National health care expenditures, 
for instance, in 2012 grew by 3.7 per-
cent, meaning that the growth from 
2009 to 2012 was the slowest since gov-
ernment collected this information in 
the 1960s. The percentage of health care 
spending for the first time actually 
shrunk from 17.3 to 17.2. At the same 
time, the solvency of Medicare’s hos-
pital insurance fund increased and 
costs declined. So this is great news. 

The bottom line: I know our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
think they hit political goals when 
they attack the ACA and call for its re-
peal, but the American people don’t 
want repeal. Secondly, as we move on 
in time the positives of ACA will be-
come more apparent, the negatives 
people perceive of ACA will decline, 
and I believe by November this issue 
will not be the political gold mine our 
colleagues think it is. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
PHY). The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator SCHUMER for his great leader-
ship on this issue and his strong words. 

I am pleased to join with my col-
leagues on the floor to speak about the 
positive impacts of the Affordable Care 
Act and the impact it is having on our 
Nation’s health and particularly the 
health of our seniors. 

We have all heard about the benefits 
of the Affordable Care Act in terms of 
increasing coverage: Over 4 million 
people have already signed up for the 
affordable private health insurance 
through the State and Federal ex-
changes, millions more have signed up 
for Medicaid coverage, and millions 
more young people are now able to stay 
on their parents’ insurance policies 
until they are 26—and the numbers are 
growing. 

But as important as these figures 
are, the Affordable Care Act isn’t just 
about expanding coverage for the unin-
sured. It is also about improving the 
quality of care and the quality of cov-
erage for all Americans, including our 
seniors. 

Seniors in this country rely on the 
Medicare Program—and they should 
rely on the Medicare Program—because 
Medicare respects a promise that we 
made as a country to ensure that peo-
ple who contribute to the program dur-
ing their working years will have their 
health care needs taken care of after 
the age of 65. We have a duty to keep 
that promise, and we need to build on 
that promise. 

To keep the promise of Medicare, we 
have to make sure the program stays 
afloat. The Affordable Care Act does 
this by improving the quality of care, 
by coordinating care, and by better de-
livering under Medicare so we reduce 
waste in the program and we use Medi-
care dollars in a way that improves 
health outcomes for our seniors. 

The Republicans have a very dif-
ferent approach to Medicare solvency. 
They want to reduce benefits, they 
want to increase premiums and copays 
so it is harder for seniors to afford to 
go to a doctor, and they even want to 
end Medicare’s guaranteed benefits en-
tirely by turning it into a voucher sys-
tem. Think about that: lower benefits, 
charge more, and end Medicare as we 
know it. 

These approaches are wrong. They do 
not reflect our values, and they also 
don’t reflect good policy because cut-
ting Medicare benefits will not stop 
seniors from having heart attacks, it 
will not stop seniors from getting sick. 
It will just push them into emergency 
rooms and private insurance systems— 
which is more expensive and less effi-
cient than Medicare—or, worse, it will 
prevent them entirely from getting the 
medical care they need. 

Fortunately, the Republican vision is 
not the law of the land. The Affordable 
Care Act is the law of the land, and it 
is already showing progress in improv-
ing the solvency of Medicare and the 
quality of care for our seniors. 
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We can already see how the account-

able care organizations created under 
the Affordable Care Act are saving 
money. The pioneer accountable care 
organizations—five of which are now 
operating in Massachusetts—have al-
ready saved Medicare nearly $147 mil-
lion while continuing to deliver high- 
quality care. New standards for hos-
pital reimbursements have reduced the 
number of people who need to be re-
admitted, meaning that for seniors 
130,000 fewer Medicare beneficiaries had 
to check back into a hospital last year. 

Thanks to these and other changes, 
the Medicare trust fund will be solvent 
for nearly 10 years longer than was pro-
jected before we passed the Affordable 
Care Act. The results are clear. When 
it comes to our seniors, the Affordable 
Care Act is saving money and saving 
lives. 

But the Affordable Care Act does 
more. It builds on the promise of Medi-
care by improving prevention coverage 
and reducing actual out-of-pockets for 
our seniors. Last year over 70 percent 
of seniors—25.4 million people in Medi-
care—visited their doctor and received 
a preventive service, such as a critical 
colonoscopy or a lifesaving mammo-
gram. They received it for free because 
of the Affordable Care Act. Despite 
high drug prices, the average senior in 
America saved an average of $1,200 on 
their prescription drugs in 2013 because 
of the Affordable Care Act closing the 
doughnut hole in Medicare Part D pre-
scription drug coverage. The Affordable 
Care Act has made these changes—re-
ducing the cost for seniors, expanding 
benefits and reducing wasteful spend-
ing at the same time that we have im-
proved the solvency of Medicare. 

When I hear Republicans talk about 
repealing the Affordable Care Act, I 
wonder what alternative universe they 
are living in. In this real world there 
should be no confusion about what re-
pealing the Affordable Care Act would 
actually mean for our seniors: higher 
costs for prescription drugs, higher 
costs for preventive services, reduced 
benefits, and a Medicare program that 
would go bankrupt nearly 10 years 
sooner. 

The Affordable Care Act is working 
to help seniors with their expenses and 
to keep the costs of health care down. 
We need to improve and build on the 
progress the law has made and not 
argue over tearing it down. This should 
not be about politics. This should be 
about keeping the promise we made to 
our seniors. It is about building on that 
promise, and I will continue to fight 
for that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MAR-

KEY). The Senator from Connecticut. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate my colleagues—Senator WARREN, 
Senator SCHUMER, and Senator MUR-
RAY—joining us on the floor today. I 
think we will be joined by Senator STA-
BENOW in a few moments. I also appre-
ciate that they were at an event we did 
yesterday in which we were kicking off 

the Affordable Care Works Campaign. 
The campaign is designed to tell what 
has been untold for much of the last 6 
months, which is the increasing good 
news about the millions of Americans 
for which the Affordable Care Act is 
working and, indeed for many of them, 
changing their lives. 

An announcement was made this 
week that 4 million Americans have 
now signed up for the private health 
care exchanges. There are now over 10 
million Americans all across the coun-
try who now have insurance today that 
didn’t have it prior to the passage of 
the law either because of these private 
exchanges or increased eligibility of 
Medicaid or the law’s provision that 
young men and women under the age of 
26 can stay on their parents’ insurance. 
Over 10 million people all across the 
country now have access to insurance 
that they didn’t have before we passed 
this law. 

As Senator SCHUMER said, there is 
even more good news because we now 
know that the second promise of the 
act, that it was going to reduce the def-
icit, is true as well. CBO tells us that 
from the 10-year period covering the 
enactment of the law to a decade later, 
we are going to save about $1.2 trillion 
beyond what we initially estimated. 

At current trajectories, we are going 
to be $250 billion under CBO’s initial 
estimate for Federal health care ex-
penditures on an annual basis. That is 
a big savings to the American tax-
payers. When you combine that with 
the millions of Americans who have 
coverage, you can see how the Afford-
able Care Act is working. 

There is still work to do. There will 
be debates on the floor of the Senate 
about ways in which we can change and 
fix the Affordable Care Act. Because we 
are reordering one-sixth of the Amer-
ican economy, there is no doubt there 
will be bumps along the road, and no 
doubt there will be places where we can 
find bipartisan agreements on how we 
can fix the act to make it work even 
better. 

The answer from our Republican col-
leagues has been pretty simple so far. 
It has been to simply repeal the law. 
They say they want to repeal and re-
place it, but we have yet to see any evi-
dence of that replacement. I think 
when the Presiding Officer and I served 
together in the House of Representa-
tives, we probably witnessed about 30 
or 40 different votes to repeal all or 
part of the Affordable Care Act, and 
never once was there a vote to replace 
that act. 

The American people don’t want this 
bill repealed so we can go back to the 
days when the insurance companies ran 
our health care. They don’t want to go 
back to the days when the 10 million 
Americans who have insurance are un-
insured. They want this act to be im-
plemented. They want it to be per-
fected. They want us to work to make 
it better. But they are understanding 
day by day that the Affordable Care 
Act is working. 

Specifically for seniors there are 
some pretty unique benefits, many of 
which have been glossed over. At the 
outset of the implementation of this 
act, some pretty important things hap-
pened—sometimes while people weren’t 
even looking. 

First, the doughnut hole was cut in 
half almost overnight. The first year 
anybody who was in the doughnut hole 
got a $250 rebate check. The second 
year, their drugs—when they were in 
the doughnut hole—got cut by 50 per-
cent. By the end of this decade, the 
doughnut hole will be completely 
eliminated. 

The average savings for a senior, as 
Senator STABENOW will talk about, has 
been $1,200. People often don’t know 
that is because of the Affordable Care 
Act. When you go in and your drugs all 
of a sudden cost 50 percent less than 
they did, there is no stamp on that bill 
that says courtesy of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

The fact is that without the Afford-
able Care Act, seniors—over the course 
of the last 3 years—would have spent $9 
billion more on drugs than they have. 
The number is so big that it is kind of 
hard to fathom. The Affordable Care 
Act has saved seniors $9 billion, an av-
erage of $1,200 per senior. 

On top of that, when seniors go in to 
get their annual checkup or for a can-
cer screening or tobacco cessation pro-
gram, those preventive health care vis-
its are now free. Twenty-five million 
seniors have access to those programs 
all across the country. 

In my State of Connecticut, 76,000 
people with Medicare have taken ad-
vantage of free annual wellness visits 
under the health care law. So we are 
seeing tremendous benefits for seniors 
all across the country. This is not just 
about the doughnut hole or preventive 
health care. 

In 2012, the Medicare Part B deduct-
ible dropped by $22 to $140. That is the 
first time in the history of Medicare 
that the Medicare Part B deductible 
has actually been reduced thanks to 
the efficiencies that are being garnered 
in the Medicare Part B program by the 
health care law. 

Second, Medicare Advantage plans 
now can’t charge more than Medicaid 
for things like chemotherapy, skilled 
nursing, and other specialized services, 
which results in saving thousands of 
dollars for seniors. 

In the first 3 years of the Affordable 
Care Act, Medicare recovered $15 bil-
lion in fraudulent payments under 
Medicare because of new tools designed 
to root out fraud and waste and abuse 
in the Affordable Care Act. Older 
Americans who have not yet reached 
Medicare age are saving money because 
the act reduced the amount of dis-
crimination in premiums against older 
Americans by saying that insurance 
companies can’t charge older workers 
more than three times what they 
charged younger workers. 

For seniors, in particular, we are try-
ing to make it clear that some of the 
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unnoticed benefits, such as the fact 
that nobody is asking you for a copay 
when you go in for a Medicare checkup 
and that you are saving money every 
time you go into the pharmacy—that 
didn’t happen magically. That didn’t 
happen because of Republican health 
care policies. It happened because of 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Finally, before I turn it over to my 
colleague Senator STABENOW, I want to 
address some of the mythology we have 
been hearing on the floor of the Senate 
in the past few days about Medicare 
Advantage. 

There is no doubt that there were re-
ductions in the payment from the Fed-
eral Government to the Medicare Ad-
vantage plans in the Affordable Care 
Act. Why? Because we were overcom-
pensating private health care compa-
nies for running the Medicare Advan-
tage plan. We were giving them 13 per-
cent more than it cost Medicare itself 
to run the Medicare program. That just 
doesn’t make a lot of sense. 

Private companies were telling us 
they could do things for the same price 
or less than the Federal Government. 
In this case we were paying Medicare 
private insurers a lot more than it 
costs Medicare to run the program. So 
we decided to eliminate that subsidy. 

Guess what. The news has been pret-
ty remarkable. In fact, 30 percent more 
seniors are on Medicare Advantage 
plans today than when we passed the 
law, and premiums under Medicare Ad-
vantage have come down by 10 percent 
during that time. More people are on 
Medicare Advantage plans, there are 
less costs in premiums, and the average 
Medicare participant has 18 different 
plans to choose from. 

All of this apocalyptic talk about 
what was going to happen when we 
passed the Affordable Care Act with re-
spect to Medicare Advantage and all 
this new apocalyptic talk about what 
will happen when the subsidies get fur-
ther reduced has not come true. We 
now have cheaper Medicare Advantage 
plans, more seniors on them, and plen-
ty of across-the-board availability. 

I am really pleased to have been 
joined here by about a half dozen of our 
colleagues to tell the story about what 
the ACA has meant for seniors. 

We are going to come to the floor 
every week. We are going to stand with 
patients and consumers every week to 
talk about the benefits for seniors, can-
cer patients, women, and taxpayers all 
in an effort to try to prove to the 
American people what millions of 
Americans are finding out, and that is 
that the Affordable Care Act works. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first 

I thank the Senator from Connecticut 
for his advocacy for seniors, children, 
families, and small businesses to have 
access to affordable and quality health 
insurance. He has been a powerful voice 
on this issue. 

I also congratulate his State of Con-
necticut and the Governor of Con-

necticut for all of their hard work. I 
know they are doing a great job on 
their insurance pool—the health care 
exchange which is providing more af-
fordable health insurance for the citi-
zens in Connecticut. 

I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship. 

I also rise today to talk about the 
fact that millions of American families 
today have access to more affordable 
health care. Seniors, children, small 
businesses, and others are getting the 
opportunity to have the health care 
they are paying for and know they can 
get the health care they need even if 
they have a preexisting condition be-
cause of the Affordable Care Act. 

I will take a few moments to talk 
about what this means for our senior 
citizens—for people on Medicare. Obvi-
ously, Medicare is a great American 
success story and something that I 
strongly support, as do my colleagues 
who are speaking today. 

As part of health care reform, we 
wanted to strengthen Medicare for the 
future. We protect the guaranteed ben-
efits under Medicare. We have shored 
up the program so that the trust fund 
is now solvent until 2026 and will be so 
going forward as other savings occur 
over the long run. It is working be-
cause of some very tangible work we 
have done to put more money in the 
pockets of our senior citizens and to 
create the opportunity for them to 
have access to affordable health care. 

I often think about the letters and 
emails I have received from people in 
Michigan prior to our passing health 
care reform and the kinds of stories 
that people told me all the time before 
we strengthened Medicare. 

I will read one letter from a senior 
citizen from Warren, MI, who wrote to 
me a letter prior to health care reform 
talking about the gap in coverage in 
prescription drugs. Under Medicare 
Part-D, you are covered to a certain 
point, and then there is a gap and you 
get no help. Then if your prescription 
drug costs are very high, it kicks in 
again. Some people call that the 
doughnut hole. It is a gap in coverage. 

A senior from Warren told me this: 
I cannot afford all of my costly drugs so I 

have to stop taking one of them (the least 
risky one) and have to scrounge free samples 
from my doctor’s office for another while 
paying high retail prices for the other two. 

That was before we passed health re-
form. Now on average in our country, 
seniors have $1,200 more in their pocket 
since we passed health care reform 
which helps them with their prescrip-
tion drug costs. Why? Because we are 
closing that gap. That gap is going to 
go away. There is going to be no more 
cliff, no more doughnut hole, and no 
more gap in coverage. Right now sen-
iors across the country are saving, on 
average, $1,200, which is more money 
back in their pocket. 

When we think about it in big terms, 
there are more than 7.3 million seniors 
and people with disabilities who are on 
Medicare who found themselves in that 

gap in coverage, and the health care re-
form law—in the big picture—has saved 
them about $9 billion—on average 
$1,200 for an individual, but all total so 
far about $9 billion. That is $9 billion 
more available to seniors, which puts 
money back in their pocket—to do 
what? Well, to pay the rent, to pay the 
electric bill. In a State such as Michi-
gan, to pay the high heating bills be-
cause of the winter we have been hav-
ing; to put gas in the car. Maybe it is 
to do something fun with the grandkids 
and pay for that birthday present. 
Maybe it is doing something else that 
is needed. Whatever it is, the idea is 
the average person who is retired and 
on Medicare has over $1,000 back in 
their pocket now because of health re-
form and what we have been able to do 
to strengthen Medicare. It is a great 
thing. 

The problem is that is what Repub-
licans want to take away. That is what 
they want to take away. That is what 
will be taken away if it is repealed; if 
one of the over 40 different repeal votes 
were actually to happen, and what the 
House of Representatives has already 
done. 

Let me share another letter from 
Mary Ann from Rockford who wrote 
last fall to say she is sick of the efforts 
to repeal health care reform. She says: 

The Affordable Care Act has already helped 
millions of seniors like myself. From free 
preventive services to lower-cost prescrip-
tion drugs, we’re saving money. 

We are saving money. 
Let me talk about another area 

where seniors are saving money, and 
that is the annual checkup. We always 
want folks to have the annual checkup. 
That checkup used to have copays and 
deductibles. Today, under Medicare, 
because of health reform, when a senior 
walks into a doctor’s office, how much 
are they paying for that annual check-
up? Zero. Zero, because of health re-
form. We don’t want any seniors to feel 
they can’t get that checkup, they can’t 
get the mammogram they need, they 
can’t get that lovely colonoscopy we 
all look forward to getting. We don’t 
want our seniors to feel they can’t get 
any other kinds of preventive care or 
cancer screens or flu shots, or whatever 
it is, because of the copays or 
deductibles. Today the cost of that 
checkup for preventive services is zero. 
If health reform is repealed, that is re-
pealed. That is what folks who want re-
peal are doing; it is what they want to 
take away. 

So I join with my colleagues who feel 
strongly that we need to make sure we 
are keeping in place those positives 
that are making a real difference in the 
lives of senior citizens, of children, of 
families. If there are areas going for-
ward that need to be fixed, we need to 
fix them, and we will. But we certainly 
do not want to go back to the days 
when seniors are spending $1,200 more 
out of their pocket for their medicine, 
on average, or when they are paying 
for the cost of an annual checkup that 
is absolutely critical they get for their 
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life going forward. I am proud to stand 
with colleagues saying let’s talk to-
gether about how we make sure things 
work going forward, but let’s not go 
back to the time when all of these im-
portant services and protections were 
not in place. 

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

ator from Kansas. 
FREE SPEECH 

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. 
President. I come to the floor today to 
also speak about ObamaCare. But be-
fore I do so, I feel the need to address 
some comments made on the floor of 
the Senate yesterday that, sadly, I find 
to be extremely distasteful. 

Yesterday, two prominent citizens 
were called unpatriotic merely because 
they have engaged—legally, I must 
say—in their First Amendment right 
to participate in the political process. I 
was saddened, I was dismayed, and I 
was discouraged to see the floor of the 
Senate used as a venue for such cam-
paign-related attacks. 

In order to further their own agenda, 
it has become commonplace for my col-
leagues—especially across the aisle—to 
suppress the free speech and rights of 
certain people and organizations. These 
are simply people with whom they do 
not agree and who have had the audac-
ity to hold views different from this ad-
ministration. 

Make no mistake, this is all part of a 
coordinated plan. I call it shaping the 
battlefield to tamp down—maybe that 
is not the right word; make that sup-
press—political opponents in the runup 
to the general election as of this fall. 

We have seen repeatedly since the 
Citizens United decision of 2010 Mem-
bers of this body trying to rein in con-
servative groups’ ability to participate 
in the political process. This campaign 
is a direct attack, I believe, on the 
rights of these organizations. This 
campaign created an environment in 
which the Internal Revenue Service 
found it necessary and possible to sin-
gle out conservative organizations for 
extra scrutiny. And this has made it 
impossible for conservative groups to 
participate in the last two elections, 
and now they are at it again in 2014. 
There is a short phrase which describes 
this, and I think it is ‘‘abuse of power.’’ 

This is all troubling and shocking 
enough, but now we have a very direct 
personal attack against a Kansas com-
pany whose political views some find 
very objectionable. What I find even 
more offensive is declaring on the floor 
the opposing views make them ‘‘liars.’’ 
Our Constitution grants every Amer-
ican the fundamental right to engage 
in the political process, and these folks 
have done so, fully within the bounds 
of the law. 

Nothing Charles and David Koch 
have done or are doing is illegal. Their 
participation, their statements, their 
work is very far from un-American. 
Quite the opposite. It is the essence of 
what it means to be an American. 
Nothing is more fundamental to our 

Constitution, our way of governing, 
than the freedom of speech. 

We should be focused on our role and 
responsibility of governing to make 
things better for the American people 
and not using the Senate floor to fur-
ther any political agenda by making 
personal attacks on private citizens. 

That brings me to what I came here 
to discuss today. 

(The remarks of Mr. ROBERTS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2064 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is good to see my long-time 
friend from Massachusetts in the Pre-
siding Officer’s chair. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business 
for up to 15 minutes. 

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

VETERANS BENEFITS 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, Presi-

dent Kennedy, from the Presiding Offi-
cer’s home State said, if I could para-
phrase a bit: A nation reveals itself not 
only by the men and women it pro-
duces but also by the men and women 
it honors, the men and women it re-
members. 

It is our duty to take care of those 
who served in uniform. Today, this Na-
tion has revealed itself, and the image 
is shameful. This body failed to con-
sider the important veterans legisla-
tion of this Congress—the most impor-
tant veterans legislation of this Con-
gress: the Comprehensive Veterans 
Health and Benefits and Military Re-
tirement Pay Restoration Act of 2014. 

I sit on the Senate Veterans Affairs’ 
Committee. I am the first Senator from 
my State ever to sit on that committee 
for a full term. I consider that an 
honor. I consider it a privilege to serve 
those who served us in this Nation. 

I have worked alongside Republicans 
and Democrats, as has Chairman SAND-
ERS and Ranking Member BURR. We 
have produced good legislation here. 
Next to the post-9/11 GI bill, which Sen-
ator Webb worked on 4 or 5 years ago, 
it is the most important advancement 
in veterans legislation and assistance 
to our Nation’s veterans at my time in 
the Senate. That is the good news. 

The bad news is this debate has been 
about politics, not about veterans. 
Again, people in Washington want to 
score political points by filibuster, by 
obstruction, by blocking good bipar-
tisan legislation, supported by a whole 
panoply of veterans organizations and 
community groups. 

There are those who have concerns 
who want to add to this bill, concerns 
that are not related to veterans. To 
hold up this bill with something unre-
lated to veterans is unconscionable. 

Whether you are in Marblehead, MA, 
or Mansfield, OH, we all have heard our 

constituents say: Why do they attach 
these unrelated things to legislation 
instead of voting them up or down on 
their merits? That is what people want 
to do here. Those who want to fili-
buster this bill are the people who 
want to add things to the bill that have 
nothing to do with serving our vet-
erans. 

This legislation by itself improves 
vital programs to honor our commit-
ment to those who served in uniform 
and for those who care for our vet-
erans. Whether it is a community- 
based outpatient clinic in Zanesville or 
Chillicothe or Springfield, whether it is 
a VA center in Dayton or Chillicothe 
or Cleveland, we care about those who 
care for our veterans, many of whom 
are veterans themselves, and we take 
care of those veterans. 

This corrects errors in programs and 
benefits and, as I said, has widespread 
support in the veterans community. 
The American Legion, Veterans of For-
eign Wars, Disabled American Vet-
erans, Vietnam Veterans of America, 
Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of 
America all support this legislation. 

I will not go through a lot of the de-
tails we have discussed before that 
Senator SANDERS brought to the floor, 
but I want to talk about a couple. 

This bill renews our VOW to Hire He-
roes Act by reauthorizing provisions 
such as the VRAP, the Veterans Re-
training Assistance Program. This pro-
gram retrains unemployed veterans for 
high-demand occupations. 

I traveled across Ohio throughout 
2012 spreading the word about VRAP, 
encouraging our veterans to apply. 
Ohio veterans applied in larger num-
bers than our State’s population would 
suggest because of the outreach of so 
many in encouraging people to sign up 
for VRAP. 

I met veterans such as Everett Cham-
bers in Cleveland, who used VRAP 
funds to get retrained as an electrical 
engineering technician at Cuyahoga 
Community College, or Tri-C. 

I remember meeting a veteran in 
Youngstown who went back to school 
because of VRAP and got the oppor-
tunity to work at a health care center 
in information technology. 

We know VRAP works. It helps our 
veterans get back to work. It lowers 
the unacceptably high unemployment 
rate for recently separated service-
members who have so much to offer 
employers. 

This program is aimed for those vet-
erans who are a little bit older who are 
no longer eligible for the GI bill and 
those veterans who have been out of 
the service for a while. But it does not 
stop there. It adds other important im-
provements in education benefits, in 
reproductive health, in the delivery of 
care and benefits to veterans who expe-
rienced sexual trauma while serving in 
the military. 

Too many Members in this body will 
say they support the programs in this 
bill but that finding the money to do so 
is not possible. So they are for the bill, 
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they say, until they are not. Well, 
there is a disconnect between what 
they say and what they do. Those same 
elected leaders—those same elected 
leaders who say: I am for this bill, but 
we can’t pay for it, so we can’t pass it— 
those same people want to give tax 
breaks to companies that take jobs and 
factories overseas when we say we can-
not find the money to provide a care-
giver the support he needs to care for 
his wife, a veteran. We fight a decade- 
long war in Afghanistan that goes un-
paid for and we cannot find the re-
sources to ensure the very people who 
fought that war will be cared for. 

It would be a little more simple than 
that. When a company closes down in 
Springfield, or Springfield, MA, and 
moves to Wuhan, China, or Shihan, 
China, they can deduct the cost of the 
plant shutdown in one of the Spring-
fields and they can deduct the cost of 
building the new plant in Wuhan, 
China. That is a loophole we could 
close. It would mean more companies 
would stay in Springfield, OH, or 
Springfield, MA, helping our commu-
nities, helping our tax base, and it 
would mean those companies would not 
be deducting that move and that 
money could then be used for these vet-
erans programs. But no, they say: We 
can’t find the money. 

It is important to end this filibuster 
and pass this bill. 

BUYING GOVERNMENT 
Mr. President, I heard my friend from 

Kansas talk about what he calls the 
personal attacks on two I believe he 
said great Americans, but Americans 
nonetheless, which they are, and 
prominent businesspeople in Kansas 
and around the country. 

These two Americans—and this is not 
personal to me—these two Americans 
have spent millions of dollars trying to 
defeat me, as they have tried to defeat 
a number of people in this Chamber 
who think government has a role in 
preserving Medicare and government 
should provide funds for Head Start 
and government should give tax breaks 
to low-income people, not just rich 
people, and government should play a 
role, as the Presiding Officer has, in a 
cleaner environment and deal with cli-
mate change. But I disagree with these 
two Americans. I do not personally dis-
like them or personally know them. 
But I do know they have spent millions 
of dollars in ads, millions of dollars in 
an unprecedented way—they and a 
small number of people—to try to hi-
jack our political system. 

People are sick and tired, first, of the 
TV ads; second, of the lies in the TV 
ads; and, third, that there are people— 
a few billionaires—who are trying to 
buy elections in this country, billion-
aires who are looking for tax breaks for 
themselves, billionaires who are look-
ing for the opportunity to weaken envi-
ronmental laws, billionaires who want 
to kill the union movement in this 
country. 

I want to read from one editorial 
that was printed in, I believe, Roll Call 

or The Hill newspaper talking about 
some of these ads. Here is what this 
editorial said: 

Were this an ad for Stainmaster carpet, a 
Koch product— Koch, this is the family, the 
brothers— 

Were this an ad for Stainmaster carpet, a 
Koch product, Federal Trade Commission 
guidelines would require the ad to ‘‘conspicu-
ously disclose that the persons in such ad-
vertisements are not actual consumers.’’ 
Moreover, the FTC would require them to ei-
ther demonstrate that these results of 
ObamaCare are typical or make clear in the 
ad that they are not. 

Needless to say, the ad meets none of these 
requirements, thereby conforming to the 
legal definition of false advertising. 

That tells you a lot. I rest my case in 
just those terms. It is never personal. 
It should never be. It is whom you fight 
for in this body and what you fight 
against. But there are people in this 
country who think they can buy our 
government. We have seen that 
throughout our history. We have seen 
the oil companies try to do everything 
they can to at least if not buy govern-
ment take a long-term lease. We saw 
the robber barons 100 years ago, includ-
ing one from my State, Mark Hanna, 
who used to try to control the legisla-
ture. They used to say that he wore 
President McKinley like a watchfob 
when he was Governor of Ohio. 

So we have seen this in the past. We 
have never seen it in such an incredibly 
big way as we have seen it in the last 
few election cycles. 

MINIMUM WAGE 
Mr. President, I want to speak about 

the minimum wage, something this 
Chamber, frankly, needs to do. The 
Presiding Officer in his time in the 
House saw, as I did, a number of Mem-
bers of Congress who would vote to 
raise their own pay but then vote 
against a minimum-wage increase, 
which I find morally inconsistent or 
worse. But let me make a couple com-
ments about that. 

In 1991, the average price of gas was 
$1.15 a gallon, a loaf of bread around 70 
cents, a dozen eggs about $1. The tipped 
minimum wage—that is the minimum 
wage for people who work in a diner 
who get tips, people who push a wheel-
chair in an airport who rely on tips, a 
valet, someone who does nail mani-
cures, people who work in jobs where 
they are receiving tips—the minimum 
wage in 1991 for those workers at the 
local diner or the local airport was 
$2.13 an hour—in 1991. 

Today, the average price of gas is 
$3.30 a gallon; a loaf of bread costs 
$1.35, more or less; eggs are about $2. 
The tipped minimum wage is still $2.13. 
Its value has fallen by 36 percent in 
real terms. Think about that—$2.13 an 
hour. 

Americans who work hard and take 
responsibility should be able to take 
care of their families. That is why I 
support the Fair Minimum Wage Act, 
which would raise the minimum wage 
to $10.10 an hour in three 95-cent incre-
ments and then provide annual cost-of- 
living increases linked to changes in 

the cost of living. The bill would also 
gradually raise the Federal minimum 
wage for tipped workers at the diner, 
the valet, the person doing the mani-
cure from $2.13 an hour to 70 percent of 
the regular minimum wage. 

In 1980 the minimum wage for tipped 
workers was 60 percent of the regular 
minimum wage. It is now less than 30 
percent of the regular minimum wage. 
In Canada the minimum wage in On-
tario is $11; the tipped minimum wage 
is $8.90. The United States is the only 
industrialized nation in the world—ex-
cept for Canada—where a large number 
of workers must depend on tips for a 
large share of their income. So in Can-
ada the tipped minimum wage is only 
slightly less than the minimum wage. 
In the United States it is less than 30 
percent of the minimum wage. In the 
rest of the world it is 100 percent of the 
minimum wage. 

Interestingly, servers in the United 
States, people who work at diners or 
restaurants in the United States—when 
a European comes across the ocean and 
eats at a restaurant in Cleveland or in 
Cincinnati, the European will usually 
leave a really small tip because they 
are not used to tipping. The American 
worker relies on those tips for any kind 
of a decent wage. 

Ohio’s current tipped minimum wage 
is a little higher; it is $3.98. That is 
still not enough. These are men and 
women who have bills to pay and fami-
lies to support. 

Most tipped workers do not work at 
fine dining establishments where the 
average bill is $50, $60, or $70, so some-
one is making pretty good money on 
tips. A server in a high-class res-
taurant, an expensive restaurant, can 
make hundreds of dollars in a night. 
But for a server who works in a diner 
where four people come in, get coffee, 
spend an hour there, and have a bill of 
$6, the tip might be $1. That person has 
worked for an hour. They are not get-
ting to the minimum wage with the 
tipped wage, and, often, neither is the 
valet or the person at the airport who 
is getting someone off the plane and 
pushing their wheelchair to their con-
necting flight. They often do not even 
receive tips because so often the person 
in the wheelchair never thinks about 
it, does not know that these are tipped 
workers, that they are only making $2, 
$3, or $4 an hour. They are working 
hard. 

We work hard for the money we 
make. We are very well paid here. It is 
a privilege to serve in the Senate. But 
when you think about those workers 
who are working very hard, their min-
imum wage is $2.13 an hour. There is 
something not right about that. 

One more point. The Center for 
American Progress completed an anal-
ysis of 20 years’ worth of minimum 
wage increases in States across the 
country. They conclude that there is 
no clear evidence that the minimum 
wage leads to further job loss during 
periods of high unemployment. 

The opponents of raising the min-
imum wage say that it is going to 
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cause price increases and that there 
are going to be layoffs. But what is in-
teresting is that every time there is a 
minimum wage bill we are debating, 
the opponents say: You know, these 
businesses are going to have to raise 
their prices or lay people off to pay the 
minimum wage. But when an executive 
gets a $1 million bonus, when a CEO 
gets paid $12 million and gets a raise to 
$16 million the next year, I never hear 
them say: Boy, they are going to have 
to lay people off to pay those executive 
salaries. It is only when it is low-wage 
workers that my friends on that side of 
the aisle stand and say: This is going 
to hurt business. This is going to hurt 
commerce. This is going to hurt em-
ployment. 

Their arguments are weak. Their ar-
guments are, in many cases, a bit hard-
hearted. I wish my colleagues would do 
what Pope Francis said. Recently, Pope 
Francis exhorted his parish priests to 
go out and smell like the flock; go out 
among your parishioners and listen to 
them and try to understand their lives 
and try to live like them. 

Well, a lot of those parishioners are 
minimum wage workers or slightly 
above minimum wage. Smelling like 
the flock might help some of my col-
leagues come to the conclusion that 
raising the minimum wage is impor-
tant to do, is humane, is right for our 
country. 

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. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
PHY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

THE UKRAINE 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 

this time to share with my colleagues 
the tragic events that unfolded these 
past few weeks in the Ukraine. Ukraine 
is an incredibly important country. 
The recent events are tragic, the result 
of a corrupt government and loss of 
life. 

I remember the Orange Revolution 
that took place in Ukraine, starting in 
November 2004, ending in January 2005. 
Hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians 
took to that protest to protest the cor-
rupt election. They did it in a peaceful 
way. 

They not only got the attention of 
the people of Ukraine but the attention 
of the world. As a result of that peace-
ful revolution, the government stood 
for new elections, free and fair elec-
tions. Democratic leadership was elect-
ed, and all of us thought the future for 
Ukraine was very positive. 

I was in Kiev not long after that Or-
ange Revolution. I had a chance to talk 

to people who were involved, and I 
talked to the new leaders. I saw that 
sense of hope that Ukraine at long last 
would be an independent country with-
out the domination of any other coun-
try and that the proud people would 
have a country that would respect 
their rights, that would transition into 
full membership in Europe and provide 
the greatest hope for future genera-
tions. 

They started moving in that direc-
tion. As the Presiding Officer knows, 
there were agreements with Europe on 
immigration. They have been involved 
in military operations in close con-
junction with NATO. Ukraine was and 
is an important partner of the United 
States and for Europe. 

Then Victor Yanukovych came into 
power for a second time. Mr. 
Yanukovych took the country in a dif-
ferent direction. He was a corrupt lead-
er. He had a close involvement with 
Russia. 

Today there is some hope. The Par-
liament has brought in a new interim 
government. Presidential elections are 
now scheduled for May 25. But there 
are certain matters that are still very 
much in doubt. In the Crimea, which is 
a part of the Ukraine which has a large 
Russian population, it is unclear as to 
what is happening there. Pro-Russian 
sympathizers have taken over govern-
ment buildings. It is not clear of Rus-
sia’s involvement. 

It is critically important that the 
international community have access 
to what is happening in the Crimea and 
make it clear that Russia must allow 
the Ukraine to control its own destiny. 
It is time for the international commu-
nity to mobilize its resources to assist 
Ukraine’s transition to a democratic, 
secure, and prosperous country. 

The people of Ukraine have had an 
incredibly difficult history and over 
the last century have been subjected to 
two World Wars, 70 years of Soviet 
domination, including Stalin’s geno-
cidal famine. 

Our assistance at this time will be a 
concrete manifestation that we do in-
deed stand by the people of Ukraine as 
they manifest their historic choice for 
freedom and democracy. Moreover, we 
need to help Ukraine succeed to realize 
the vision of a Europe whole, free, and 
at peace. 

That is our desire and that is the de-
sire of the people of Ukraine. They are 
moving on the right path. They criti-
cally need our help and that of the 
international community to make sure 
Russia does not try to dominate this 
country; that its desire to become part 
of Europe is realized; that free and fair 
elections can take place, and the rights 
of their people can be respected by 
their government. 

Yesterday I heard from Swiss Presi-
dent and OSCE Chair-in-Office 
Burkhalter and welcomed his engage-
ment and the important role the OSCE 
can play in Ukraine. 

As a member of the Commission, I 
had the honor of chairing the Helsinki 

Commission, which is our imple-
menting arm to the Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe. A 
Foreign Minister from one of the mem-
ber states usually acts as our Chair-in- 
Office, and this year Mr. Burkhalter is 
not only the Foreign Minister of Swit-
zerland, he is also the President of 
Switzerland. He is the person respon-
sible for the direction of the organiza-
tion. We had a hearing with him and 
Ukraine took a good part of our discus-
sions. 

The guiding principles of the OSCE is 
if they are going to have a prosperous 
country, if they are going to have a se-
cure country, they have to have a 
country that respects the rights of its 
citizens. Respecting the rights of its 
citizens means they are entitled to 
good governance. They are entitled to 
a country that does not depend upon 
corruption in order to finance its way 
of life. Those are the principles of the 
OSCE. A country with good govern-
ance, respect for human rights, that 
takes on corruption, is a country in 
which there will be economic pros-
perity and a country which will enjoy 
security. That has been our chief func-
tion, to try to help other countries. 

The meeting yesterday underscored 
the importance OSCE can play in the 
future of Ukraine, and we hope they 
will utilize those resources so Ukraine 
can come out of this crisis as a strong, 
democratic, and independent country. 

There has to be accountability. There 
has to be accountability for those who 
are responsible for the deaths in Kiev. 
I mention that because, yes, there is a 
moral reason for that. Those who com-
mit amoral atrocities should be held 
accountable. That is just a matter of 
basic rights. But there is also the situ-
ation when they don’t bring closure 
here, it offers little hope that these cir-
cumstances will not be repeated in the 
future. If future government leaders 
believe they could do whatever they 
want and there will be no consequences 
for their actions, they are more likely 
to take the irresponsible actions we 
saw on Ukraine. 

So, yes, it is important we restore a 
democratic government in Ukraine. It 
is important that government be inde-
pendent and able to become a full 
member of Europe. It is important that 
government respect the human rights 
of its citizens, but it is also important 
they hold those responsible for these 
atrocities accountable for their ac-
tions. 

The Obama administration took 
some action this past week. They did 
deny visas to certain members who 
were responsible for the Government of 
Ukraine, and they did freeze bank ac-
counts of those who were involved in 
the corrupt practices in Ukraine. That 
was a good first step and I applaud 
their actions. 

I remind my colleagues we passed the 
Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Ac-
countability Act as part of the Russia 
PNTR legislation. I was proud to be the 
sponsor of the Sergei Magnitsky Rule 
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of Law Accountability Act. What it 
does—and it says it was amended to 
apply only to Russia—those who are in-
volved in gross violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights 
will be denied the privilege of being 
able to come to America, to get a visa 
and we will deny them the opportunity 
to use our banking system. 

Why is that important? Because we 
found those corrupt officials want to 
keep their properties outside of their 
host country. They want to visit Amer-
ica. They want to use our banking sys-
tem. They want their corrupt ways to 
be in dollars, not in rubles. Denying 
them that opportunity is an effective 
remedy for making sure they can’t 
profit from all of their corruption. 

That legislation was limited to Rus-
sia not by our design. The Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and the Sen-
ate Finance Committee approved the 
Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Ac-
countability Act as a global act apply-
ing beyond Russia. 

Sergei Magnitsky was a young law-
yer who discovered corruption in Rus-
sia. He did what he should have done— 
told the authorities about it. As a re-
sult, he was arrested, tortured, and 
killed because he did the right thing. 

We took action to make sure those 
responsible could not benefit from that 
corruption. That was the Sergei 
Magnitsky bill. We felt, though, it 
should be a tool available universally. 
We had to compromise on that, and it 
was limited to Russia. 

It is time to change that. Along with 
Senator MCCAIN, I have introduced the 
Global Human Rights Accountability 
Act, S. 1933. It has several bipartisan 
sponsors. It would apply globally. So, 
yes, it would apply to Ukraine. It 
would have congressional sanctions to 
the use of tools for denying visa appli-
cations and our banking privileges to 
those who are responsible for these 
atrocities. I believe our colleagues un-
derstand how important that is for us 
to do. 

It is interesting that today the State 
Department issued its Human Rights 
Practices for 2013. This is a required re-
port that we request. It gives the sta-
tus of human rights records throughout 
the world, talking about problems. 

I am sure my colleagues recognize 
that human rights problems are not 
limited to solely Russia or Ukraine, 
from Bahrain to China, to Bangladesh, 
from Belarus to Ethiopia, to Ven-
ezuela, from the Sudan to South 
Sudan, Syria, the list goes on and on 
and on. 

The report lists all of the gross viola-
tions of human rights that have oc-
curred. Unfortunately, this list is too 
long. I can name another dozen coun-
tries that are spelled out in this report. 
Human rights are universal, and it is 
our responsibility to act and show 
international leadership. 

It takes time to pass good laws, as it 
should, which is why we must act with 
urgency now. The measures con-
templated in my legislation have great 

corrective power, but they are strong-
est when deployed in a timely manner, 
preferably before the outbreak of vio-
lence. 

The year 2013 was a particularly chal-
lenging year for human rights and we 
cannot afford to be silent. The Global 
Human Rights Accountability Act 
serves as an encouragement for cham-
pions of democracy, promoters of civil 
rights, and advocates of free speech 
across the globe. 

As the great human rights defender 
Nelson Mandela once said: ‘‘There are 
times when a leader must move ahead 
of the flock, go off in a new direction, 
confident that he is leading his people 
the right way.’’ 

In this great body, the Senate, we 
have a responsibility to lead the way in 
accountability for human rights. We 
have done that in the past. We have 
shown through our own example and 
we have shown through our interest in 
all corners of the world that this coun-
try will stand for the protection of 
basic human rights for all the people. 
We now have a chance to act by the 
passage of the global Magnitsky law. I 
hope my colleagues will join me in 
helping enact this new chapter and the 
next chapter in America’s commitment 
to international human rights. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The leg-

islative clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, yester-

day, while relaying to the Senate some 
anecdotes he believed proved the suc-
cess of ObamaCare, the majority leader 
stated this: 

Despite all the good news, there are plenty 
of horror stories being told. All of them are 
untrue, but they are being told all over 
America. 

Well, that statement, quite frankly, 
shocked me, and I am sure it would 
have shocked millions of Americans, if 
they had heard it, who are feeling the 
detrimental effects of this very un-
popular law, the Affordable Care Act. 

I have heard directly from countless 
Kansans about the devastating effects 
ObamaCare has had on them and their 
families. Most of the Kansans I speak 
with are concerned primarily about 
what the future will hold for their chil-
dren and grandchildren. What type of 
life will we as parents and grand-
parents be passing on to future genera-
tions? 

I can assure the majority leader that 
Kansans are salt-of-the-earth people. 
They are, most assuredly, not liars. 
They do not deserve to be called liars 
by any Member of this body. 

Take Philip and his wife from Lenexa 
who are in their midfifties. Philip has 
been self-employed for the last 20 years 
but had maintained coverage through 
his wife’s employer for most of that 
time. She now works for a much small-

er company which can only pay a frac-
tion of the cost of their insurance, so it 
was much cheaper for him to purchase 
insurance in the individual market 
starting in 2013. Finding affordable cov-
erage now, in 2014, has been a much 
greater challenge. He writes: 

With the changes in health insurance due 
to implementation of the ACA for the next 
year, we shopped the Kansas exchange for 
2014 plans. What we found was shocking. 

They found that for the same level of 
coverage, they would now have to pay 
a premium more than double what they 
paid in 2013. On top of the higher pre-
mium, they would be faced with double 
the deductible and nearly double the 
out-of-pocket maximum. 

In his letter Philip says: 
Frankly, we anticipate a decline in income 

for the next two years, but still won’t qualify 
for subsidies; this simply makes the ‘‘Afford-
able Health Care’’ unaffordable for us. 

He continues: 
The icing on the cake—my wife’s employer 

has told her they expect to drop their health 
care coverage for their employees altogether 
in 2015 because of the added expenses of the 
ACA! I honestly don’t know what we will do; 
we are not wealthy by any means and have 
not been able to fund our retirement plan for 
a couple of years now. We do not have suffi-
cient money to retire at any time soon and 
ACA will take everything we could afford to 
save. We hope Congress can come up with a 
logical and truly affordable option to the 
ACA soon! 

This is common criticism I have 
heard many times, and I can assure the 
majority leader that Philip’s story is 
true. 

I have also heard from members of 
the Kansas Disabled American Vet-
erans service organization who have 
shared the difficulty and struggle of 
veterans having to relinquish their pre-
ferred health care plans due to cost in-
creases caused by ObamaCare. They are 
now pursuing care through the VA, 
which presents a whole other host of 
new obstacles to receiving the care 
they deserve. So we have veterans who 
are unable to afford health care under 
the Affordable Care Act now coming to 
the veterans system and being unable 
to, anytime soon, enroll. In fact, their 
biggest concern is they will now have 
to wait 3 months to 6 months to get 
their first appointment. 

The bottom line is that veterans will 
either pay more for their health bene-
fits through ObamaCare and lose their 
preferred doctors or be forced to join 
the backlog of veterans seeking care. 
Neither is a good option for our vet-
erans. Veterans in Kansas and across 
the Nation are feeling the burdens of 
ObamaCare. They have sacrificed so 
much for our country, and I can assure 
the majority leader that they are tell-
ing the truth. 

Another example of how ObamaCare 
is hurting Kansans is from Salina, a 
town in the middle of our State. The 
nonprofit YMCA in Salina will be cap-
ping the schedules of part-time em-
ployees at 25 hours per week to avoid 
having to provide them health insur-
ance benefits as part of ObamaCare. 
The administrator says: 
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It is unfortunate. We have a lot of good 

people who you’d love to have working more 
hours that we’re going to have to make the 
cut. This is hitting nonprofits hard. A for- 
profit company, this cuts into their profits, 
but we don’t have profits to cut into. 

This YMCA is not alone in their ef-
forts to trim costs. Numerous compa-
nies and organizations across Kansas 
are having to cut back the hours of 
part-time employees because of 
ObamaCare. And I can tell the major-
ity leader once again that those people 
and those organizations are telling the 
truth. 

Yesterday afternoon the majority 
leader came to the floor once again and 
read an opinion column from The Hill 
newspaper. This article, authored by 
Mark Mellman, supported the majority 
leaders’ efforts to discredit the stories 
being told of Americans who are having 
very real struggles and those who have 
lost their health care coverage as a re-
sult of ObamaCare. The majority lead-
er read this column on the Senate floor 
literally word for word; however, he 
stopped just short of the end of the col-
umn, and I wanted to finish reading the 
footnote of the column which he chose 
not to read. It was about the author. 

Mellman is president of The Mellman 
Group and has worked for Democratic can-
didates and causes since 1982. Current clients 
include the Majority Leader of the Senate 
and the Democrat whip in the House. 

I just wanted to complete the record, 
that the majority leader is reading an 
article by a Democratic consultant, 
employed by the majority leader, to 
furnish evidence that what he is saying 
about the untruths of people who are 
complaining about ObamaCare is based 
upon fact. Mark Mellman really is not 
the person to be quoting as to whether 
the Affordable Care Act is working. 

I would also point out that 
ObamaCare has been heavily debated 
for years now. For 5 years we have been 
talking about the Affordable Care Act. 
During this time there have been so 
many broken promises, so many false-
hoods, and so many direct lies. We 
heard them all. 

‘‘ObamaCare will lower all of our 
health care costs.’’ 

‘‘ObamaCare won’t cut Medicare.’’ 
‘‘ObamaCare will create jobs.’’ 
And who can forget ‘‘If you like your 

doctor or health plan, you can keep 
them.’’ 

These were lies. These were untruths. 
They were promises made and sum-
marily broken. This is why so many 
Americans are outraged. It is time for 
Washington to stop dismissing their 
concerns and start listening to them. 

Another disturbing moment—in fact, 
I think perhaps the most disturbing 
part of what the majority leader said— 
after he read the column from The Hill, 
he said this: 

It is time the American people spoke out 
against this terrible dishonesty and about 
those two brothers who are about as un- 
American as anyone I can imagine. 

This really bothers me. Accusations 
about who is un-American are deeply 
troubling, and to me that is an unfor-

tunate comment when we refer to any-
one. From the earliest days of our Re-
public, it has been a tactic exerted by 
those in power to humiliate and dis-
credit those who come from different 
backgrounds or have a different point 
of view that challenges the people in 
power, and it is part of a strategy to 
convince ordinary Americans that sin-
ister forces are working to undermine 
our country and our institutions. Iron-
ically, by charging some person or 
group with being un-American or dis-
loyal, the effort to stifle an exchange 
of ideas erodes the very foundation of 
our democratic government. 

These accusations have been leveled 
during times of war, but they are just 
as prevalent during times of peace. We 
know of the Alien and Sedition Acts of 
1797, the Know-Nothing Party taking 
aim at immigrants in the 1800s, and the 
Red Scare after the First World War. 

In the process leading up to women’s 
suffrage, critics of giving women the 
vote belittled them. One even sug-
gested that women were too emotion-
ally delicate to take on the task of vot-
ing. Thankfully, these ridiculous asser-
tions could not derail the passage of 
the 19th Amendment guaranteeing 
women the right to vote. 

Yet perhaps the most famous exam-
ple is a Senator using his position to 
charge people as diverse as Hollywood 
actors and Army generals and Sec-
retary of State George C. Marshall of 
political views which differed with the 
Senator’s. In fact, the Senator believed 
their views were traitorous. He referred 
to such people as ‘‘enemies from with-
in.’’ Why would a Senator reach such a 
conclusion? Because those political 
views disagreed with his own. Maybe it 
was also for the headlines and atten-
tion he craved or perhaps he was just 
paranoid, in search of a bogeyman. For 
more than 5 years this Senator leveled 
the charges of ‘‘disloyalty’’ without 
any real evidence. Because of his flip-
pant claims, he did untold damage to 
so many lives, with very little con-
sequence to himself. Not until enough 
of his colleagues had enough and put 
an end to his campaign against other 
citizens did this unfortunate episode in 
our Nation’s history come to an end. 
This tactic didn’t end in 1950 and, in-
deed, it continues today. 

I am disappointed by those who im-
pugn President Obama, questioning his 
legitimacy and sincerity as he seeks to 
do what he believes is his best for the 
country. Yet it is undoubtedly a two- 
way street. The President dismissed 
those who opposed his candidacy in 
2008 as people who ‘‘cling to guns or re-
ligion’’ or have ‘‘antipathy toward peo-
ple who are not like them.’’ 

When I served in the House of Rep-
resentatives in 2009, Speaker NANCY 
PELOSI said in the town hall meeting in 
August of that year that those with 
concerns about ObamaCare were ‘‘un- 
American.’’ 

No one has the right to determine 
whose beliefs are American or un- 
American—certainly no one in the 

House of Representatives or the Sen-
ate. 

It is troubling that there is a reflex-
ive reaction in Congress to label polit-
ical critics as un-American or disloyal. 
Recognizing disagreement is part of 
the decisionmaking process of our de-
mocracy, and a respectful dialogue be-
tween all Americans is critical to a 
well-functioning Republic. Certainly 
anything short of that is not worthy of 
the Senate floor. 

I’m weary of repeated attempts to 
distract the American people from the 
rollout and poor performance of 
ObamaCare. 

This week a New York Times/CBS 
poll found that only 6 percent of Amer-
icans believe that ObamaCare is 
‘‘working well and should be kept in 
place as is.’’ I ask the majority leader: 
Does that mean that the other 94 per-
cent of Americans surveyed are liars? 

In fact, ObamaCare is a disaster to 
our Nation’s health care system, and it 
is a disaster to our country’s economy. 
The American people have made their 
opinions known, and rather than rem-
edy the situation and address their 
concerns, the majority leader and oth-
ers are trying to change the conversa-
tion and attack the very Americans 
who have real, life-impacting concerns 
about their access to health care. 

My friends on the other side of the 
aisle act as though the majority of 
Americans support ObamaCare. They 
do not. They never have. We didn’t lis-
ten to them when ObamaCare was 
passed. We have not listened to them 
since. In fact, the same New York 
Times/CBS poll found that Americans 
‘‘feel things have pretty seriously got-
ten off on the wrong track’’ by a mar-
gin of nearly 2 to 1. This poll was com-
prised of Republicans, Democrats, and 
Independents, of which 63 percent feel 
things have pretty seriously gotten off 
on the wrong track. 

I agree that we are headed in the 
wrong direction, and I fear—like most 
Americans—that instead of righting 
the course, we have a Senate majority 
leader who will want to distract the 
hard-working Americans busy with 
their families, struggling, and living 
their lives. 

Speaking of dysfunction, the major-
ity leader is speaking about dysfunc-
tion in the Senate that he alone has 
the ability to control. The pilot of the 
plane cannot and should not blame the 
passengers for the turbulence. 

I’m glad the majority leader men-
tioned the Senate feels like ‘‘Ground-
hog Day’’ or groundhog year. He is ab-
solutely right. Over and over, how 
many times has the majority leader ob-
structed the Senate debate and votes 
on amendments? Over and over we see 
the same strategy from the majority 
leader to run the Senate according to 
his rules and his alone. He controls the 
Senate operations. He controls the 
ability to move past ‘‘Groundhog Day,’’ 
and he controls whether or not his col-
leagues can advocate for amendments 
and have votes. 
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Republican Senators are not alone in 

this thinking—although I’m sure the 
majority leader wishes that it was just 
the Republicans complaining. Many 
Senate Democrats also feel the same 
way. They too have legislation. They 
too have amendments they would like 
to see in front of the Senate that would 
see the light of day. 

One such amendment that the major-
ity leader is using in his blame game is 
a bipartisan amendment offered by 
Senators Menendez and Kirk, a Repub-
lican and Democrat, with 59 Senate co-
sponsors. There is an overwhelming 
amount of Senate support for this 
amendment. So why can’t we get the 
issue of Iran’s nuclear capabilities to 
the Senate floor? Why does the Senate 
majority leader continue to obstruct 
the Senate process rather than return 
to regular order and allow the Senate 
to operate the way it was intended? 

The dysfunction of the Senate ulti-
mately hurts the American people, and 
the majority leader has the ability to 
change that. My hope is that we move 
beyond this time in the Senate’s his-
tory, that we move beyond the same 
old, same old, and that we have the op-
portunity to chart a new path forward 
to restore the Senate to function as it 
should. 

I have no interest in serving in a Sen-
ate that doesn’t do its work. Neither 
the majority leader nor any other 
Member of this body has the ability to 
represent individual Americans’ inter-
est at any given moment. 

We each represent people from our 
respective States who have different 
points of view. I understand that peo-
ple have a different point of view de-
pending upon where they live, their 
background, their experience, and their 
philosophy. This diversity of opinion is 
what makes this country and, by ex-
tension, the Senate such a force for 
good in the world. 

These opposing viewpoints are by 
their very definition American. The di-
versity and disagreement among our-
selves is actually American, not un- 
American. Whether it is the Kansas 
small business owner who fears losing 
health insurance or the brave partici-
pants of the Seneca Falls Convention, 
Americans have the right to be heard 
and the right to play a part in the 
American political process. No one has 
the right to call those people un-Amer-
ican. 

The litmus test for what is or is not 
American behavior cannot be adminis-
tered or measured in partisan terms. 
Yet the bulk of the comments made by 
the majority leader attempted to do 
just that. 

I am disappointed that it is even nec-
essary for me to be on the Senate floor 
to talk about these disparaging com-
ments, but the American people de-
serve an accountable legislature. 

Whether you agree or disagree with 
the direction of our country—if you 
disagree with the direction it is head-
ing in or you think we are doing OK, 
you are still an American, and you 

have the right to voice that opinion 
without having your allegiance to the 
United States called into question. 

I yield the floor and note the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 
EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol-
lowing nominations on today’s Execu-
tive Calendar: Nos. 568, 569, 565, and 571. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed en bloc, 
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate; that 
no further motions be in order to any 
of the nominations; that any related 
statements be printed in the RECORD; 
that President Obama be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action and the 
Senate then resume legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Kansas. 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, Senator 

GRASSLEY, the ranking member of the 
Judiciary Committee, is unable to be 
on the floor at this time, and on his be-
half I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I will read 
into the RECORD—maybe tonight, but if 
not, I will do it Monday—statements 
made in the past by the ranking mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee where 
he talked in detail about how foolish it 
would be to have cloture on nomina-
tions for judges—his exact words. 

I am disappointed that there has 
been an objection, but as I indicated 
yesterday, we are in groundhog year. 
Why would this next week be any dif-
ferent than the rest of this year? 

They have objected and obstructed— 
they meaning the Republicans in the 
Senate—everything. Look at what we 
just finished—and I mean finished. We 
just finished a bill that had been 
worked on for a long time by the junior 
Senator from Vermont, the chairman 
of the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 

This is a bill that would help vet-
erans. No one disputes the bill would 
help veterans. All 26 veterans organiza-
tions, including the American Legion 
and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, sup-
ported that legislation—plus 24 other 
veterans organizations. So what hap-
pens over here with the Republicans? 
They figured out a way to say no. They 
always do that. But the way they say 
no is to obstruct, and that is what they 
did on this veterans bill. 

I hope every veteran in America un-
derstands the fact that we had some-

thing that would improve the lives of 
the fighting men and women who came 
back from Iraq and Afghanistan, and 
those Asian veterans from Vietnam 
and some from Korea and some from 
World War II who are still with us. Be-
cause of the continual obstruction over 
here to do anything they can to slow 
down the Obama administration, they 
are even willing to hurt veterans. 

This was a bill that didn’t take a sin-
gle penny. It was paid for with leftover 
war money. We agreed to have amend-
ments, but that is just all hot air from 
the Republicans. We would be willing 
to do these bills if they would allow us 
to have amendments, and they figured 
out a way to say no again. 

So we have to invoke cloture on dis-
trict court judges that my friend, the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, has said time and time again 
should not happen. 

Either tonight or Monday I will read 
verbatim into the RECORD what he has 
said in the past. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF DEBO P. 
ADEGBILE TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
ATTORNEY GENERAL 

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to exec-
utive session to consider Calendar No. 
659. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the nomination. 
The bill clerk read the nomination of 

Debo P. Adegbile, of New York, to be 
an Assistant Attorney General. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, there is a 

cloture motion at the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-

ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the nomination 
of Debo P. Adegbile, of New York, to be an 
Assistant Attorney General. 

Harry Reid, Patrick J. Leahy, Richard J. 
Durbin, Patty Murray, Barbara Boxer, 
Sheldon Whitehouse, Jack Reed, Carl 
Levin, Debbie Stabenow, Tom Udall, 
Martin Heinrich, Christopher Murphy, 
Michael F. Bennet, Maria Cantwell, 
Amy Klobuchar, Richard Blumenthal, 
Tom Harkin. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the mandatory quorum required 
under rule XXII be waived for the clo-
ture motion with respect to Calendar 
No. 659. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. REID. I move to proceed to legis-
lative session. 
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